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Chapter 1 

GENERAL INTRODUCTION 
 

Effective management of Farm Animal Genetic Resources (FAnGR) is 

essential to global food security, sustainable development and the livelihoods 

of hundreds of millions of people. Pakistan’s economy is a small farmers 

dependent economy with major contribution from agriculture sector. Millions 

of farmer families raise livestock for their livelihood and sectoral share of 

livestock in agricultual GDP has recently crossed 50% level. Among various 

species, goats are the fastest growing species with average growth rate of 

more than 3.5% in the last decade. Goats are preferred sacrificial animals and 

their meat is also the most preferred meat in the country (GOP, 2011).  

Pakistan is endowed with 25 recognized indigenous goat breeds 

(Hasnain, 1985). Teddy, Kamori and Beetal being the most populated breeds. 

Current goat population in the country is estimated at 61.5 million (GOP, 

2011). The indigenous goat breeds have unique combinations of adaptive 

traits that best respond to the pressures of the local environment on which 

they have evolved over time. They have acquired important traits such as 

disease resistance, heat tolerance and ability to utilize poor quality feeds. Goat 

breeds are at higher risk of losing their identity due to indiscriminate 

breeding and lack of any breeding policy or directive from the government. 

Generally, goat keeping is a low input activity and goats have an 

important role in the livelihood of a large proportion of small farmers 

particularly women, landless and marginal farmers lacking other means of 

survival. In cotton growing areas, goats also play a unique role in clearing 

fodder and cash crop fields, the green leaves and unripe/leftover cotton bolls 

of the cotton plants. Raising goats as sacrificial animals, is still a different 

production system practiced in some areas of central and southern Punjab 

and system may be quite intensive. Animals raised in this system are sold at a 

very high price as exhibition and sacrificial goats. Appreciable diversity 
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among and within goat breeds therefore, exists for morphological, growth, 

fertility and other traits. Adult body weight, for example, may vary from 20-

70 kg with exceptional bucks quadrupling this range.  

The directional and haphazard breeding of indigenous breeds is, 

however, resulting in loss of diversity and/or acceleration of genetic erosion. 

This trend has been worsened over time by farmers and stakeholders’ 

negative perception towards the indigenous breeds associated with lack of 

knowledge on the values of maintaining this diversity and their production 

potential. In addition, the importance of the indigenous goat breeds have 

often been undervalued with the focus mainly directed towards the physical 

benefits while limited attention is given to the social roles which is a key 

factor in the in situ conservation of the indigenous breeds (FAO, 2007). 

Similarly, production systems and socio-economic settings of goat farmers are 

continuously changing. Currently, live goats and products are targeted for the 

export market. However, strategies to respond to the potential growth for 

domestic use and export of goat and goat products are non-existent. Basic 

information about valuable indigenous goat breeds is, therefore, needed as is 

the capacity to prioritize, monitor and manage them at both scientific and 

farm operational levels (ILRI, 2011). To achieve this and other objectives, a 

regional project “Development and Application of Decision Support Tools to 

Conserve and Sustainably Use Genetic Diversity in Indigenous Livestock and 

Wild Relatives” is being executed in four countries including Pakistan 

(Bangladesh, Sri Lanka and Vietnam). Breeding, genetics, socioeconomic and 

policy aspects of raising goat are being targeted along with capacity building 

of various stakeholders (www.fangrasia.org). The research presented in this 

thesis was performed under the framework of the above regional project 

which is executed by the International Livestock Research Institute (ILRI) and 

implemented by the United Nations Environmental Progamme (UNEP), and 

funded by the Global Envornmental Facility (GEF).   

The objectives of the present study are: 

http://www.fangrasia.org/
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1. To investigate farmers perception and preference about different 

breeds and traits at household level in two selected sites in Punjab 

province of Pakistan 

2. To assess the contribution of goats to livelihoods of these goat farmers  

3. To document goat management and performance at individual animal 

level in the selected villages. 

The expected outcomes include policy guidelines for community level 

management and breeding interventions for the goat keepers. 

References 

FAO. 2007. International technical conference on animal genetic resources for 
food and Agriculture held on 3–7 September, 2007 at Interlaken, 
Switzerland. 

GOP [Government of Pakistan]. 2011. Economic Survey of Pakistan 2010-11. 
[http://www.finance.gov.pk/survey/chapters/02-Agriculture09.pdf]. 

Hasnain HU. 1985. Sheep and Goats in Pakistan. FAO, Animal Production 
and Health Paper 56. FAO, Rome. 

ILRI. 2011. Annual Report International Livestock Research Institute Nairobi, 
Kenya 
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Chapter 2 

STUDY OF SMALLHOLDER PRODUCTION SYSTEMS 
USING DIFFERENT SURVEY TECHNIQUES: A REVIEW 

 

Abstract  

Participatory rural appraisal (PRA), household surveys and in-depth surveys are 

commonly used survey techniques for exploring production systems prevailing 

allover the world. As smallholder production systems are usually found in 

developing countries, therefore, such tools are useful in defining various 

attributes of production systems. This chapter provides an overview of 

utilization of these techniques for study in the farming systems around the globe. 

Keywords: PRA, household survey, in-depth monitoring, goat production 

systems 

2.1 Introduction  

Goats play an important role in the livelihoods of rural people especially 

the landless farmers and serve as substitute for cash at many occasions. They 

possess other favourable attributes and serve the rural community in a number 

of ways. To assess the importance of livestock in rural economy, researchers used 

many methodologies like Participatory Rural Appraisals, Household Surveys 

and In-depth Monitoring. They attempted to explore the features of rural 

livestock production systems, role in livelihood and related activities. A number 

of studies are presented here to serve as guideline and ready reference for the 

present research project. The work of scientists on different aspects of goats in 

different parts of the world will be presented in subsequent captions and 

paragraphs, firstly about participatory rural appraisals, secondly on household 

surveys and finally about in-depth monitoring. This review is focused to present 

a summarized form of researches conducted allover the world regarding goat 

production. 
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2.2 Participatory Rural Appraisals 

Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA) is an approach used to incorporate the 

knowledge and opinions of rural people in the planning and management of 

development projects and programs. The broader objective is to involve local 

people in community development. Through this approach even poor people are 

able to analyze their own circumstances and have ownership of interventions 

intended for their betterment. Many participatory techniques and tools are used 

to accomplish these appraisals. Attempts are however, made to ensure that 

people are not excluded from participation.  

Limiting factors in farming were reported by Panin and Mahabile (1996). 

They reported that the capital was the major limiting factor in the crop livestock 

production system of smallholder farmers in the developing countries. Hence, 

unavailability of cash accompanied by natural occurring of diseases and 

infections contributed to be major threat in tropical developing set ups like 

Pakistan. This situation may become worse when veterinary services and 

veterinary aids are not present in the localities. Lack of capital may also 

contribute in reluctance of the farmers to buy feed (Ogri, 1999). Similarly, Panin 

(2000) carried out comparative economic assessment of cattle and goat rearing 

enterprises for an average smallholder farm-household to throw light on their 

relative economic efficiency. The net profit measured as the net margin either per 

enterprise or per animal was far higher for a cattle-rearing enterprise. It was 

reported that rearing either cattle or small ruminants is economically viable in 

the study area. However, cattle rearing had only a slight edge (1.93%) over 

rearing of small ruminants. Regarding dairy goat production, Nsoso et al. (2004) 

reported that women were more efficient in rearing goats. 

Role of goats in income generation was explored by Dossa et al. (2007) 

who collected and analyzed the data information from 38 goat farmers in two 

selected locations. They reported that goats were kept mainly for sale whenever 
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cash was needed. Traits related to reproduction, behavior, health and meat 

production were considered equally important and were ranked very highly by 

goat keepers. Increased net income per flock through increased number of 

marketable animals was the derived breeding objective. Disease outbreaks 

resulting in high mortality, poor housing, and feed shortages were, in 

descending order, the most important problems. It was concluded that the 

development of initiatives to improve management practices was an overriding 

priority. Ghaffar et al. (2007) concluded participatory rural appraisals for 

economic opportunity in two ecological zones (irrigated and rain-fed) and two 

dairy production systems (peri-urban and mixed livestock), in Pakistan. They 

reported that animal production was closely interlinked with the cropping 

systems and played a crucial role in the rural economy. They identified the major 

constraints were animal health, nutrition and reproduction. They suggested how 

to overcome these difficulties. On economic aspects, they reported that 

maximum opportunity to enhance farmers’ income was to increase milk 

production per day per animal, which could be accomplished through 

coordinated improvements in nutrition, reproduction and genetics. 

Improvement in livestock production needs technological development. 

Dossa et al. (2008) emphasized on technological development through which 

improvement in livestock production and productivity could be made. They 

determined factors influencing the decision of rural people to keep sheep and/or 

goats that are crucial when formulating technologies and policies that support 

village-based small ruminant production. They made structured questionnaires 

administered in 228 households to study the ownership patterns of small 

ruminants in southern Benin. They found that the ownership of goats was higher 

(91%) than sheep (35%) because goats are not affected by any ethnic or cultural 

restrictions. Goats were also perceived to be a less risky to invest into as 

compared to sheep. As far as gender involvement was concerned, women 

represented 71% of the keepers of goats. Predictive models of ownership were 
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developed using logistic regression. The results showed that younger household 

members (P<0.05) especially young women (60%) were more likely to own small 

ruminants. 

Owners of small ruminants were less likely to be involved in off-farm 

activities and would often have no access to credit facilities as reported by Bett et 

al. (2009). Gender, ethnicity, and perception of risk associated with species are 

the major factors affecting people’s choice of species. These findings highlight the 

financing and insurance roles of small ruminants, particularly goats. In order to 

develop suitable technologies and formulate policies to improve productivity 

and to enhance livelihoods, the constraints to goat production need were asked 

to be identified and the local knowledge of the keepers to be investigated. The 

study involved 311 goat keepers in four project sites in production objectives and 

breeding practices of smallholder households participating in dairy goat 

breeding projects and analyzed in relation to their ability to bring about 

sustainable genetic improvement in the dairy goat flocks. This employed both 

qualitative and quantitative research methods to get a holistic view of dairy goats, and 

take into account the full array of contributions of dairy goats to the 

smallholders. They also reported that the milk production and sales of breeding 

stock were high priority functions for the objective to create a financial buffer. 

The breeding objective traits that farmers perceived as being of primary 

importance were milk yield, growth rate, body size, fertility and disease 

tolerance. There were logical trade-offs in the choice of these traits by farmers. 

Dairy goats were mainly culled due to old age, poor fertility, small body size and 

poor health. Farmers did not place a large significance on unsatisfactory milk 

performance.  

Socio-economic aspects of raising livestock cannot be ignored. A review 

on social and economic importance of goat to the communal farmer and the 

potential of using goats in rural development in Southern Africa was presented 
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by Gwaze et al (2009). They reported that about 64% of goats in sub-Saharan 

Africa (SSA) were located in rural arid (38%) and semi-arid (26%) agro-ecological 

zones and that more than 90% of goats in these zones were indigenous. They also 

reported that farmers in Southern Africa largely use the village goat 

management system. Major constraints to goat production included high disease 

and parasite prevalence, low levels of management, limited forage availability 

and poor marketing management. Potential research areas that were required to 

ensure that goats were vehicles for rural development included evaluation of 

constraints to goat production. 

Nutrition and breeding management play vital role in higher production 

and productivity of animals. Yaqoob et al. ( 2009) conducted a study on to 

determine effects of fodder availability and prolificacy on birth weight, weaning 

weight, weight at 6 and 9 months age, and pre- and post-weaning growth rates 

of Dera Din Panah goats. A total of 350 records of Dera Din Panah (DDP) goats 

maintained at Sheep and Goat Development Centre, Rakh Khairewala, District 

Layyah, Punjab, Pakistan were analyzed using Harvey’s Mixed Model Least 

Squares and Maximum Likelihood computer program. Fodder availability 

significantly affected (P<0.05) the birth weight, weaning weight, and pre-

weaning daily gain. The effect of prolificacy on the birth weight, weaning 

weight, pre-weaning growth rate was significant (P<0.05).  

Research work was conducted by Sraire et al. (2009) on the effects of 

fodder availability and prolificacy on average daily weight gain during different 

stages, such as from birth to 3 months of age, 3 to 6 months of age, 6 to 9 months 

of age, 9 to12 months of age, and overall growth rate from birth to 12 months of 

age. Growth traits were significantly influenced by fodder availability. Cornwall 

and Pratt (2011) studied the use and abuse of participatory rural appraisal and its 

reflections for assessment, planning, monitoring, and evaluation, as well as in 

national-level poverty assessments. PRA and its variants also continue to be used 
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by the government agencies, non-government, and community-based 

organizations in local-level assessment, planning, monitoring, and evaluation, as 

well as in national-level poverty assessments. It has sometimes been conflated, 

by donors and critics alike, with doing participatory development, and has 

elicited critiques that often go far beyond the bounds of the methodological. Yet 

these critics have tended to be academic with little experience as practitioners or 

facilitators. They suggested that the story of PRA’s success and of subsequent 

concerns about abuse and misuse by mainstream development institutions offers 

broader lessons with continued salience for development. Poor communities, in 

situations, need to be involved efficiently in livestock raising research which may 

ultimately require re-designing of smallholder animal production system as 

suggested recently for Pakistan (Afzal, 2010). 

2.3 House Hold Surveys 

Household surveys are a key source of data on social aspects in the last 

few decades, providing the most flexible method for recording information. 

Household surveys provide a cheaper alternative to censuses for timely data. 

Usually they are used for collection of detailed and varied socio-demographic 

data pertaining to the living conditions, wellbeing, and activities of people, and 

other aspects of their lives, their social and economical setup. Any population-

based subject can be investigated through these surveys and most of the time 

these surveys provide interesting and practical information.  

Performance of goats through such survey provided useful information in 

the study of Masika et al. (2004),  aimed to assess and document the prevailing 

goat production systems in the rural areas. It gave information about flock size, 

reason for keeping, breeding and management practices using a structured 

questionnaire, based on interviews of 52 respondents. It revealed variability in 

response among flock size (2-84), with goat mainly kept for slaughter during 

rituals. Daily milk yields for the villages ranged between 0.125 and 2.01 per goat. 
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In each village, only 20% farmers kept their own bucks. Twining in goats was 

common and mortality due to tick born diseases was also high. 

Forming nucleus test herds of native breeds could provide genetic 

improvement in goats as proposed by Misra (1993). In this study, males born in 

the nucleus herd were ranked on the basis of breeding value and used as 

improved sires for genetic improvement of the base herd. Mwale et al. (1999) and 

Mulume et al. (1999) reported that farmers were quite willing to collaborate in a 

record keeping scheme if no counter-productive interventions take place and 

information and knowledge was made available to livestock farmers. Goat 

production was the primary occupation of poor and landless laborers in India. 

Mizeck et al., (2001) reported that indigenous farm animals were raised 

predominantly by smallholder farmers in Malawi. Genetic improvements in 

breed could be of vital importance. However, some of constraints to livestock 

development were lack of adequately defined breeding goals and insufficient 

description of the animal population regarding their phenotypic and genetic 

performance in production, reproduction and adaptation. Regular performance 

recording under field condition was rare, but it is essential for improving and 

preserving farm genetic resources, which are important components of the 

prevailing crop-livestock production system. A group breeding scheme was 

proposed for the interactive conservation of farm animal genetic resources. Such 

a program would only work well with the full participation of the farmers and 

other institutions involved in animal production. 

Production potential of goats should be exploited to get maximum profits. 

Gwaze et al. (2010) conducted a study on estimation of goat production potential 

and efficiency in the resource-poor communal areas of the Eastern Cape province 

of South Africa. Assessment of production potential of goat was considered 

necessary in order to exploit its maximum potential. A monthly questionnaire 

was administered to 19, 21, and 13 farmers in Matatiele and Qawukeni and 
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Mankone. Entries and exits to and from each flock were assessed. It was reported 

that most kids (P<0.05) were born in August for large and small flocks. Total 

entries were higher (P<0.05) in August, September, and October than in the other 

months. Kids' mortality peaked in May and September at 21%. Most (P<0.05) 

goats were sold in December. Goat production efficiency (GPE) was affected 

(P<0.05) by month and flock size. The GPE was higher (P<0.05) in small than in 

large flocks. The low GPE values indicated the need to devise other indices that 

factor in the neglected functions of goats when measuring GPE in communities 

where the main function of goats was not for sale or consumption.  

Likeness for livestock and gender involvement in livestock production 

shows the interest of keepers. Study conducted by Ann Finan (2011) on the 

advantages of alterity-for the love of goats in central United States revealed that 

an artisanal goat dairy farm managed by three women, demonstrates that by 

embracing feminine care identities, these women carve a space for themselves 

within livestock production in which they can pursue their own economic and 

affective goals. Analysis of ethnographic data also demonstrated that farmers’ 

decision making regarding animal production is based on both affective and 

instrumental concerns. It was suggested that if farmers were to understand and 

operationalize the effective component of farmer decision making based on the 

livestock–farmer relationship, they must begin to consider to what extent 

livestock themselves are social actors. 

2.4 Longitudional Monitoring 

 In-depth monitoring is a qualitative research technique in which a small 

number of respondents are investigated to explore perspectives on a particular 

activity or aspects. In monitoring the regular observation and recording of 

activities takes place in a research project and information are routinely gathered 

on all aspects of the project. To monitor is to check the progress of activities, and 

it provides systematic and purposeful information. Monitoring also involves 
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giving feedback about the progress to the donors, implementers and beneficiaries 

of the project. Such information is used for decision making for improvement of 

the projects and is very important in project planning and implementation. 

Information obtained through monitoring is useful in analyzing the situation in 

specific community, proper utilization of inputs, identification of problems faced 

by the community and finding their solutions.  

 Effect of fodder banks on growth and survival of West African Dwarf 

goats under village conditions was studied by Ikwuegbu et al. (1995). Results of 

the study indicated potential contribution of fodder banks for improving growth 

performance of goats in adverse situations in villages like limited land, limited 

free-ranging during chopping season. Birth weights were influenced by year and 

season of birth, sex of kid and birth type. Body weight and rate of gain were 

affected by year, parity and birth type. Animals at fodder banks grew faster from 

birth to one year age and were heavier than their counter parts on natural 

pastures at all ages. During period of fodder scarcity, fodder banked animals lost 

lesser weight than natural pasture animals. Mortality was similar in two flocks. 

Mortality was affected by wet season and was due to higher parasitic infestation 

during this season.  

 Goat feeding practices were assessed by Bosman et al. (1996) and they 

reported that within the socio-economic setting the most attractive option was to 

feed small amount of browse to balance protein-deficient diets. Some features of 

goat and sheep production were monitored in a study by Armbruster and Peters 

(1993). They reported that average litter size 1.19 lambs and 1.52 kids. Average 

annual lambing and kidding rate were 1.74 and 2.34, respectively. Litter size was 

influenced by age of dam and flock, in both species. The 90-d and 150-d weights 

of lambs were significantly influenced by flock, sex, birth type, season and 

grazing management. The 150-d weights were significantly affected by season of 

birth, 90-d weight and sex. Management, flock and season affected performance 
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traits significantly. Free-roaming flocks showed better performance. Growth of 

kids and lambs was poor in rainy season. Mortality in kids and lambs was 44.2% 

and 48.1% upto one year of age, respectively. 

 Morphometry throws light on some aspects of body of animals and is 

necessary to know their physical features. Body measurements of a number of 

breeds have been reported by many researchers (Mamabolo et al., 2010; Rahman, 

2007; Husain et al. 2005; Hasanat et al., 2003; Majid et al. 1999). Khan et al. (1992) 

reported body length and heart girth of Black Bengal goats at 10 and 15 months 

of age as 46.52 cm and 52.73 cm in male and 48.33 cm 54.03 cm in females, 

respectively. They found positive correlation between body weight and age (0.47 

and 0.76 for male and female respectively), body weight and body length (0.64 

and 0.74) and body weight and heart girth (0.75 and 0.79). Bhattacharya et al. 

(1984) reported heart girth in Black Bengal goats to be 44±0.68 cm and body 

length 46±0.68 cm. They concluded that body length and heart girth may be used 

as good reliable predictors to assess live weight in male and female Black Bengal 

goats. 

 Survival rate and mortality are important factors in livestock production 

particularly in goats and reported in a number of studies (Mamabolo et al., 2010; 

Belete, 2009; Islam et al., 2009; Talore, 2009; Getahum, 2008; Ahmad, 2006; Hailu 

et al., 2006; Faruque, 1999; Husain et al., 1996). Singh et al. (1996) worked on 

different parameters of Black Bengal goats and found that the survival rate of 

91.6 percent in kids and it was higher than Black Bengal, Jamnapari×Black 

Bengal and Beetal×Black Bengal crossbred groups (70.6-75.3 percent). Similarly, 

in his previous findings (Singh et al. 1991) reported the survivability rate of Black 

Bengal, Jamnapari×Black Bengal and Beetal×Black Bengal crossbred goats and 

found the survival rate during 3 to 6 and 6 to 12 months of age was 79.22±4.06 

and 82.02±4.09 percent, respectively. The effects of season of birth and birth 

weight were significant for survival from 3 to 6 months and the effects of breed 
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type, sex and birth weight were significant for survival from 6 to 12 months. The 

effects of litter size, dam’s weight at kidding and filial generation were not 

significant for survival rate from 3 to 12 months. Birth weight was positively and 

linearly related with survival rate. Kid born in summer had significantly lower 

survival rates from 3 to 6 months of age than those born in the winter and 

monsoon periods. 

 During a study on factors affecting survival rate, Husain et al. (1996) 

showed the effect of birth weight on survival rate was very pronounced in Black 

Bengal goats. Mortality rates of about 29.2 and 59.3% were noted with an average 

birth weight of 0.64 kg for the period from parity 1-3 months of age. However, 

the mortality rate was reduced to 6.2 and 12.1% with increased average birth 

weight 1.22 kg for the above 2 periods. Survival rate of kids was positively 

related to milk yield of dams. The survival rates were 81.0 and 56.9% with an 

average milk yield of 37.9 g/day for the two periods. For the same period 

survivability improved to 96.1 and 88.2% when average milk yield was 367.8 g/ 

day/dam. 

 Effect of birth weight on mortality was studied by another scientist 

Goswami et al. (1998) who studied age specific and month wise mortality in 

goats. Between May and July 1997, there was a severe outbreak of Pest Small 

Ruminants Virus (PSRV) at the regional goat breeding farm in Tripura, India. 

The highest mortality was observed in Barbari×Black Bengal goats (65.0 percent). 

Kid mortality was higher in young (62.5%) than in adults (33.77%). Chowdhury 

et al. (2002) also observed the same factors and found that 170 total dead kids, 92 

(54.12%) died of diseases, 48 (28.23%) due to low birth weight, 5 (2.94%) due to 

predator and 25 (14.7%) due to other reasons of the 92 dead cases.  

 Pre-weaning kid survivability (%) at 7, 15, 30, 60, 90 days of age in three 

genetic groups of Black Bengal does viz. Jamnapari×Black Bengal, Selected Black 

Bengal and Random bred Black Bengal was investigated by Amin et al. (2001). 
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Pre-weaning kid survivability (%) at 7 days were 94.87, 93.71 and 96.27, at 15 

days were 92.31, 92.14 and 95.52, at 30 days were 88.52, 96.25 and 94.03, at 60 

days were 85.75, 88.05 and 90.30, at 90 days were 84.62, 87.74 and 89.18 

respectively for the above mentioned genetic group. From birth to 30 days, pre-

weaning kid survivability (%) differed significantly (p<0.05) among the three 

genetic groups. 

 Litter size is another important trait in goats and described by many 

researchers in different goat breeds (Mamabolo et al., 2010; Belete, 2009; Islam et 

al., 2009; Talore, 2009; Grima 2008). Faruque (1999) found the litter size of 

Jamnapari×Black Bengal, selected bred Black Bengal and random bred Black 

Bengal were 1.15, 1.29 and 1.11 respectively. Amin et al. (2001) studied the 

reproductive traits in the same breed. Alexandra et al. (2001) studied Creole goat 

and found that litter size was 1.98 per doe. Awemu et al. (2002) worked on Red 

Sokoto goats in Nigeria and found that litter size at birth 1.8 kids per doe was 

significantly affected by parity. 

 Reproduction is important economical phenomenon in terms of capital 

expended and returned. Chowdhury et al. (2002) reported that the average 

services required for conception of Black Bengal goat under semi-intensive 

management system were 1.45. The number of services per conception did not 

differ significantly by breed types. Odubote (2002) showed that effect of parity 

and season was significant for the kidding interval, with the kidding interval was 

275.68±6.08 days, in West African Dwarf goats. Tatek et al. (2005) observed that 

kidding interval of Arsi-Bali goat was 242.1 days under farmer’s management 

condition. Mamabolo et al. (2005) also worked on the same lines but in different 

goat breed and reported that the average kidding interval for indigenous goats of 

South Africa in Mootse was 258 days and the authors have also stated that the 

shortest interval generally occurred in traditional systems where uncontrolled 

breeding is the norm. Talore (2009) observed that kidding interval of indigenous 
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goat in Southern Ethiopia was 9.05±0.08 months. Tesfaye et al. (2006) reported 

kidding interval 247.96 days under traditional management practices in Central 

highland goat. 

 While analyzing data on kidding interval, Faruque (1999) found that 

average kidding interval of Kacang and Peranakan Etawah goat were 217.2±2.56 

and 277.9±7.69 days, respectively. Sodiq (2004) observed that the average litter 

size of Kacang and Peranakan Etawah goat were 1.93±0.13 and 1.69±0.15kg, 

respectively. Similarly, Norton (2004) reported that body weight of indigenous 

goats at 12, 18 and 24 months of age as 13.0, 17.3 and 21.5 kg, respectively. For 

Black Bengal goats, Haque et al. (2005) reported that body weights of male and 

female goats at 6 months of age were 7.84±5.44 and 8.96±4.54g, respectively.  

 A report on body weights by Alam (2006) showed that the body weight of 

bucks and does at birth, 3, 6, 9, 12 months of age were 1.18, 4.17, 6.78, 10.91, 13.22 

and 1.07, 3.18, 6.48, 10.32, 12.18 kg, respectively. The body length of female goats 

at 6, 9, and 12 months age was 38.77, 42.85, 46.95 cm, respectively. The heart girth 

was 49.69, 50.77, 54.21 cm at the similar age groups whereas the height at wither 

was 38.46, 41.23, 44.11cm, respectively. Number of services per conception was 

1.29±0.13 and 1.57±0.14 for White and Black Bengal goats, respectively. The litter 

size was higher in White goats (2.21±0.05) than in Black goats (2.03±0.04). 

Kidding interval were 11.11±0.20 and 12.57±0.19 months for White and Black 

Bengal goats, respectively. According to Ahmed (2006) the kidding intervals 

were 193±9.80, 271±12.90 and 244±12.61 days for Black Bengal, Jamnapari and 

Jamnapari×Black Bengal, respectively.  

 Mortality serves as major cause of exit from the form and a potential 

source of financial loss to the farmer. Ahmed (2006) reported that kid mortality 

were 10.5±2.32, 5.25±1.22 and 11.4±2.68 percent for Black Bengal, Jamnapari and 

Jamnapari×Black Bengal respectively. Litter size were 1.9±0.56, 1.55±0.60 and 

1.7±0.66 for Black Bengal, Jamnapari and Jamnapari×Black Bengal, respectively 
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and number of service per conception were 1.5±0.69, 1.55±0.69 and 1.3±0.47 for 

Black Bengal, Jamnapari and Jamnapari×Black Bengal respectively.  

 Body weight is important economic trait in farm animals. Rahman (2007) 

conducted an experiment on Black Bengal buck and reported that body weight of 

Black Bengal bucks at birth, 3, 6, 12 and 15 months of age were 1.21±0.12, 

4.25±0.25, 7.68±0.31, 12.76±0.42, and 16.56±0.57 and 21.82±0.70 kg respectively. 

Body weight significantly (p<0.05) differed in different age groups. The average 

scrotal circumference (SC) of Black Bengal bucks were 4.85±0.22, 10.35±0.39, 

15.42±0.24, 19.72±0.33 and 20.83±0.41 cm at birth, 3, 6, 9, 12 and 15 months of age, 

respectively. Scrotal circumference at months of age was significantly (p<0.05) 

higher than that of other groups. The mean scrotal circumference of Black Bengal 

buck at puberty was 14 to 16 cm when sexually matured. Islam et al. (2009) 

conducted an experiment on Black Bengal doe and reported that body weight of 

Black Bengal doe under semi-intensive and scavenging production system were 

22.10±0.11 and 21.90±0.15 kg respectively. 

2.5 Conclusion  

 Survey tools are useful in collecting fresh data about farmers and 

production systems. These are also helpful in understanding dynamic changes in 

flocks, livelihood analysis, identification of problems, description of feature of 

production and producers and help in designing policies those would lead to 

improvement in productivity from animals kept by small holders in rural areas.  
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Chapter 3 

GOAT PRODUCTION IN RURAL AREAS IN 
PAKISTAN: A DETAILED SURVEY THROUGH 

PARTICIPATORY RURAL APPRAISAL 
 

Abstract 

Participatory Rural Appraisals are invaluable research tools for exploring first 

hand knowledge about certain practises about livestock in well defined 

framework. The present study was conducted to understand and explore 

production objectives and management practices of indigenous goat 

production in six randomly selected villages within two experimental sites in 

Punjab province of Pakistan. Role of livestock in livelihood, ranking of 

different traits, and constraints to production were analysed. It was suggested 

that provision of necessary facilities to goat farmers live credit, treatment, 

vaccination and training could lead to improved production and rise in status 

of the farmers. 

Keywords: Goats, production systems, PRA, Livelihood analysis, constraints 
 

3.1 Introduction 

Goats in Pakistan are the fastest growing farm livestock. Present 

population is estimated at 61 millions. There are 25 breeds with Teddy, 

Kamori and Beetal being the most populated breeds. Preference for goat meat 

is the major reason for a growth rate of more than 3.5%. Raising goats is 

generally a low input activity, however, raising of sacrificial animals is 

specialized in certain areas of the country and production system may be 

quite intensive. Appreciable diversity among and within goat breeds exists 

for morphological, growth, fertility and other traits. Adult body weight, for 

example, may vary from 20-70 kg with exceptional bucks quadrupling this 

range (GOP, 2011).  

The phenomenon of goat related exports is also relatively new. Both meat and 

live animals are being exported. Given the pace of change in production 
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systems and socio-economic settings, targeted actions are required to provide 

goat owners not only to survive but to be continuously responsive to these 

changes so that there is effective use and management of indigenous goat 

breeds. On the contrary, strategy to respond to the potential growth for 

domestic use and export is non-existent. With significant limitations to 

financial and human resources in the country, the need to prioritize those 

breeds with highest conservation and market values is urgently needed. To 

achieve this and other objectives, a regional project was funded by the Global 

Environmental Facility and implemented by UNEP on “Development and 

Application of Decision Support Tools to Conserve and Sustainability Use 

Genetic Diversity in Indigenous Livestock and Wild Relatives” which is being 

executed by the International Livestock Research Institute (ILRI) in four 

countries including Pakistan (Bangladesh, Sri Lanka and Vietnam). The 

expected outputs from this five year project are: appropriate breeding tools 

for low input production systems are developed and evaluated, an effective 

tool for cost-benefit analysis of breeding programs for alternative breeds 

evaluated and made available, analytical frameworks for assessment of policy 

and marketing options (existing and alternatives) for FAnGR developed, 

evaluated and made available, tools for diversity assessment and for setting 

cost effectiveness conservation priorities developed and made available, 

capacity of stakeholders to apply the developed Decision Support Tools for 

conservation and sustainable management/ use of FAnGR and their wild 

relatives enhanced, tools for diversity assessment and for setting cost effective 

conservation priorities developed and made available, knowledge and 

understanding of value of FAnGR and wild relative increased and replication 

strategies made available (www.fangrasia.org).  

Every country has selected two project sites where participatory rural 

appraisals, household and market agent surveys were conducted. The results 

for household surveys are being presented here for Pakistan. The objectives of 

present study were to analyze goat production system in rural areas and 

livrlihood resources using participatory rural appraisal. 
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3.2 Materials and methods 

3.2.1 Study sites 

Two districts i.e. Bahawalpur (Site-I) and Faisalabad (Site-II) were selected to 

represent southern and central Punjab. Site-I is located south of the Sutlej 

River and lies in the Cholistan region. It is situated 420 km from Lahore and 

about 700 km from the capital, Islamabad. The surrounding area is mostly 

agricultural and there is a large market for mangoes, dates, wheat, sugarcane, 

and cotton that bring in continuous demand all year round. The area is also 

known for its cotton, silk, livestock, embroidery, carpets, and extraordinarily 

delicate pottery, which is produced here.  

Three villages were selected randomly from this district which included Fateh 

78, Fateh 76 and Murad 147 situated in Tehsil Hasilpur(district Bahawalpur). 

Farming is the main occupation of these villages. Livestock sector is the 

second important source of income after agricultural farming. The city is far 

away from the villages so very small number of villagers works outside 

agriculture sector. Women are also involved in farming and rearing of 

livestock. The literacy rate is very low. The problem of water shortage and 

poor quality of ground water has forced villagers to find other sources of 

income due to low productivity of crops. The male households usually do 

farming while the females look after the livestock. The females are also 

involved in activities like cotton picking, crafting etc. Some males also work 

as labour in the nearby cities. 

The second project site (Sit-II) is in the Faisalabad district. District has an area 

of 5,856 sq km with the river Ravi flowing on the Eastern and the Chenab on 

the Western boundary of the district. It is endowed with rich soils and is an 

important district of grain belt of the Punjab province. The important crops of 

area are maize, rice, sugarcane and wheat and fruit production included 

citrus, Mango and Guava. Three villages, Waseeran, Dalowal and Balochwala 

were selected here randomly for this project and the three villages were 
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located some 2-4 km from the main road towards the western side (20 km 

away) of Faisalabad. The majority of population was involved in agriculture 

sector. Major crops of area were wheat, sugarcane, alfa alfa, lucerne, oat and 

rapeseed. The common livestock species found in these villages are cattle, 

goat, chicken and donkeys. There is no proper market in these villages so 

people mainly do shopping from the city.  

3.2.2 Methodology 

Participatory rural appraisals were conducted in the six selected 

villages with the help of two trained teams (male and female) those could 

communicate with the villagers in their local languages and dialects and were 

familiar with the socioeconomic setup of these villages. Both male and female 

teams however, conducted these appraisals on the same day, spending some 

8-10 hours for every village over a period of 10 days. Teams included a 

facilitator observer and a note taker. The facilitator explained and guided the 

discussion, cross checked the analysis templates and key notes on flipchart for 

all participants. The observer cross checked the analysis templates, reminded 

the facilitator about missing issues, while note taker was responsible for 

detailed documentation of the discussions, notes observations during the 

workshop, cross checking the analysis templates and reminded the facilitators 

about missing issues.  

The sequence of activities and timing are given in Table 3.1. First part (up to 

section 5) was open to all villagers, including non livestock keepers and 

households not keeping project species (goats). The second part focused on 

the project species, and although all households were welcome to stay on, it 

was really meant to gather information from households keeping those 

species. About 30 to 35 men and women, of which 25 (each) keeping project 

species were invited.  

Project was presented (verbally) and objectives of the discussion were 

explained. An attempt was made to develop area profile by mapping the 
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natural, social and financial resources, infrastructures, social services and land 

use system within the village. 

Table 3.1. Sequence of activities and timing 

Group 1 Group 2 

1. Introduction (1/2 hour) 

2. Village map 1 
hour 

4. livelihood 
analysis 

1 hour 

3. Production system ½ 
hour 

5. wealth ranking 1 hour 

Break- Households not keeping goats free to leave 

6. Role of Project species in Peoples Livelihoods (1 hour) 

9. Market orientation 1 
hour 

7. Breeding, 
selection practices 
and replacement 
strategies 

1 ½ 
hour 

10. Actor linkages, 
effectiveness and interactions 

½ 
hour 

8. Key constraints 
to livestock 
production and 
marketing 

1 hour 

11. Wrap up ½ hour 

 

The discussion was focused on production system including interaction 

among components, management systems for goats. For livelihood analysis, 

the objective was to identify important livelihood activities and income 

sources (on farm, off-farm, and non-farm) and trends and to capture 

differences in key livelihood sources by gender, or other social differentiation. 

Participants were asked to list and rank main sources of livelihoods and cash 

income both from within and outside the area. Role of different goat breeds in 

the livelihood of goat keepers was brought into discussions assessing that 

how many households kept various breeds and reason for keeping them etc. 

They were asked to describe them and explain reasons for keeping them 
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(utilization). Breeding, selection practices and replacement strategies were 

also documented. Traits of economic/social importance were listed by the 

farmers for various breeds. Information on sources of replacement animals 

and breeding strategies was also gathered. Farmers were asked to identify key 

constraints in goat production, their causes and effects, highlight current 

coping or response strategies and to indicate whether efforts to address a 

particular problem have already been tried and failed or have incompletely 

addressed the problem.  

Various parameters regarding production of goats were analyzed using Chi-

square test. 

3.3 Scope of the survey 

In each village, the site manager compiled the list of households and then 

identified which households were goat owners. The second step was to select 

the required number of goat owners and of non-owners. Table 3.2 shows the 

name of villages, total number of households and the number & percentage of 

goat owners in each site of the project area.  

Table 3.2: Total number of households (HH) in project villages 
Site Name of Village No. of HH HH with goat 

Site-I 
(Bahawalpur) 

Village-I (Fateh 78) 405 265 (65.4%) 

Village-II (Fateh 76) 725 325 (44.8%) 

Village-III (Murad 147) 315 280 (88.9%) 

Site-II 
(Faisalabad) 

Village-I (Waseeran) 450 200 (44.4%) 

Village-II (Dalowal) 750 250 (33.3%) 

Village-III (Balochwala) 405 265(65.4%) 

 

3.4 Data collection and analysis 

The number of goat owners and non-owners in different villages at two sites 

are presented in Table 3.3. Equal number of farmers was selected at two sites 

to have a valid comparison. Most of the farmers showed great interest in 

keeping goat in households at both experimental sites, giving an insight into 

the importance of this small creature providing food, pleasure and cash. 
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Table 3.3: Goat and Non-goat owners with purebred and crossbred goats  

Category Site-I Site-II 

Village 
Vill-I 

(N=53) 
Vill-II 
(N=51) 

Vill-III 
(N=51) 

Vill-I 
(N=52) 

Vill-II 
(N=52) 

Vill-III 
(N=51) 

Goat owners (%) 77 78 82 81 77 80 

Non-goat 
owners (%) 

23 22 18 19 23 20 

Overall (goat 
owners) 

79 79 

 
Table 3.4: Purebred and crossbred goat owners (% of owners) 

Category Site-I Site-II 

Village 
Vill-I 

(N=53) 
Vill-II 
(N=51) 

Vill-III 
(N=51) 

Vill-I 
(N=52) 

Vill-II 
(N=52) 

Vill-III 
(N=51) 

Purebred goat 
owners 

83 95 88 73 83 73 

Crossbred/exotic 
goat owners 

15 03 12 24 10 24 

Indigenous and 
crossbred/exotic 
goat owners 

02 03 0 02 08 02 

Overall purebred 
goat owners 

89 76 

Standard Error varied from 0.2 to 0.7%. 

 

Informations about the goat ownership in the sampled area are provided in 

Table 3.3. Comparing the both sites, the percentages of goat owners were 77, 

78 and 82 for Fateh 78, Fateh 76 and 147 Murad as compared to 81, 77 and 80 

for Waseeran, Dalowal and Balochwala, respectively. Majority of households 

were rearing local breed and relatively less numbers of villagers were rearing 

crossbred goats. The maximum percentage of households for 

exotic/crossbreds was found in village Waseeran and Balochwala (24%) in 

Site-II, Faisalabad. In site-1, Bahawalpur, people were specialized in rearing a 

local breed named Makhi cheeni (Beetal brown splashed) to sell at the time of 

Eid-ul-Azha. A small number of households in these sampled villages was 

keeping indigenous and exotic/crossbred category.  
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3.5 Non- parametric analysis 

Chi square test was used to check the significant difference between sites and 

between sexes within sites using 5% and 1% significance levels. 

3.6 Results and discussion 

Livelihood analysis 

Livelihood analysis defines the contribution to livelihood and cash, trends 

and differences among keeper of the specie. Livelihood analysis is presented 

in Table 3.5. 

Table 3.5: Livelihood analysis /role of livestock 
a Role of livestock Between 

Sites 
Between sexes 

at Site-I 
Between sexes 

at Site-II 
1Contribution to livelihoods 0.847* 1.000** 0.782NS 
2Contribution to cash income 0.439NS 1.000** 0.317NS 
3Trends 0.251NS 0.706NS 0.564NS 

Differences in terms of gender, 
age, ethnic minorities 

0.700NS 0.083NS 0.206NS 

NS; *, P<0.05;**, P<0.01; aChi square test 

 

Role of livestock as contribution to livelihood was significantly (P<0.05) 

different between two sites but with regard to its role in contribution to 

income, trends in keeping and other differences, it was differed non-

significantly (P>0.5) between the two sites. The reasons for keeping livestock 

and their role in livelihood at two experimental sites are given in Table 3.5. 

Contribution of livestock to livelihood and to cash income, both sources 

showed significant (P<0.01) differences between sexes at site-I but non-

significant (P>0.05) differences between sexes at Site-II. There were no 

significant differences in trends between sexes within both sites and between 

sites. As far as gender, age, and ethnicity involvement is concerned there were 

no differences between two sites and between sexes within sites. 

Prevailing goat breeds at the experimental sites included Teddy, Desi (Beetal) 

and mixed/cross breeds. At Site-I different forms of Desi (Beetal) were Makhi 

cheeni, Khatti cheeni, Lal cheeni, Kali cheeni etc. Mixed breed included 
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crosses of different breeds present in the area. Men and women respondents 

showed similar responses at both sites except for crossbreds at Site-II where 

women did not show any response because they were ignorant /illiterate. At 

Site-I, Cheeni types of Beetal goat were prevalent when at Site-II black and 

white were more prevalent. 

There were no significant (P>0.05) differences for percentage people keeping 

Teddy, Desi and mixed breeds between two sites and between sexes within 

site. In 'who keeps' categories, there were significant differences between sites 

for poor and 'all except poor' people. Between sex within site differences were 

non-significant (P>0.05) for all categories of keepers. As regard the purpose of 

keeping, between site differences were significant (P<0.05) but sexes within 

sites did not differ. At Site-I only, males and females responded differently for 

income and consumption. There were no significant differences between sites 

and sexes within sites for 'who benefits the most'. People at two sites differed 

significantly (P<0.01) in modes of spending money, males and females within 

site showed similar responses. About trends, people at two sites differed in 

their opinion significantly (P<0.01). Differences were also found for those who 

said trends are not changing between the two sites. 

Three type of goats were found in experimental area viz. Teddy, Desi and 

crossbreds. These goats are kept in intensive, semi-intensive or free village 

systems. While at Site-I, goats are mainly grazed, kept in semi-intensive 

system with stall feeding, at Site-II semi-intensive or intensive system was 

adopted for keeping goat. Percentage of people keeping Teddy ranged from 

25% to 80%. There were significant differences between sexes about keeping 

Teddy goats. Men and women preferred Desi and Teddy goats, respectively. 

Likeness for Beetal breed ranges from 40 to 60% in these sites. Involvement of 

less number of people in keeping Beetal goats showed that the breed is costly 

and needed more investment for keeping these animals. Again, male and 

female respondents did not differ (P>0.05) within sites, and similarities were 

quite obvious in their responses. Propagation of Beetal goats in these areas 
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reflected the preference for this maintaining breed which fetched greater 

amount of financial benefits to the farmer alongwith providing food. 

 

Table 3.6: Role of livestock in livelihoods at experimental sites 

Feature Between 
sites 

Between 
sexes at Site-I 

Between sexes 
at Site-II 

% of farmers keeping these 
breeds 

0.000 0.244 0.063 

Teddy 0.012 0.298 0.045 

Desi 0.000 0.641 0.083 

Mixed/Cross 0.000 0.000 0.091 

Who keeps them? 0.264 0.050 0.808 

All 0.005 0.763 0.007 

Moderately poor 0.000 0.564 0.000 

Poor 1.000** 0.317 0.317 

All except very poor 1.000** 0.157 0.157 

Why do people keep this 
species and breed? 

0.888* 0.808 0.808 

Income 0.157 - 0.157 

Consumption  0.317 0.317 0.050 

Income & consumption 0.317 0.956** 0.122 

Income & ceremony 0.317 - - 

Income, consumption & 
ceremony 

0.763 0.014 0.050 

Who benefits most?    

Household 0.808 0.096 0.005 

Men 0.317 0.414 0.083 

Women 0.083 - 0.083 

Both men & women 0.654 0.157 0.046 

How’s money spent on? 1.000** 0.808 0.808 

Food, health, social activities 1.000** 0.058 0.005 

Food, school fee, saving, 
invest back 

1.000** 0.014 0.003 

Trends 1.000** 0.808 0.808 

Becoming more important 0.781 0.705 1.000 

Same as before 1.000** 0.739 0.739 

Less important 0.564 0.317 0.157 

New activity - - - 

Chi squared calculated values less than 0.823 & 0.920 are non- significant at 
P<0.05 and P<0.01, respectively. 
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Trait ranking at experimental sites 

Trait ranks given by male and female respondents in order of their 

significance at both experimental sites, are given in Tables 3.7.1 and 3.7.2, 

respectively. 

Table 3.7.1: Trait ranking at Site-I (Bahawalpur) 

Female respondents Male respondents 

V
il

l

a
g

e 

Traits 

Breeds* 

Traits 

Breeds* 

Ty M C Md KC KC LC Ty Md 

F
at

eh
76

 

Kidding 
ability 

1 2 2 Milk Production 1 1 1 2 
 

Price 2 1 2 Income 1 3 2 4  

Colour 1 1 2 Meat Production 1 1 1 2 
 

Disease 
resistance 

2 1 2 Out look 1 3 2 4 
 

Feed 
consumption 

1 3 2 Productivity 1 1 1 2 
 

Milk 
production 

3 1 2 Overall ranking 1 3 2 4 
 

Taste of meat 2 1 2       

Size 3 1 2       

Maturity 1 3 2       

Overall 
ranking 

3 1 2 
      

F
at

eh
78

 

Kidding 
ability 1 3 2 

Meat Production  1 1 1 3 2 

Price 2 1 2 Milk Production  1 1 1 3 2 

Teat size 3 1 2 Out look 1 2 2 3 2 

Colour 2 1 1 Productivity 3 3 3 1 2 

Ear size 3 1 2 Income 1 2 2 4 3 

Taste of meat 3 1 2 Overall ranking 1 2 2 4 3 

Age at 
maturity 1 3 2       

Disease 
resistance 2 2 2       

Feed 
consumption  1 3 2       

Milk 
production 3 1 2       

Overall 
ranking 2 1 2       

M
u

ra
d

1
4

7 

Kidding 
ability 

1 2 2 Milk Production 1 1 1 3 2 

Price 2 1 2 Meat Production 1 1 1 3 2 

Colour 1 1 2 Income 1 2 2 4 3 

Disease 
resistance 2 1 2 

Ear size and nose 
size 

1 1 1 3 2 
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Feed 
consumption 1 2 2 

Productivity 3 3 3 1 2 

Milk 
production 3 1 2 

Overall ranking 1 2 2 4 3 

Taste of meat 2 1 2       

Size 3 1 2       

Maturity 1 3 2       

Overall 
ranking 2 1 2       

1 Ranks; 1=very important, 2=somehow important, 3=not important 
2 Ranks; 1=very important, 2=somehow important, 3=not important 
3 Ranks; 1=becoming more important, 2= same as before, 3=less important, 4=new activity 
*Ty=Teddy; MC=Makhi-Cheeni; Md=Mixed;  KC=Khatti-Cheeni; KC=Kali-Cheeni; LC=Lal 
Cheeni 

 

Khatti cheeni, Lal cheeni, Kali cheeni, Makhi cheeni, Teddy and Mixed goat 

breeds were found at site-I. Male and female respondents responded 

differently and narrated different important traits but some of them were 

similar. Following important traits were narrated at site-I: Colour, 

price/income, disease resistance, feed consumption, milk production, taste of 

meat, size of animal, maturity, kidding ability, meat production, outlook, 

productivity, teat size, ear and nose size etc. Men showed more interest in 

traits like income, meat production, outlook and productivity of animals but 

women preferred other traits. As regards the ranking of traits between 

villages similar ranks were given to different traits by women (Table 3.7.1) for 

instance kidding ability was ranked one in every village. As far as men were 

concerned they ranked milk and meat production as 1 (Table 3.6). Kidding 

ability, colour, feed consumption and maturity in Teddy goats were given 

more importance by women in three villages. But overall ranking was poor 

(second). In three villages women gave Beetal goats overall rank 1 and 

emphasized on parameters like price, colour, milk production, taste of meat 

and size. Mixed breed was not given much importance at any place by any 

sex. Males respondents emphasized on milk & meat production, colour and 

income from Desi goats and ranked them at 1 (Table 3.6). The differences in 

choices by men and women farmers for different traits depicted clear 

evidence for maintaining these goats and proliferation of these breeds with 
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specific traits. A little training would be helpful in enhancing the capabilities 

of farmers in selection and breeding decisions. 

Table 3.7.2: Trait ranking at Site-II (Faisalabad) 

Female Male 

Village 

Traits 

Breeds 

Traits 

Breeds  

W
a

se
er

a
n

 

Teddy Desi Mixed Beetal Teddy Mixed 

Feed consumption 1 2 2 Production 1 2 3 

Meat production 2 1 2 For Sacrifice 1 3 2 

No. of kids 1 2 3 Height 1 3 2 

Disease resistance 2 1 2 Growth 2 3 1 

Milk production 1 1 2 Colour 1 2 3 

Taste of meat 2 1 2 Kid Size 1 3 2 

Overall ranking 2 1 3 Ear 2 3 1 

    
Overall 
ranking 

1 3 2 

D
al

o
w

al
 

Traits Teddy Desi  Traits Beetal Teddy Mixed 

Kidding ability 1 2  
Milk 
Production 

1 3 2 

Price 2 1  
Meat 
Production 

1 2 2 

Colour 2 1  Earning 1 2 3 

Disease resistance 2 1  Colour 1 2 2 

Feed consumption 1 2  Liking 1 3 2 

Milk production 1 3  Productivity 2 1 3 

Taste of meat 2 1  Kid Size 2 3 1 

Overall ranking 2 1  
Overall 
ranking 

1 3 2 

B
a

lo
ch

w
a

la
 

Traits Teddy Desi Mixed  Beetal Teddy Mixed 

Colour 2 1  
Meat 
Production  

1 2 3 

B. Shape and size 2 1  Income 1 3 2 

Growth rate 2 1  Fertility 3 1 2 

Kidding ability 1 2  Kid Size 1 3 2 

Feed consumption 1 2  
Milk 
Production 

1 3 2 

Milk production 1 3  Management 3 1 2 

Taste of meat 2 1  Overall 
Ranking 

1 3 2 

Disease resistance 2 1     

Price of animal 2 1      

Overall ranking 2 1      

 

At experimental Site-II women and men responses were different about three 

breeds (Teddy, Beetal and mixed). The traits of interest included: Meat 
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production/growth, taste of meat, feed consumption, number of kids 

(kidding ability), size of kid, disease resistance, milk production, productivity, 

sacrificial purpose, height, body shape & size, colour, ear length, 

price/income, liking, and growth rate. Men and women ranked Teddy as 2 

and Beetal as 1 in all villages. In Teddy goats, feed consumption, kidding 

ability and milk production were given rank 1 by women. Colour, shape, 

growth, price, taste of meat, meat production were given more importance 

than other traits by women in all villages. Men respondents ranked Teddy 

and Beetal at 3 and 1, respectively, in all villages at site-II. Milk and meat 

production, body colour, kid size and income were given first rank (more 

importance) in all the villages by men (Table 3.7.2). 

Table 3.8: Number and proportion of farmers keeping livestock as a source of 
livelihood, reasons for keeping goats and constraints to goat production 
Livestock species as a 
source of livelihood 
(consumption +sales)a 

Site-I Site-II 

N % P-
Value 

Sig N % P-
Value 

Sig 

Goats 165 69.70 0.000 *** 165 63.03 0.000 *** 

Reasons for keeping goatsb 

Animal products (meat 
& milk) 

167 69.46 0.261 - 166 50.60 0.407 - 

Source of income 167 55.69 0.851 - 166 54.82 0.056 * 

Social/ Wealth 167 2.99 0.886 - 166 0.60 0.484 - 

Other (incl. religious/ 
sacrificial) 

167 12.57 0.795 - 166 25.90 0.479 - 

Constraints to goat breedingb 

No problem 168 68.16 0.921 - 104 3.48 0.639 - 

Unplanned mating 168 0.00 0.727 - 104 0.00 0.286 - 

Quality breeding 
animals not available 

168 1.45 0.704 - 104 4.62 0.196 - 

Cross bred/pure not 
available 

168 2.90 0.681 - 104 10.86 0.166 - 

Low fertility 168 6.00 0.611 - 104 2.73 0.223 - 

Other 168 0.00 0.727 - 104 14.39 0.330 - 

a Cochran Q test; b Friedman test; Significance = P< 0.01 (***), < 0.05 (**) & <0.1 (*) 
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Breeding decisions and selection of breeds were the responsibilities of both 

men and women in case of goats. Sites showed similar conditions in these 

regards. 

Constraint analysis showed following features:  

The production and marketing problems include disease attack, water 

shortage, pilfering, predator, non-availability of quality breeds, training, feed 

and credit services. Mortality rate for goats is relatively high because no 

veterinary services are available at the experimental sites.  

As regards the market orientation, similar fashion was found at both sites. 

Milk and meat was consumed by the household or sometimes given to the 

neighbours free of cost at request. Those who kept large number of animals 

they sold milk to the collectors coming to them. At the occasion of Eid ul 

Azha, goats were sold directly or through middle men to the customer. Both 

sites showed similarities in marketing orientation. 

Main finding at Site-I (Bahawalpur) 

1. Majority of people at experimental sites was rearing goats. With the 

passage of time, this activity was becoming more important due to 

different factors. A bigger portion of people was belonging to poor 

category, according to wealth ranking. 

2. Main goat breeds were Beetal, mixed and Teddy. The trend for keeping 

Teddy goat has increased while that of desi and mixed has remained 

the same from the last few years. 

3. The breeding strategy in Makhi cheeni goat was controlled because 

people preferred red and white colour and want to conserve this 

character, due to its high price in the market.   

4. In case of goats, the most influencing constraints were the finance and 

diseases. 

5. The respondents were satisfied with the services of middleman, 

collector and herder in case of goat while for chicken the respondents 
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are highly satisfied with the services of vendor. The suggestions from 

the respondents for coping these problems were the availability of 

credit, vaccination and Government attention  

6. Farm households were not satisfied with the services of feed suppliers, 

veterinary services and extension services. 

Main findings at Site-II (Faisalabad) 

1. The importance of livestock and off farm employment was increasing 

over time. 

2. The share of livestock in livelihood was high as it was a good source of 

milk, and meat. Livestock is primarily looked after by women and 

children and the men are responsible for market related activities like 

sale and purchase of animals. 

3. For breeding, farmers select goat on the basis of physical appearance, 

milk production, growth rate, number of kids per year, feed 

consumption, ease of management and taste of meat. They preferred to 

rear Desi (beetal) breed because of high growth rate, high milk 

production, superior taste of meat and good market price while teddy 

breed is reared for its low feed cost and high kidding ability. There was 

increasing trend for keeping Desi and Teddy goat while the trend for 

keeping mixed breeds remained the same over time.  

4. In case of Teddy, both controlled and uncontrolled breeding is in 

practice in the village while for Desi only controlled breeding is 

preferred. 

5. The major constraints in rearing of livestock were disease attack, 

pilfering, predation, shortage of finance, non-availability of quality 

breeds, credit, veterinary and extension services. 

Certain traits are preferred by the farmers than other traits in goats like 

colour, milk production, meat production, number of kids, economics, etc. 

Farmers were well aware of mating to produce desirable coat colour because 
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of specific pattern of inheritance as described by Sponenberg et al. (1998) for 

Angora goats. Environmental problems affect livestock production. Cost of 

feed and concentrate serious affected livestock production. The present 

finding that the specie is chosen on the basis of feed consumption by the poor, 

matches with the study of Ogri (1999) who reported significant effects of 

feeding cost on production. Panin (2000) also reported economic factors 

affecting livestock production. Goats provide income, employment and food-

security to the poor farmers. The finding for breeds in the present study 

match with the results obtained by Nsoso et al. (2004) who reported similar 

findings for Tswana sheep and goats. Ghaffar et al. (2007) suggested that 

farmer's income can be increased through more milk production per day 

which is accomplished by improvement in nutrition, reproduction and 

genetics.  Problems faced by goat keepers as revealed in this study were 

similar to the findings of Dossa et al. (2007) who worked on smallholder's 

perception about goat farming. Devendra (2007) suggested constraint analysis 

to improve integrated dairy production systems in developing countries, 

throwing light on participatory rural appraisals as these appraisal give insight 

into the production systems and can help suggest appropriate solutions to 

different problems. Low input system is common for livestock production by 

the rural poor, as similar report is published by Wilson (2007) working on 

livestock production. Gender involvement in goat keeping showed women 

were efficiently taking part in rearing this specie. Similar findings were 

reported by Dossa et al. (2008) who worked on socio-economic determinants 

of keeping goats and sheep. Afzal (2010) worked on re-designing small holder 

dairy production system in Pakistan reported that poor communities are 

involved efficiently in livestock raising as found in the present research. Bett 

et al. (2009) reported similar findings as in present study working on 

production objectives of dairy goats. Major constraints in goat production as 

reported in this study were in line with the review of Gwaze et al. (2009). Poor 

management practices are responsible for low productivity, and improvement 

if suggested more milk production. Similar finding have been reported by 
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Sraire et al. (2009). It is suggested to expand such model Participatory Rural 

Appraisals (PRAs) at other sites to get more generalized results and to 

pinpoint problem, to alleviate poverty by finding the appropriate solutions to 

help raise the living status of rural poor.  

Limited flock sizes depict social status of farmers. Size of goat flocks as found 

in present study differed from the reports of Kusina and Kusina (2001). Goats 

were slaughtered for home consumption and sold for income generation 

supported the earlier findings of Kusina and Kusina. Goats were raised 

through extensive grazing and browsing without any form of supplementary 

feeding and minimum health management however lower mortality were 

partially in agreement to the findings of the present study. Farmers sold their 

goats for immediate income regular income or for house hold needs like 

school fee and purchase of other needs of the house hold. Present findings 

supported the findings of Vatta et al. (2011) to some extent regarding goat 

production problems. Breeding objectives of farmers in the present study 

were matching with those reported by Tabbaa and Al-Atiyat (2009) and Galal 

(2005). Farmers usually select goats for milk production as well as 

morphological traits in developing countries (Shrestha and Fahmi, 2007). 

Researcher pointed out diverse type of reason for keeping goats. Reasons for 

keeping goats as found in present study were similar to the findings of Bett et 

al. (2009). In developing countries livestock is the key to security for small 

holder farmers (Owen et al., 2004 & 2005). Conroy (2005) summarized 

necessary steps for effective PRA. Participatory rural appraisal proved to be a 

useful tool in understanding of the management system and identification of 

constraints to the livestock farmers Rekhis et al. (2007). Cornwell and Pratt 

(2011) suggested that PRA can be used successfully to understand and help in 

development of system. Other researcher emphasized that participatory 

approaches have proved useful tools in studying and improving livelihoods 

of livestock keepers (de Vries 2008; Vatta 2008; Catley 2006).  
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3.7 Conclusion 

Preferred goat breeds were Desi (Beetal) Makhi cheeni at Site-I and black & 

white Beetal at Site-II for moderate farmers and Teddy for poor and very poor 

people. Milk and meat production, colour, taste of meat, income, were highly 

preferred characters for Beetal by both men and women respondents at all 

location. Cost, feed consumption and number of kidding were important 

character of Teddy goats for both sexes at two sites. Importance of goat 

keeping was increasing day by day as an alternate source of income and 

employment. These breeds provide food, money, serve as saving, and 

ceremonial utilization along-with employment to the whole family. It is 

therefore suggested that breeding practices should be improved, farmers 

should be trained, essential veterinary services should be provided at door 

steps, interest free loans should be managed for the poor, better marketing 

opportunities should be arranged and suitable laws should be made for 

uplifting the poor through goat production.  
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Chapter 4 

APPLICATION OF HOUSEHOLD SURVEYS FOR 
STUDYING THE PREVAILING GOAT PRODUCTION 

SYSTEMS IN PAKSITAN 
 

Abstract 

The present study emphasized on exploring the rural goat production 

system and firsthand knowledge about the involvement of rural families in 

this enterprise by employing household survey methodology. The study was 

conducted in six villages at two diverse sites involving 30 households in 

Punjab, Pakistan. Stratified random sampling method was used, houses 

stratified by ownership of goats and households were sampled randomly 

within each category. General household characteristics, farm activities and 

facilities, livestock inventory, production of goat, type of production systems 

and parameters, management of goat (feeding, watering, health care), 

breeding strategies, marketing of goats and their products, training and skills, 

current sources of getting information about the breeding, feeding, 

production, marketing and any other schemes and techniques, sources of 

income and livelihood were recorded. The involvement of families in goat 

raising reflected that household heads in most cases headed the farm 

activities while women played a significant role in livestock keeping (4%) at 

Site-II as compared to Site-I (2.1%) as incharge of farm. The head of the house 

was incharge of farm activities in 95.3% houses at Site-I, village I. Other family 

members headed the farming activities included son/son-in-law, 6.1% at Site-

II and 2.1% at Site-I. Other relatives heading farm activities were 10.6%. Age-

groups involved in goat rearing also differed significantly (P<0.05) among the 

villages at two sites. Younger people were keeping goats at Site-II but older 

people were found at Site-I dealing in goats. Houses at Site-I were having 

more number of rooms as compared to Site-II. Similarly people at Site-I were 

more experienced in this business when compared with Site-II. Education 

level of inhabitants of Site-II was significantly higher than Site-I but 
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read/write ability was greater in people at Site-I. People at Site-I possessed 

larger land sizes but they rented more land (>10 acres) than those at Site-II. 

Number of small, medium and large farmers was also higher at Site-I. Income 

from rented lands was also greater at Site-I. Types of construction and 

material for construction differed slightly among six villages at two sites. 

Water supply systems at these sites showed marked differences because more 

hand pumps were used in villages at Site-II while canal & ponds and other 

sources served as source of water supply at Site-I. Electric supply facility was 

similar at two sites but sewage facility was more frequently available at Site-

II. Cropping pattern and animal feed sources differed slightly between the 

two sites. It was suggested that more emphasis should be given for the 

improvement of rural flocks and flock size should be increased to achieve 

more financial benefits. 

4.1 Introduction 

Goat keeping is common practice in rural areas along-with keeping 

other livestock. Goat plays essential role in the social setup and culture in 

rural areas as well as providing a potential source of prompt income. This 

may be considered as a side business in many instances. The big figure of 61.5 

million heads (GOP, 2011) is unable yet to supply the ever enhancing demand 

for meat. 

Generally, goat keeping is a low input activity and goats have an 

important role in the livelihood of a large proportion of small farmers 

particularly women, landless and marginal farmers lacking other means of 

survival. In cotton growing areas, goats also play a unique role in clearing 

fodder and cash crop fields, the green leaves and unripe/leftover cotton bolls. 

Raising goats as sacrificial animals, is still a different production system 

practiced in some areas of central and southern Punjab and system may be 

quite intensive. Animals raised in this system are sold at a very high price as 

exhibition and sacrificial goats. Appreciable diversity among and within goat 

breeds therefore, exists for morphological, growth, fertility and other traits. 
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Adult body weight, for example, may vary from 20-70 kg with exceptional 

bucks quadrupling this range. 

The directional and haphazard breeding of indigenous breeds is, 

however, resulting in loss of diversity and/or acceleration of genetic erosion. 

This trend has been worsened over time by farmers and stakeholders’ 

negative perception towards the indigenous breeds associated with lack of 

knowledge on the values of maintaining this diversity and their production 

potential. In addition, the importance of the indigenous goat breeds have 

often been undervalued with the focus mainly directed towards the physical 

benefits while limited attention is given to the social roles which is a key 

factor in the in situ conservation of the indigenous breeds (FAO, 2007). 

Similarly, production systems and socio-economic settings of goat farmers are 

continuously changing. Currently, both live goats and products are targeted 

for the export market. However, strategies to respond to the potential growth 

for domestic use and export of goat and goat products are non-existent. Basic 

information about valuable indigenous goat breeds is, therefore, needed as is 

the capacity to prioritize, monitor and manage them at both scientific and 

farm operational levels (ILRI, 2011). To achieve this and other objectives, a 

regional project “Development and Application of Decision Support Tools to 

Conserve and Sustainably use Genetic Diversity in Indigenous Livestock and 

Wild Relatives” is being executed in four countries including Pakistan 

(Bangladesh, Sri Lanka and Vietnam) by ILRI. Breeding, genetics, 

socioeconomic and policy aspects of raising goat are being targeted along 

with capacity building of various stakeholders.  

Household surveys are a key source of data on social aspects in the last 

few decades, providing the most flexible method of recording information. 

Household surveys provide a cheaper alternative to censuses for timely data. 

Usually they are used for collection of detailed and varied socio-demographic 

data pertaining to the living conditions, wellbeing, and activities of people, 

and other aspects of their lives, their social and economical setup. Any 

population-based subject can be investigated through these surveys and most 
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of the time these surveys provide interesting and practical information. The 

present study was conducted to underline the role of goats in rural people's 

socioeconomic setup through household surveys. 

4.2 Materials and methods 

Experimental sites 

Household surveys were conducted in two districts, Bahawalpur (Site-

I) and Faisalabad (Site-II), representing southern and central Punjab in the 

present study under the project “Development and application of decision 

support tools to conserve and sustainably using genetic diversity in 

indigenous livestock & wild relatives”(www.fangrpk.org). Site-I is located 

south of the Sutlej River and lies in the Cholistan region. Three villages were 

selected randomly from this district. Farming is the main occupation of these 

villages. The male households usually do farming while females look after the 

livestock. The second site (Site-II) is located in Faisalabad district. This district 

has an area of 5,856 sq km with the river Ravi flowing on the Eastern and the 

Chenab on the Western boundaries. It is endowed with rich soils and is an 

important grain belt of the Punjab province. The important crops in the area 

are maize, rice, sugarcane and wheat and majority of the farmers cultivate 

sugarcane, wheat, alfalfa, lucerne, oat and rapeseed. The common livestock 

species found in these villages were cattle, goat, chicken and donkeys. Three 

villages were also selected randomly in this study site. 

Methodology 

Household surveys 

The household (HH) survey followed a stratified random sampling 

method, stratified by ownership of goats and households randomly sampled 

within each category. In each village, from a complete list of households, 

owners of the stratified species were identified. The second step was the 

random selection of the required number (at least n=30) of owners and of 

non-owners of the stratified species as per Performa for the number of 

households in each category to be surveyed by village. Five “replacement” 
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households were selected in each category (owners and non owners) in case a 

household refuses to participate in the survey. A community leader, or 

someone else, was tasked to inform the selected households in advance of the 

survey and make sure that they were willing and available for the interview.  

The following information was collected as per questioner/ Performa 

under different categories: general household characteristics, farm activities 

and facilities, livestock inventory, production of goat, type of production 

systems and parameters, management of goat (feeding, watering, health care), 

breeding strategies, marketing of goats and their products, training and skills, 

current sources of getting information about the breeding, feeding, 

production, marketing and any other schemes and techniques, sources of 

income and livelihood, etc. The data thus collected were analyzed using SPSS 

software (SPSS, 1999). 

4.3 Results 

The results of household survey showed that head of the house 

responded the survey in most of the cases. House hold survey of six villages 

at two sites showed that in most of the cases household head was incharge of 

farm activities. In some cases other people like spouse, head's father/mother, 

son or son-in-law, and others performed the activities of incharge. Mostly 

head of the house responded to the surveys while in some cases spouse or 

son/son-in-law appeared for the interview. The age of farmers showed that 

younger farmers were engaged in goat rearing in Bahawalpur but older in 

Faisalabad. 

Farm Incharge and respondents position in household is given in Table 4.0.1. 

4.3.1 General household characteristics 

General house characteristics showed following observations. 
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4.3.1.1 Household head 

Sex 

Majority of the farmers were men at both experimental sites but 

women also showed prominent contribution in farming activities. 

Table 4.0.1: Incharge of farm activities at two sites 

Farm owner 
(number) 

Site-I Site-II 

Vilg- I Vilg-II Vil-III Vilg-I Vil-II Vilg-III 

Head 41 45 40 44 30 32 

Spouse  0 0 1 2 1 0 

Head’s father 1 0 0 2 0 0 

Head’s mother 0 0 1 1 0 0 

Hired 
manager 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

Son/SIL 0 1 0 0 2 1 

Daughter/DIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other joint 1 0 0 0 0 0 

#Others 0 2 5 1 0 0 

#=Mother, Nephew, Cousin, sister, brother 
 
Table 4.0.2: Respondent’s position in the household at two sites 

Respondent Position 
(number) 

Site-I Site-II 

Vilg-I Vilg-
II 

Vilg-III Vilg-I Vilg-
II 

Vilg-
III 

Head 25 26 22 35 21 24 

Spouse  11 10 9 6 5 7 

Daughter/daughter in law 1 1 3 2 1 1 

Son/son-in-law 9 13 17 9 24 19 

Hired manager 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Head or spouse’ parents 2 1 1 0 1 0 

Others 7 4 3 3 3 4 

#=Mother, Nephew, Cousin, sister, brother 

 

Age 

The number of younger farmers was greater in Faisalabad as compared 

to Bahawalpur in 15-24 and 25-34 years age groups while older farmer were 

engaged in goat keeping at Bahawalpur in the 35-44, 45-54, 55-64 and >65 year 

age groups, and the two sites differed significantly from each other (<0.01). 

Distribution according to age groups is given in Table 4.1. 
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Table 4.1: Distribution (%) of farmers in different age groups at two sites 

Age group  

Site-I Site-II 

Village I  Village II  Village III  Village I  Village II  Village III  

15-24 Year a  4.6 1.5 1.5 6.2 7.7 7.7 

25-34 Yearb 7.7 9.2 4.6 13.8 10.8 15.4 

35-44 Yearc  16.9 21.5 21.5 21.5 16.9 18.5 

45-54 Yeard 26.2 20.0 26.2 18.5 16.9 15.4 

55-64 Yeare  13.8 11.5 16.9 13.8 20.0 12.3 

> 65 Year f 15.4 10.8 13.8 10.8 12.3 15.4 

a=19.00**;b=40.00***;c=76.00***;d=80.00***;e=64.00***;f=51.00*** 

Farming experience 

In Site-II more farmers were having <15 years of farming experience, 

but number of farmers having more than 15 but less than 55 years of 

experience at Site-I. Again at Site-II, the number of farmer having >55 years of 

experience was more than at Site-I. It was apparent that more farmers entered 

into livestock rearing in the last decades at Site-I. The experience groups 

differed significantly (P<0.01) between the sites except for the highest 

experience group that was non-significant between sites (P>0.05). 

Table 4.2: Farming experience of farmers (%) at two sites 

Experience 
group 

Site-I Site-II 

Village I  
Village 
II  Village III  Village I  

Village 
II  

Village 
III  

<15 Years  15.2 12.1 12.7 24.8 24.2 13.3 

< 25 Years  3.6 6.7 5.5 1.2 1.8 5.5 

<35 Years  3.0 4.2 4.8 3.0 1.8 6.7 

<45 Years  6.1 4.8 6.1 2.4 2.4 3.0 

>45 Years  5.5 5.5 4.2 1.8 3.0 4.8 

a=16.90***;b=40.00***;c=39.00***;d=41.00***;e=36.00***;f=5.00NS 

Religion 

The majority of farming community was the Muslims at both sites. 

Ethnicity 

More farmers (n=88) at Site-II belonged to non-tribes as compared to 

Site-I (n=59) showing a significant difference (P<0.001). 
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Level of education 

There were more illiterate people at Site-II (17.37%) as compared to 

Site-I (12.7%). The figures for primary, middle, matric, intermediate and 

graduate level were 2.8, 7.5, 8.7, 1.0 and 0.6% for Site-I and 2.4, 5.0, 4.4, 1.8 and 

1.4% for Site-II, respectively (Table 4.3.1). The frequencies are represented as 

under: 

Table 4.3.1: Level of education of farmers at two sites 

Level of education !Frequency of farmers 
Site-I 

!Frequency of farmers  
Site-II 

aPrimary 14 12 
bMiddle 37 25 
cMatriculation 43 22 
dInter 5 9 
eGraduate 3 7 

!Number of farmers; All levels differed at P<0.01 except for graduates 
(P>0.05). a=14.90***, b=26.00***, c=62.00***, d=65.00***, e=14.00***  

Read/write ability 

More farmers showed indifference with reading & writing at Site-II but 

the number of farmers who can read/write was greater at Site-I (96 vs 73). 

Table 4.3.2: Read/write ability of farmers! 

Read write capability 
Village 

Total I II III I II III 

aNo 
 

Bahawalpur 24 19 26 0 0 0 69 

Faisalabad 0 0 0 30 25 23 78 

bYes Bahawalpur 31 36 29 0 0 0 96 

Faisalabad 0 0 0 24 30 19 73 
!=number of farmers; a=14.70***; b=16.90*** 

 

4.3.1.2 Farm owner 

Classification of farmers on the basis of land owned showed that there 

were more small sized farmers in Village III Site-I (18.6%) but percentages of 

medium and large farmers was higher at Site-I (10.9 vs 7.3 and 13.2 vs 3.0, 

respectively.) All the three categories showed marked differences at P<0.01 

between two sites (Table 4.4). 
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Table 4.4: Farmer categories based on land sizes 

Farmer 
groups (%) 

Site-I Site-II 

Village 
I  

Village 
II  

Village 
III  

Village 
I  Village II  

Village 
III  

aSmall  17.8 8.5 18.6 16.4 5.5 8.5 
bMedium  9.3 10.9 7.8 7.3 4.8 6.1 
cLarge  9.3 13.2 4.7 3.0 1.8 0.6 

a=10.70***, b=66.00***, c=44.00*** ; Small= <5 acres; medium=<12 acres; 
large=>12 acres 

 

Farmer categories based on land owned are given in Table 4.4.1. 

Table 4.4.1: Farmer categories based on land owned 

#Land Owner 

Village 

Total I II III I II III 

aLarger Bahawalpur 4 14 6 0 0 - 24 

Faisalabad 0 0 0 3 1 - 4 

BMedium Bahawalpur 9 13 9 0 0 0 31 

Faisalabad 0 0 0 12 4 7 23 

cSmall 
 

Bahawalpur 24 13 24 0 0 0 61 

Faisalabad 0 0 0 26 11 19 56 

#=Number of farmers; a=28.00***; b=54.00***; c=11.70*** 
 
Table 4.5: Who manages farm activities at two sites 

Person 
(%) 

Site-I Site-II 

Village I Village 
II 

Village 
III 

Village I Village 
II 

Village 
III 

Head 29.7 32.6 29.0 37.9 25.9 27.6 

Spouse  0 0 0.7 1.4 0.7 0 

Head’s father 0.7 0 0 1.4 0 0 

Head’s mother 0 0 0.7 0.7 0 0 

Son/SIL 0 0.7 0 0 1.4 0.7 

Daughter/DIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 

!Other joint 0.7 0 0 0 0 0 

#Others 0 1.4 3.6 0.7 0 0 

SIL=Son in law; DIL= daughter in law; !=other with HH member; #=other 
than HH member 
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4.3.1.3 Activities manager (day to day) 

Farm activities were performed by different person but in most cases 

head of HH played the major role. The details about incharge of farm 

activities are given in Table 4.5. Head usually headed the family activities and 

acted as a major decision maker in all activities of the family which wass 

shown by the response given by the rural farming community. 

4.3.1.4 Farmers' house 

House size 

Houses were having upto a maximum of 9 rooms. Percentage of 

farmers possessing houses of 1-4 rooms at Site-I and Site-II was 22.43 and 

28.90%, respectively. Percentages of houses with 5-9 rooms at both sites were 

10.87 and 4.40%, respectively. It was obvious that Site-I houses were generally 

larger with more number of rooms.  

Floor construction, construction type, 

Different types of materials used were earth, bricks, cement, tiles and 

others. The differences among different villages at both sites are given in 

Table 4.6. Earth was the most commonly used material used for floors at both 

sites. 

Table 4.6: Materials used for construction of floor at two sites 

Construction 
type floor 
(%)  

Site-I Site-II 

Village I Village 
II 

Village III Village I Village 
II 

Village 
II 

Earth 21.2 20.0 14.5 24.2 9.7 23.0 

Bricks 7.3 7.3 7.3 1.2 13.3 5.5 

Cement 4.8 4.8 11.5 7.3 9.7 4.8 

Titles 0 0.6 0 0.6 0 0 

Other 0 0.6 0 0 0 0.6 

 

Water supply, water source, electricity and sewage 

Water was functional at most 30.91% at Site and 29.6% at Site-II. 

Different sources were wells (2.1 vs 3.3%), hand pumps (4.1 vs 21.3%), stream 
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(0.2 vs 0.0%), canal (5.8 vs 0.0%), ponds (6.6 vs 0.0) and others (14.5 vs 8.7%) at 

Site-I and Site-II, respectively. Electricity and sewage facility was available 

with 32.50% and 21.20% farmers at Site-I and 31.90 and 28.83% farmers at Site-

II, respectively (Table 4.7). 

Table 4.7: Electricity and sewage facility at two sites 

Electric 
supply (%)  

Site-I Site-II 

Village 
I 

Village 
II 

Village III Village I Village 
II 

Village 
III 

Working  32.1  33.3 32.1 29.8 34.2 31.7 

Not-working  1.2 0 1.2 1.9 0 2.5 

Overall 32.50 31.90 

Sewerage facility (%) 

Yes  20.6 21.8 21.2 29.8 30.2 26.5 

No  12.7 11.5 12.1 2.5 3.7 7.4 

Overall 21.20 28.83 

 

4.3.2 Farm Activities and facilities 

Land tenure, total land owned, rented in, rented out and other related 

information about farmers at experimental sites are presented here. 

4.3.2.1 Land Tenure and Land use 

Different features regarding land tenure and utilization are described under 

following captions. 

4.3.2.1.1 Farm area 

Farmers were categorized into small medium and large on the basis of land 

sizes. Their distribution is given in Table 4.8. The average of percentage of 

farmers in small category was greater at Site-I as compared to Site-II. 

Percentage of medium and large farmers was greater at Site-I as compared to 

Site-II. It meant that farmers at Site-I possessed larger patches of lands at Site-

I. 

4.3.2.1.2 Land area owned 

Average land owned, rented in and paid in at two places is given in Table 4.9. 
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Table 4.8: Classification of farmers on the basis of land size at two sites 

Farmer 
groups (%) 

Site-I Site-II 

Village 
I  

Village 
II  

Village 
III  Village I  

Village 
II  Village III  

aSmall  21.1 10.2 21.1 20.9 13.2 33.0 

17.47 23.37 
bMedium  8.6 11.7 7.0 7.7 7.7 13.2 

9.10 9.53 
cLarge  6.2 10.9 3.1 0.0 1.1 3.3 

6.73 1.47 

a=10.70***, b=66.00***, c=44.00***  
 
Table 4.9: Average land (acres) owned, rented-in and paid-in at two sites  

Village Site-I Site-II 
!Land 
own 

!Rent 
in 

Rent in 
pay 

!Land 
own 

!Rent 
in Rent in pay 

I Mean 5.08 7.12 64500.00 4.60 7.35 85900.00 

N 38 10 9 41 13 10 

SD 4.69 6.01 77574.96 4.85 13.15 147500 

II Mean 8.41 8.25 99285.71 4.38 9.11 111750.00 

N 40 8 7 15 9 8 

SD 5.65 3.38 10750.42 3.67 4.92 179600 

III Mean 5.61 10.30 91680.56 3.79 6.62 114000.00 

N 39 10 9 25 4 3 

SD 4.97 5.81 80857.78 2.65 3.92 81166.50 

!Acres 

Farmers were classified into small, medium and large on the basis of land 

owned (Table 4.10). 

Table 4.10: Classification of farmers based on amount of land owned in acres 

Farmer 
groups (%) 

Site-I Site-II 

Village 
I  

Village 
II  

Village 
III  Village I  

Village 
II  Village III  

aSmall  20.69 11.21 20.69 31.33 13.25 22.89 
 17.53 22.49 
bMedium  7.76 11.21 7.76 14.46 4.82 8.43 
 8.91 9.24 
cLarge  3.45 12.07 5.17 3.61 1.20 0.00 
 6.89 1.60 

a=11.70***, b=54.00***, c=28.00***  
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4.3.2.1.3 Rent in land area 

Classification of farmers on the basis of land sizes at two experimental 

sites is given in Table 4.11. 

4.3.2.1.4 Rent out land area 

The rent out land area is given in Table 4.12 shows clear difference between 

two sites. 

4.3.2.1.5 Community/public grazing land 

Average rented out land areas at two sites were respectively. 

Table 4.11: Classification of farmers on the basis of land sizes at two sites 

Farmer 
groups (Land 
rent in) 

Site-I Site-II 

Village 
I  Village II  

Village 
III  

Village 
I  Village II  

Village 
III  

aLess than 5 
acres  14.3 3.6 7.1 34.6 7.7 7.7 
bLess than 10 
acres 10.7 14.3 7.1 7.7 11.5 3.8 
cMore than 10 
acres  10.7 10.7 21.4 7.7 15.4 3.8 

a=20.00***, b=15.00**, c=19.00** 
 
Table 4.12: Average (±SD) rented out land areas (acres) at two sites 
Feature Site-I Site-II 

Village I Village II Village IIII Village I Village 
II 

Village 
IIII 

Rent  in 2.44 
±1.24 

4.00 
±2.00 

2.67 
±1.32 

2.30 
±1.16 

2.25 
±1.49 

3.33 
±1.16 

Rent out 
8.00 

±6.00 
7.36 

±4.81 
8.00 

±4.64 
5.00 

±3.74 
2.00 

±0.00 
2.67 

±2.08 

Rent out pay 
(PKR) 

73666.6±
57622.34 

62857.1±
63433.51 

110000 
±54772.26 

32800±38
538.29 

90000 
±0.00 

7666.67 
±2081 

Community 
land 0.18±0.39 0.13±0.34 0.07±0.26 0.24±0.44 1.00 0.33±0.52 

 

4.3.2.2 Cropping pattern 

Cropping growing pattern showed that most of the farmers grew 

wheat (38.7 and 47.3%) followed by fodder (34.1 and 28.8%) at Site-I and Site-

II, respectively in spring season. Other crops ranked 3rd and 4th at Site-I and 
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Site-II, respectively. Sugarcane was the 3rd major crop sown by the farmers 

(16.3%) at Site-II. 

In autumn, different crops sowed by farmers at Site-I were cotton (41.4%), 

fodder (30.7%), others (14.5%), sorghum (10.7%), sugarcane (0.7%), millets 

(0.7), other oil seeds (0.7), maize (0.3%) and wheat (.3%). Percentage of 

farmers sowing different crops at Site-II were: maize (24.9), sorghum (21.4), 

fodder (19.7), sugarcane (18.5), rice (9.2), barley (2.9), wheat (1.2), rapeseed 

(0.6), millets (0.6), other seed oils (0.6), and other crops (0.6%). 

Different purposes for crop growing were observed at both sites; animal feed 

(12.37 vs 10.49), home consumption and sale (7.90 vs 7.74), home consumption 

(7.22 vs 12.52) and sale (1.83 vs 2.21), for Site-I and Site-II respectively. 

Farmers (3.21%) at Site-I showed other purposes of crop growing. Farmers' 

objectives for crop growing in different villages are shown in Table 4.13. 

Table 4.13: Purpose of crop sowing at two sites 

Purpose of crop 
growing  

Site-I Site-II 

Village 
I  

Village 
II  

Village 
III  

Village 
I  

Village 
II  

Village 
III  

Home consumption  8.10 8.50 5.60 20.00 6.10 11.70 

Sale  1.72 2.06 1.75 1.70 2.80 2.21 

Home consumption 
and sale  6.87 6.87 10.2 10.60 8.90 3.90 

Animal feed  11.60 12.70 13.70 12.15 7.80 11.70 

#Others  2.75 3.20 3.90 0.60 0.00 0.00 

#=miscellaneous purposes 

4.3.3 Livestock Inventory 

Average number of goats kept, ownerships, interest in keeping, 

reasons for rearing them, and distribution of various age groups are 

presented here. 

4.3.3.1 Household livestock 

Number of goats owned 
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Average number of goats kept by farmers at Site-I and Site-II was 

7.11±7.55 and 4.91±6.46, respectively. Farmers in Village I, Site-I possessed the 

highest number of goats (8.29±8.32) in the experimental area. Details of each 

village are given in the Table 4.14. Farmers at both sites were involved in goat 

raising but Site-I farmers were keeping more perhaps due to availability of 

more space for housing and browsing these animals.  

Who owns 

At Site-I and Site-II, 31.17 and 26.33% heads of household owned the 

goats, respectively. The ownership by the other members is given in Table 

4.15. 

Table 4.14: Average number of goats kept by farmers at two sites 

Site-I Site-II 

Village Mean N SD Mean N SD 

I 6.90 42 8.79 6.20 44 9.31 

II  8.29 42 8.32 4.42 40 4.96 

III  6.23 47 5.33 4.00 41 3.14 

 
Table 4.15: Who owns goats at two sites 

Who owns 
goat (%) 

Site-I Site-II 

Village 
I  

Village 
II  

Village 
III  

Village I Village 
II 

Village 
III  

Head  32.50 30.10 30.90 26.10 25.20 27.70 

Spouse  0.00 0.00 0.80 2.5 2.5 2.5 

Household(all)  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.8 1.7 1.7 

Head's mother  0.00 0.00 0.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Son/Son-in-
law  0.80 0.00 1.60 0.80 3.40 1.70 

!Other's joint  0.00 1.60 0.00 1.70 0.00 0.00 

#Others  0.00 0.80 0.00 0.80 0.80 0.00 

!=others with HH member; #= other than HH member 

Goat keeping 

The number of farmers showing interest in keeping goats in two sites is 

shown in Table 4.16. Farmers at Site-I surpassed farmers at Site-II in rearing 

goats (83.10 vs 80.14%). Majority of farmers (>80%) at both experimental sites 
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responded positively and showed interest in rearing goats. Only a small 

percentage of farmers negated to take interest in keeping goats at these sites 

but the percentage was higher at Site-II but the differences were minor. 

Reason for rearing 

Farmers presented different reason for rearing goats. On the average 

23.03 and 17.93% farmers kept goats for home consumption at Site-I and Site-

II, respectively. Other major reasons were sale of adults (5.42 vs 5.88%) and 

young stock (2.44 vs 3.64%), at two sites, respectively. On the other hand only 

a few farmer kept goat for sacrificial purpose (0.54 vs 2.24%), and other 

reasons (0.81 vs 1.68%). Goats were reared for sale of milk (1.96%) on Site-II 

and as wealth status on Site-I (0.27%). 

Table 4.16: Interest of farmers in keeping goats at two sites 

Keeping 
goats 
(%) 

Site-I Site-II 

Village I  Village II  Village 
III  

Village I Village II Village 
III  

No  17.14 19.70 13.85 16.4 20.55 22.58 

Yes  82.86 80.30 86.15 83.56 79.45 77.42 

Average number of goat of various age groups kept 

Average number of goats of various age groups kept at two sites is 

given in Tables 4.17. 

4.3.3.2 Breed preferences 

Different breeds were kept at two experimental sites including Beetal 

(Black, brown, black splashed, brown splashed, Beetal others), Teddy, 

Beetal×Teddy. 

Reproduction of goats 

The farmers interested in different reproductive traits of interest are 

presented in table 4.18 to 4.21.  Table 4.18 shows that most of farmers were 
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interested in Beetal brown splashed at Site-I for its early maturity while at 

Site-II most of the farmers were interested in Beetal black for the same trait. 

For conception rate, farmers preferred Beetal brown splashed at Site-I and 

Beetal black at Site-II. As regards the number of kid/doe, the preference was 

given to again Beetal brown splashed at site and Beetal black at Site-II. 

Table 4.17: $Distribution of breeds kept at two sites 
 Site-I #Goats Does Bucks Wether Young Kids 

Beetal-
black 

2.75±2.05 2.75±1.98 1.00±0.00 
- 

1.00±0.00 1.75±0.50 

Beetal-
brown 

8.12±9.13 4.00±3.63 3.00±1.73 1.00±1.41 3.00±1.73 3.25±2.22 

Beetal-
white 

3.12±2.53 1.62±0.92 3.00±0.00 
- 

1.00±0.00 2.00±0.82 

Beetal-
black 
splashed 

3.44±3.14 2.19±1.55 1.00±0.58 - 1.57±0.98 2.36±1.87 

Beetal-
brown 
splashed 

7.07±8.35 4.06±5.11 2.38±1.94 0.75±1.50 1.61±0.99 3.11±3.34 

Teddy 5.09±3.36 2.91±2.11 1.29±1.25 - 1.33±0.82 2.06±1.73 

Beetal X 
Teddy 
cross 

6.64±5.26 4.38±4.15 1.75±0.96 1.00±0.00 2.33±1.37 3.50±1.00 

Site-II #Goats Does Bucks Wether Young Kids 

Beetal-
black 

4.62±6.48 2.68±3.81 1.82±1.25 1.50±0.71 3.60±4.78 2.36±2.06 

Beetal-
brown 

2.60±1.51 1.43±0.54 1.67±0.58 
- 

1.50±0.71 1.60±0.55 

Beetal-
white 

2.40±0.00 1.33±0.00 1.00±0.00 
- 

1.50±0.00 1.60±0.00 

Beetal-
black 
splashed 

4.32±4.64 2.29±2.24 2.25±2.05 5.00±4.24 1.40±0.55 2.20±1.03 

Beetal-
brown 
splashed 

4.17±4.26 1.67±0.58 1.00±0.00 2.50±2.12 3.50±3.54 3.50±2.12 

Beetal-
others 

2.00±1.58 1.15±0.77 1.00±0.00 1.00±0.00 3.00±2.83 1.67±0.52 

Teddy 3.35±2.92 1.94±0.99 3.60±5.27 1.00±0.00 1.90±1.45 1.67±0.90 

Beetal × 
Teddy 
cross 

4.04±3.25 2.08±1.47 2.00±0.71 4.00±1.51 1.50±0.76 2.14±1.51 

Other 
cross 
bred 

5.50±2.12 2.50±2.12 1.00±0.00 
- 

1.00±0.00 2.00±0.00 
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Table 4.18: Farmers (%) interested in maturity of goats at two sites 

Breed  Site-I Site-II 

Beetal-black 6.67 25.64 

Beetal-brown 6.67 1.28 

Beetal-white 1.33 7.69 

Beetal-black splashed (Makhi cheeni) 22.67 19.23 

Beetal-brown splashed (Makhi cheeni) 33.33 1.28 

Beetal-others 1.33 8.97 

Teddy 16.00 23.08 

Beetal × Teddy cross 12.00 12.82 

 
Table 4.19: Farmers (%) interested in conception rate of goats at two sites 

Breed Site-I Site-II 

Beetal-black 6.98 31.88 

Beetal-brown 3.49 0.00 

Beetal-white 1.16 8.70 

Beetal-black splashed (Makhi cheeni) 19.77 17.39 

Beetal-brown splashed (Makhi cheeni) 45.35 1.45 

Beetal-others 1.16 15.94 

Teddy 15.12 24.64 

Beetal × Teddy cross 6.98 0.00 

 

Table 4.20: Preference of farmers for No. of kids at two sites 

Breed (%) Site-I Site-II 

Beetal-black 6.45 25.25 

Beetal-brown 5.38 4.04 

Beetal-white 1.08 6.06 

Beetal-black splashed (Makhicheeni) 19.35 19.19 

Beetal-brown splashed (Makhicheeni) 41.94 1.01 

Beetal-others 1.08 12.12 

Teddy 12.90 18.18 

Beetal × Teddy cross 11.83 14.14 

 
Table 4.21: Preference for birth weight at two sites 

Breed (%) Site-I Site-II 

Beetal-black 6.58 22.97 

Beetal-brown 3.95 0.00 

Beetal-white 0.00 9.46 

Beetal-black splashed (Makhicheeni) 19.74 16.22 

Beetal-brown splashed (Makhicheeni) 46.05 1.35 

Beetal-others 1.32 16.22 

Teddy 15.79 22.97 

Beetal × Teddy cross 6.58 10.81 
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Most of the farmers at site preferred Beetal brown splashed for birth weight, 

following Teddy goats. At Site-II Beetal black and Teddy were given equal 

importance for this trait (Table 4.21). Beetal black splashed and other were 

opted as second option. 

Twinning ability was another trait of economic importance. Farmers preferred 

Beetal brown splashed at Site-I and Beetal black at Site-II. The second option 

at Site-I was Beetal black splashed, followed by Teddy and other breeds. At 

Site-II, Beetal black splashed, others and Teddy were also given some 

consideration (Table 4.22) for this traits 

Table 4.22: Farmers showing preference of breeds for twinning ability 
Breed (%) Site-I Site-II 

Beetal-black 4.94 31.88 

Beetal-brown 6.17 5.80 

Beetal-white 1.23 5.80 

Beetal-black splashed(Makhicheeni) 18.52 13.04 

Beetal-brown splashed(Makhicheeni) 46.91 0.00 

Beetal-others 1.23 14.49 

Teddy 14.81 14.49 

Beetal × Teddy cross 6.17 14.49 

 
Table 4.23: Farmers showing preference for pre-weaning survival rate 
Breed (%) Site-I Site-II 

Beetal-black 4.35 31.48 

Beetal-brown 1.45 0.00 

Beetal-white 0.00 9.26 

Beetal-black splashed(Makhicheeni) 23.19 11.11 

Beetal-brown splashed(Makhicheeni) 52.17 0.00 

Beetal-others 1.45 22.22 

Teddy 13.04 14.81 

Beetal × Teddy cross 4.35 11.11 

Pre-weaning survival rate is another economically important trait as it forms 

the basis of maximum returns to the farmers. Majority of the farmers (more 

than one half) preferred Beetal brown splashed at site and most of the farmers 

(1/3rd) liked Beetal black at Site-II. Beetal black splashed was the second breed 

of choice at Site-I while Beetal others at Site-II (Table 4.23). 

Production traits 
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Production traits included high growth rate, dressing percentage, meat 

quality and milk production. Farmers liked Beetal brown splashed at Site-I 

followed by Beetal black splashed. At Site-II, farmers preferred Beetal black, 

followed by Beetal black splashed, Tedyy and Beetal x Teddy crossbred for 

high growth rate (Table 4.24). 

Again for dressing percentage, farmers' first choice at Site-I was Beetal 

brown splashed followed by Beetal black splashed. The breed of first choice at 

Site-II was Beetal black followed by Beetal black splashed, Teddy and 

crossbreds (Beetal X Teddy).  

Beetal brown splashed was preferred by farmers at Site-I and Beetal 

black at Site-II for meat quality. Beetal black splashed was the second option 

at both Site-I and II. 

Table 4.25: Farmers showing preference of breeds for high growth rate 
Breed (%) Site-I Site-II 

Beetal-black 5.00 22.45 

Beetal-brown 6.00 1.02 

Beetal-white 1.00 7.14 

Beetal-black splashed(Makhi cheeni) 18.00 20.41 

Beetal-brown splashed(Makhi cheeni) 45.00 1.02 

Beetal-others 1.00 14.29 

Teddy 12.00 18.37 

Beetal × Teddy cross 12.00 15.31 

 

For high milk production, again Beetal brown splashed was the 

preferred breed at Site-I and Beetal black at Site-II. The second choice was 

Beetal black splashed and Teddy at Site-II. 

Table 4.26: Farmers showing preference of breeds for dressing percentage 
Breed (%) Site-I Site-II 

Beetal-black 6.67 24.39 

Beetal-brown 6.67 1.22 

Beetal-white 0.00 6.10 

Beetal-black splashed(Makhicheeni) 20.00 20.73 

Beetal-brown splashed(Makhicheeni) 49.33 1.22 

Beetal-others 1.33 14.63 

Teddy 10.67 19.51 

Beetal × Teddy cross 5.33 12.20 
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Table 4.27: Farmers showing preference of breeds for meat quality 

Breed (%) Site-I Site-II 

Beetal-black 14.29 30.77 

Beetal-brown 14.29 12.82 

Beetal-white 0.00 2.56 

Beetal-black splashed(Makhi cheeni) 10.71 28.21 

Beetal-brown splashed(Makhi cheeni) 46.43 0.00 

Beetal-others 0.00 2.56 

Teddy 7.14 12.82 

Beetal × Teddy cross 7.14 10.26 

 

Table 4.28: Farmers showing preference of breeds for high milk production 
Breed (%) Site-I Site-II 

Beetal-black 13.79 24.39 

Beetal-brown 10.34 0.00 

Beetal-white 0.00 7.32 

Beetal-black splashed(Makhi cheeni) 10.34 21.95 

Beetal-brown splashed(Makhi cheeni) 34.48 0.00 

Beetal-others 0.00 9.76 

Teddy 17.24 21.95 

Beetal × Teddy cross 13.79 14.63 

 
Table 4.29: Farmers showing preference of breeds for milk quality 

Breed (%) Site-I Site-II 

Beetal-black 16.67 7.14 

Beetal-brown 12.50 0.00 

Beetal-white 0.00 7.14 

Beetal-black splashed(Makhicheeni) 12.50 28.57 

Beetal-brown splashed(Makhicheeni) 29.17 0.00 

Beetal-others 0.00 0.00 

Teddy 29.17 42.86 

Beetal × Teddy cross 0.00 14.29 

 

4.3.3.3 General traits 

High survival rate 

High survival rate was another trait of interest. Majority of farmers at 

Site-I preferred Beetal black splashed followed by Beetal black splashed and 

Beetal black at Site-II followed by Teddy and BeetalxTeddy crossbreds.  
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High resistance to parasites 

Farmers preferred Beetal brown splashed breed and Beetal black 

splashed at Site-I for high resistance to parasites. The breeds of choice for this 

trait at Site-II were Beetal black and Teddy. High resisting breeds can flourish 

well and show good production performance even under threatening 

environments. Parasitic infestations were common at the experimental sites, 

and high resisting breeds were the choice for such terrirtories.  

Attractive physical appearance 

For nice physical appearance Beetal brown splashed stood on number 

1 position, Beetal black splashed on second, Teddy on 3rd and Beetal black on 

4th position at Site-I. At Site-II the situation was quite different; Beetal black on 

1st, Beetal black splashed on 2nd, Teddy and Beetal x Teddy on 3rd position, 

with regards to the preference by the farmers. Choice of breeds for these traits 

at two sites differed significantly, showing that farmers were well aware of 

the characteristic features of these goat breeds. 

Skin colour 

Beetal brown splashed followed by Beetal black splashed was 

preferred for disease resistance at Site-I but Beetal black followed by Beetal 

black splashed, Teddy and crossbreds (BeetalxTeddy) at Site-II, by the 

farmers. 

Large body size 

Most of the farmers (56%) at Site-I liked Beetal brown splashed for 

large body size. Farmers (31%) at Site-II showed their likeness for Beetal black 

for this trait. Large sized animal looks beautiful and fetches good amount of 

money for the farmers, therefore preference would natural for large body size. 

Docile nature 

For docile nature 43% farmers at Site-I preferred Beetal brown splashed 

while 36% farmers at Site-II preferred Beetal black. The second choice at both 

sites was Beetal x Teddy crossbred goats. Docility is related to handling ease 
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and these breeds showed more human friendly beheaviour. Goats are usually 

famous for docile nature but breeding for such characters has not been 

practiced in these areas.  

4.3.3.4 Overall ranking 

In overall ranking, most of the farmers at Site-I ranked Beetal brown 

splashed in first and Beetal black splashed in 2nd. At Site-II, Beetal black in 1st, 

Beetal black splashed & Beetal others in 2nd, Teddy 3rd and BeetalxTeddy in 4th 

position. Overall ranking was based on most important and least important 

basis, ranked by the farmers on both sites. 

Table 4.30: Farmers showing preference of breeds for high survival rate 
Breed (%) Site-I Site-II 

Beetal-black 5.56 26.60 

Beetal-brown 4.44 4.26 

Beetal-white 0.00 6.38 

Beetal-black splashed(Makhi cheeni) 22.22 15.96 

Beetal-brown splashed(Makhi cheeni) 46.67 1.06 

Beetal-others 1.11 11.70 

Teddy 14.44 18.09 

Beetal × Teddy cross 5.56 15.96 

 
Table 4.31: Farmers showing preference of breeds for resistance to parasites 

Breed (%) Site-I Site-II 

Beetal-black 6.25 26.47 

Beetal-brown 3.13 2.94 

Beetal-white 0.00 5.88 

Beetal-black splashed(Makhi cheeni) 22.92 18.63 

Beetal-brown splashed(Makhi cheeni) 45.83 0.98 

Beetal-others 1.04 12.75 

Teddy 14.58 17.65 

Beetal × Teddy cross 6.25 14.71 
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Table 4.32: Farmers showing preference of breeds for nice physical 
appearance 

Breed (%) Site-I Site-II 

Beetal-black 9.17 24.24 

Beetal-brown 5.50 5.05 

Beetal-white 0.92 7.07 

Beetal-black splashed(Makhi cheeni) 22.94 21.21 

Beetal-brown splashed(Makhi cheeni) 41.28 1.01 

Beetal-others 0.92 13.13 

Teddy 10.09 13.13 

Beetal × Teddy cross 9.17 15.15 

 
Table 4.33: Farmers showing preference of breeds for disease resistance 

Breed (%) Site-I Site-II 

Beetal-black 9.43 24.73 

Beetal-brown 4.72 5.38 

Beetal-white 0.94 6.45 

Beetal-black splashed(Makhi cheeni) 22.64 18.28 

Beetal-brown splashed(Makhi cheeni) 43.40 0.00 

Beetal-others 0.94 13.98 

Teddy 11.32 17.20 

Beetal × Teddy cross 6.60 13.98 

 

Table 4.34: Farmers showing preference of breeds for skin colour 

Breed (%) Site-I Site-II 

Beetal-black 9.72 35.59 

Beetal-brown 6.94 8.47 

Beetal-white 0.00 5.08 

Beetal-black splashed(Makhi cheeni) 23.61 15.25 

Beetal-brown splashed(Makhi cheeni) 43.06 0.00 

Beetal-others 0.00 6.78 

Teddy 9.72 15.25 

Beetal × Teddy cross 6.94 13.56 
 
Table 4.35: Farmers showing preference of breeds for large body size 

Breed Site-I Site-II 

Beetal-black 10.67 31.08 

Beetal-brown 6.67 6.76 

Beetal-white 0.00 6.76 

Beetal-black splashed(Makhicheeni) 9.33 12.16 

Beetal-brown splashed(Makhicheeni) 56.00 0.00 

Beetal-others 1.33 16.22 

Teddy 9.33 14.86 

Beetal × Teddy cross 6.67 12.16 
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Table 4.36: Farmers showing preference of breeds for docile nature 
Breed (%) Site-I Site-II 

Beetal-black 11.11 30.51 

Beetal-brown 4.17 1.69 

Beetal-white 1.39 3.39 

Beetal-black splashed(Makhi cheeni) 13.89 16.95 

Beetal-brown splashed(Makhi cheeni) 43.06 0.00 

Beetal-others 1.39 13.56 

Teddy 11.11 15.25 

Beetal × Teddy cross 13.89 18.64 

 

Table 4.37: Farmers showing preference of breeds for overall ranking 

Breed (%) Site-I Site-II 

Beetal-black 9.20 29.87 

Beetal-brown 5.75 6.49 

Beetal-white 0.00 6.49 

Beetal-black splashed(Makhi cheeni) 21.84 15.58 

Beetal-brown splashed(Makhi cheeni) 48.28 0.00 

Beetal-others 1.15 15.58 

Teddy 8.05 14.29 

Beetal × Teddy cross 5.75 11.69 

 

Table 4.38: Average number of goats of various age groups at two sites 

Site  Village  Doe  # goats  Bucks  Wether  Young goats  Kids 

B
ah

aw
al

p
u

r I  Mean  2.98 5.03 1.21 3.00 1.67 3.19 

SD  4.19 6.95 0.58 - 1.11 3.22 

II  Mean  4.20 6.60 2.57 0.33 1.68 2.28 

SD  4.37 7.43 2.50 0.82 1.20 2.58 

F
ai

sa
la

b
ad

 

I  Mean  2.96 5.18 2.06 0.50 1.70 2.64 

SD  2.86 4.59 0.99 0.71 0.98 1.70 

II 
Mean  2.54 4.48 2.94 1.33 3.70 2.09 

SD  3.00 5.37 3.04 0.58 3.40 1.59 

III 
Mean  1.58 3.05 1.82 3.20 1.23 1.88 

SD  0.82 2.93 0.98 2.95 0.59 1.03 
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4.3.4 Production of goats 

Different production systems were adopted for keeping goats in 

experimental area. Extensive system was the least adopted system might be 

due to unavialbility of frequent grazing lands and other threats (predators, 

theft etc.). Another reason might be these animals were kept only as side 

business purpose to compliment family income. Hence intensive system 

under strict control was the choice of most of the rural people. 

4.3.4.1 Type of production systems 

The goat production systems adopted by the farmers in different 

season are given in Table 4.39. 

 
Table 4.39: Goat production systems adopted by the farmers in different 
seasons 

S
ea

s

o
n

 

Production 
system (%) 

Site-I Site-II 

Village 1 Village 2 Village 3 Village 1 Village 2 Village 3 

S
p

ri
n

g
 

Intensive 20.3 19.5 18.7 12.6 21.8 21.0 

Semi-intensive 8.9 12.2 14.6 19.3 10.9 12.6 

Extensive 3.3 0.8 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.8 

Others& 0.8 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 

S
u

m
m

er
 Intensive 19.5 17.1 16.3 10.9 21.0 19.3 

Semi-intensive 8.9 14.6 14.6 21.0 11.8 14.3 

Extensive 4.1 0.8 2.4 0.8 0.0 0.8 

Others& 0.8 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 

R
ai

n
y

 

se
as

o
n

 

Intensive 20.3 18.7 18.7 11.8 21.8 19.3 

Semi-intensive 8.9 13.0 13.8 20.2 10.9 14.3 

Extensive 3.3 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.0 0.8 

Others& 0.8 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 

W
in

te
r 

Intensive 22.0 19.5 18.7 12.6 22.7 21.0 

Semi-intensive 7.3 12.2 13.8 19.3 10.1 12.6 

Extensive 3.3 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.0 0.8 

Others& 0.8 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 

&= no specific system 
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Table 4.39.1: Type of housing systems in different seasons at two sites 

Housing (%) 

Site-I Site-II 

Village 1 Village 2 
Village 

3 Village 1 Village 2 Village 3 
D

ay
 h

o
u

si
n

g
 

Free range 18.7 14.6 14.6 13.4 7.6 14.3 

Confined in sheds 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.9 8.4 5.0 

Confined in 
paddocks 0.8 0.8 0.0 0.0 2.5 0.0 

Confined fences 7.3 8.1 7.3 6.7 7.6 8.4 

No special 
housing 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.4 0.8 1.7 

Others& 6.5 8.9 12.2 3.4 5.9 5.0 

N
ig

h
t 

h
o

u
si

n
g

 

Free ranges 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 

Confined in sheds 24.4 29.3 33.3 21.2 26.3 25.4 

Confined in 
paddocks 0.8 0.8 0.0 1.7 0.8 0.0 

Confined in 
fences 3.3 2.4 0.8 4.2 3.4 4.2 

No special 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.4 1.7 1.6 

Other& 2.4 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.8 2.5 

&= temporary arrangements using bamboo basket 
 
Table 4.39.2: Average time spent (hrs) on different activities at two sites 

 Site-I 

Feed 
prep 
hours 

Feeding 
hours 

Waterin
g hours 

Milking 
hours 

Processing 
hours 

Carin
g 

hours 

Manu
re col. 
hours 

Cleanin
g hours 

Marketi
ng 

hours 

Mean 0.74 0.35 0.33 0.33 0.25 0.94 0.43 0.56 1.15 

N 111 113 121 18 2 40 77 85 10 

SD 0.59 0.29 0.26 0.22 - 0.97 0.26 0.43 1.29 

 Site-II 

Mean 0.92 0.42 0.40 0.55 0.67 0.92 0.92 0.81 2.16 

N 104 111 103 23 3 28 59 82 11 

SD 0.84 0.97 0.98 0.34 0.29 0.73 3.86 3.28 1.95 

 

Time spent on different activities is given in Table 4.39.2. It was found that 

most of the time was spent on marketing at both places but more time was 

spent at Site-II. Feed preparation hours differed at both sites and more time 

was consumed at Site-II. Similarly more cleaning hours were spent at Site-II as 

compared to Site-I. More the time spent in cleaning, more the hygiene, hence 
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lesser chances of outbreak of diseases. Feeding, watering and milking hours 

were nearly the same at Site-I villages but differed from Site-II villages where 

farmers attended animals for more time for these activities. 

4.3.4.2 Production parameters 

Average values of different production traits of goats at Site-I and Site-

II are given in Table 4.40.  

Table 4.40: Average values of different production traits at Site-I 

Breed  Age first 
kidding 
(month) 

No. of 
kids 

Kidding 
Interval 
(days) 

Conception 
rate 

Dry period 
(days) 

Lactation 
Period (days) 

Beetal-
black 

15.43±4.96 2.00±0.00 
278.33 
±68.46 

1.50 ±0.71 
137.14±51.5

5 
160.00±48.65 

Beetal-
brown 

10.00±4.52 1.50±0.55 
216.67 
±47.26 

1.50 ±0.71 
117.00±45.5

0 
150.00±49.40 

Beetal-
white 

14.00±3.46 1.67±0.58 
186.67 
±11.55 

1.00±0.0 
170.00±88.8

8 
126.67±40.42 

Beetal-
black 
splashed 

13.71±3.67 2.92±5.79 
228.89 
±78.56 

1.13±0.35 
150.62±71.9

7 
124.12±23.47 

Beetal-
brown 
splashed 

13.78±3.22 1.58±0.50 
272.91 
±75.64 

1.27±0.51 
132.57±63.3

5 
146.22±36.18 

Beetal-
others 

12.00 1.00 365.00 1.00 150.00 120.00 

Teddy 
11.65±2.96 2.00±0.62 

220.50 
±68.98 

1.22±0.44 
154.44±65.0

2 
141.67±47.17 

Beetal x 
teddy 
cross 

15.08±4.01 1.75±0.45 
497.50 

±885.12 
1.14±0.38 

150.00±36.6
5 

158.00±41.58 

 

Table 4.41: Average values of different production traits at Site-II 

Breed Age first 
kidding 
(month) 

No. of 
kids 

Kidding 
Interval 
(days) 

Conception 
rate 

Dry period 
(days) 

Lactation 
Period (days) 

Beetal-
black 

16.25±15.00 1.62±0.52 
187.62 
±91.16 

1.88±0.99 
106.14±61.8

4 
104.71±61.58 

Beetal-
brown 

15.00 2.00 450.00 
- - - 

Beetal-
white 

14.33±3.22 1.67±0.58 
231.67 

±116.44 
3.00±2.00 90.00±30.00 143.33±47.26 
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Beetal-
black 
splashed  

14.25±5.52 1.75±0.46 
278.75 

±229.58 
2.00±1.16 

111.25±36.1
4 

152.50±36.86 

Beetal-
others 

13.25±3.20 1.00±0.0 
181.50 

±209.01 
2.00±1.41 49.75±52.54 83.50±61.96 

Teddy 
11.33±1.16 1.67±0.58 240.00 ±0.0 1.00 

126.67±0.46
.19 

141.67±37.53 

Beetal x 
teddy 
cross 

15.00±2.62 1.62±0.52 
199.71 

±182.18 
1.12±0.35 85.00±66.50 119.00±79.85 

 

Table 4.42: Some production parameter of goats at two sites 

Site 

*Died young *Died adult 
Avg. weight of 

male goat 
Avg. weight 
female goat 

Avg. age 
of culling 

goat 

Male 
goat 
age 

I 
0.88±1.96 0.56±1.40 31.42±8.14 26.07±6.23 

- 5.07±
1.78 

II 
2.00±1.16 1.89±1.90 36.04±11.39 28.13±8.23 5.00±0.00 

4.85±
3.25 

*average per flock 

4.3.5 Exits from farm 

Animals exited from the farm due to a number of causes which are 
shown in Table 4.43. 

Table 4.43: Causes of exits from the farm at two sites 
Cause of exit from farm (%) Site-I Site-II 

Death due to disease* 48.0 42.4 

Slaughter due to disease 3.0 3.0 

Lost/killed 1.0 3.0 

Death due to management 2.0 0.0 

Sale-urgent money needed 20.0 6.1 

Sale-as business 24.0 30.3 

Sold-old age 0.0 0.0 

Given away(gift/dowry) 1.0 0.0 

Given away(ceremony/festival) 0.0 3.0 

Slaughter  1.0 3.0 
&Others 0.0 9.1 

*Total number of deaths at site; &= due to unknown reason 

Number of farmers reporting exit of goats from the farm are presented in 

Table 4.44. Most of the exits were at Site-I as compared to Site-II. 
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4.3.6 Entries to the farm 

Average number of goats entered, sources of entry and type of entries 
are given in Table 4.45. 

Type of entry 

There were three types of entries, by birth, purchase and gift/exchange 

as given in Table 4.46. Most of the goats entered into farm by purchase at Site-

I but by birth at Site-II (Table 4.46). 

Table 4.44: Number of farmers reporting exits of goats at two sites 

Number of exits  Site-I Site-II 

1-4 41 13 

5-9 30 10 

10-14 10 5 

15-19 5 1 

>20 3 3 

 

Table 4.45: Goat type of entry into farm reported by number of farmers 
Type of entry Site-I Site-II 

Birth 11 37 

Purchased 20 0 

Gifted/exchanged 1 0 

 

Table 4.46: Average purchase price (PKR) at two sites 

Average 
purchase price 

Village I Village II Village III 

Site-I 7750±5230 5000 9555.5±5855 

Site-II 8500±5382 !- !- 

! Data were missing. 

4.3.7 Management of goats 

Management practices included feeding and watering management. The 

comparison of management practices at two experimental sites is given under 

following captions. 

4.3.7.1 Feeding practices 

Farmers offered different materials for feeding their goats. Most of the 

farmers used commercial concentrates at Site-I and II. Majority of farmers 



Application of Household Surveys 

 

73 

 

grazed their goats at Site-I, but feed ingredients were provided to goats at 

Site-II by majority of farmers. 

Table 4.47: Feed type used by number of farmers at two sites 

Feed type Site-I Site-II 

Rice straw 11 26 

Wheat straw 8 9 

Kitchen waste 9 9 

Commercial concentrates 32 31 

Grazing on cropland 70 8 

Green fodder 1 18 

Feed ingredients 23 37 

 

Purchase of feed 

Average feeding cost per head was PKR 2439.6±3099.5 and 

3260.5±5153.3 at Site-I and Site-II, respectively. It averaged 4504.2±3757.4, 

823.9±1502.3 and 2080.3±3394.7 at Villages I, II and III at Site-I however 

1954±2226.3, 4892.9±6862.2 and 2091.25±3356 PKR in Villages I, II and III at 

Site-II, respectively. Average amount fed was 1.67, 1.57 and 1.67 Kg at Site-I 

while 1.76, 1.76 and 1.60 Kg at Site-II. 

Farmers got feed from different sources; market (Site-I, n=1; Site-II, n=6), local 

shop (Site-I, n=4; Site-II, n=26), and others (Site-I, n=5; Site-II, n=34). 

Feeding management 

Number of farmers who did not provide grazing in Villages I, II and III 

was 29, 29 and 34 at Site-I and 4, 0, and zero at Site-II. On the other hand 

number of farmers those provided grazing in Villages I, II and III was 12, 11 

and 8 at Site-I while 14, 10, and 10 at Site-II. 

4.3.7.2 Watering practices 

Sources of water in spring included river (Site-I, n=26; Site-II, n=9), 

well (Site-I, n=2; Site-II, n=3), pond (Site-I, n=52; Site-II, n=3), pipe water (Site-

I, n=2; Site-II, n=0), hand pump (Site-I, n=7; Site-II, n=96), and others (Site-I, 

n=34; Site-II, n=12). 
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Sources of water in summer were river (Site-I, n=26; Site-II, n=9), well (Site-I, 

n=2; Site-II, n=1), pond (Site-I, n=52; Site-II, n=5), pipe water (Site-I, n=2; Site-

II, n=0), hand pump (Site-I, n=7; Site-II, n=96), and others (Site-I, n=34; Site-II, 

n=12). 

In rainy season farmers obtained water from river (Site-I, n=26; Site-II, n=9), 

well (Site-I, n=2; Site-II, n=2), pond (Site-I, n=52; Site-II, n=4), pipe water (Site-

I, n=2; Site-II, n=0), hand pump (Site-I, n=7; Site-II, n=96), and others (Site-I, 

n=34; Site-II, n=12). 

In winter season farmers obtained water from river (Site-I, n=26; Site-II, n=10), 

well (Site-I, n=2; Site-II, n=2), pond (Site-I, n=52; Site-II, n=3), pipe water (Site-

I, n=2; Site-II, n=0), hand pump (Site-I, n=7; Site-II, n=95), and others (Site-I, 

n=34; Site-II, n=12). 

Frequency of watering 

Majority of farmers offered water to their goats twice a day. Watering 

frequency at two sites is given in Table 4.48.Water should be available ad lib 

to the animals. But most farmers usually provided two times at both sites 

whereas only a few farmers offered water throughout the day at siteII. 

Table 4.48: Watering frequency reported by number of farmers at two sites 

How often watering Site-I Site-II 

Once a day 4 27 

Twice a day 87 71 

Thrice a day 28 17 

Through the day 0 2 
&Others 1 5 

&= no specific frequency 

 

Who collects water 

Water was collected by HH head (26 vs 29), spouse (35 vs 34), all 

household (19 vs 20), head's father (1 vs 0), head's mother (1 vs 0), 

son/daughter (19 vs 23), hired labour (2 vs 1), all or any (11 vs 8), and other (2 

vs 2) at Site-I and II, respectively. Cost of water averaged PKR 52.85±117.4 

and 90.5±240.6, at Site-I and II, respectively. 
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4.3.7.3 Animal health practices 

Number of farmers who negated provision of health service was 29, 52, 

and 32, in Village I, II, III at Site-I and, 15, 6 and 1 in Village I, II, III at Site-II. 

Farmers at Village I (23 vs 28), Village II (52 vs 12) and, Village III (18 vs 5) 

verified provision of health care service at Site-I and II, respectively. 

Type of service 

The types of health care services provided are given in Table 4.49. 

Performance of health care activities showed the awareness of farmers about 

keeping their flock healthy. But the number of such farmers who were well 

aware of these activities was virtually small at both sites. Farmers at Site-I 

exceeded slightly than the number of farmers at Site-II who provided health 

care service to their goats. 

Table 4.49: Health care service provided to number of farmers at two sites 

Service provided Site-I Site-II 

Village 1 Village 2  Village 3 Village 1 Village 2 Village 3 

Vaccination 3 18 6 9 6 3 

$Other preventive 
method 

0 0 0 1 0 1 

Treatment of sick 6 10 3 7 21 3 

#Other 13 20 9 11 5 6 

$= quack treatment; #= local herbal tratment 

Cost of service 

The cost of service averaged PKR 369.77±422.44, 1168.96±1661.29 and 

691.5±613.61 in Villages I, II and III at Site-I and 1146.20±2882.77, 

352.07±934.04 and 595.58±829.54 in Villages I, II and III at Site-II, respectively. 

Professional fee averaged PKR 100.00±134.96, 280.83±474.37 and 

195.45±210.30 in Villages I, II and III at Site-I and 131.33±271.76, 154.64±317.62 

and 141.00±61.48 in Villages I, II and III at Site-II, respectively. 
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4.3.7.4 Division of labour 

Who takes care of goats 

Different persons took care of the animals; adult males, adult females 

(1 vs 1), children (2 vs 6), hired worker (1 vs 1), all or any adult (8 vs 4) and 

any household member (4 vs 11) at Site-I and Site-II, respectively.  

The average number of hours consumed were 3.11±2.90, 3.18±2.53 and 

2.50±1.98 in villages at Site-I and 3.21±2.81, 2.62±1.92 and 3.20±1.80 in villages 

at Site-II, respectively. The overall average time consumed for goats at Site-I 

and II was 3.05±2.26 and 3.01±2.36 hours, respectively. 

Twelve farmers at Site-I and one at Site-II replied in negative for food/feed 

preparation. The number of farmers who prepared feed at Site-I and II was 

111 and 107, respectively. 

Feed preparing person 

At Site-I, and II, respectively 64 and 59 adult males prepared feed for 

animals. 26 and 19 adult females, 1 and 8 children, 14 and 6 all or any adult, 

and 6 and 13, all or any household members, respectively showed their 

involvement in feed preparation at two sites.  

Feeding animals 

Number of farmers those fed the goats at Site 1 and II were 113 and 

112, respectively. Sixty adult males at Site-I and II fed the goats. Number of 

adult female, children, any adult, any household member feeding goats for 

Site-I and II, were 31 vs 27, 1 vs 7, 15 vs 6 and 6 vs 13, respectively. Farmers 

numbering 121 and 107 at Site-I and II, offered water to the goats, 

respectively. Watering person were adult males (53, vs 49), adult female (42 vs 

28), children (2 vs 8), any adult (17 vs 7) and any household (7 vs 14), at sites I 

and II, respectively. 

Milking 

The number of farmer those did not milk goats was 104 and 4 at Site-I 

and II while 18 and 21 farmers milked their goats at these sites, respectively. 
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Adult men (4 & 8 in number), adult females, children (1 & 2 in number), any 

adult (9 & 4 in number) and, any household (3 & 8 in number) member 

milked the goats, at Site-I and II, respectively. Farmer those did not involve in 

milk processing numbered 120 and 4, at Site-I & II, respectively. Milk was 

processed by usually adult females and any adult. Adult males (15 & 22), 

adult females (16 & 1), children, any adult (6 & 2), and any HH member (3 & 

5) acted as caring person for the sick goats. A good number of farmers (n=44) 

did show their involvement in manure collection at Site-I while 77 and 61 

farmers collected manure at Site-I & II, respectively. Manure collection person 

were adult male (40 & 35), adult female (26 & 20), children (1 & 2), and any 

HH (6 & 2), respectively. 

Shed cleaning was done by 85 and 82 farmers at Site-I and II, respectively. 

Cleaning persons were; adult males (39 vs 45), adult female (34 vs 27) and any 

HH (4 vs 3), respectively. In short all the family members were involved in 

milking who were available at the spot at both sites. 

Breeding method 

Natural controlled and uncontrolled breeding methods were adopted 

in the two sites. A total of 86 and 63 farmers at Site-I and II, used natural 

uncontrolled breeding of goats while 35 and 43 farmers used natural 

controlled breeding at Site-I and II, respectively. The reasons for natural 

breeding were ethical grounds (6 vs 5), only method available (n=106 vs 91) at 

Site-I and II, respectively and high cost of Artificial Insemination (n=3 at Site-

II). 

Source of breeding male and female 

Breeding bucks were obtained from different sources; from own farm 

(n=31 & 18), specific buck in the village (n=28 & 26), and any buck in the 

village (62 & 61) at Site-I and II, respectively.  
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Breeding females were obtained from own farm (n=129 vs 96) at Site-I and II, 

respectively, specific animal in village (3 at Site-II), and any animal in the 

village (2 at Site-II). 

Who makes breeding decision 

Breeding decision were made by household head in most of the cases 

(89 vs 71), but spouse also made decision in some cases (3 vs 8). In some cases 

(2 vs 2) herdsman or farm worker made the decision while sometime other 

persons made this decision (n=2 vs 4), at Site-I and II, respectively.  

Objectives of breeding 

Farmers reported different breeding objectives at Site-I and II, 

respectively as improvement/maintenance (36 vs 29), enhanced meat 

productivity (5 at Site-II only), enhanced milk yield (3 at Site-II only) and 

others (5 at Site-II only). 

How to control breeding 

Different controlling strategies were adopted by the farmers at two 

sites: mating best male to best female (n=27 vs 27), avoided close relative 

mating (n=8 vs 4), gift/loan of high quality (n=1 at Site-II only), and exchange 

of high quality male (n=2 vs 7) at Site-I and II, respectively. 

Controlled breeding of goats was conducted by 36 and 20 farmers at Site-I 

and II, respectively to improve/maintain the breeds, 5 farmer at Site-II to 

enhance meat production, to enhance milk production (3 farmer at Site-II), 

and 5 farmers at Site-II for other reasons. 

Reasons for replacing buck/goat 

Reason for replacement included unsatisfactory performance (3 vs 5), 

health problems (2 vs 12), getting better progeny (4 vs 7), inbreeding (13 at 

Site-I only), old age (6 vs 10) and others (13 vs 1), at Site-I and II, respectively. 
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The mean conception rate at Site-I and II was 1.40±0.98 and 1.95±1.80, 

respectively. Replacement age averaged 4.23±1.98 and 4.27±2.51 years, at Site-

I and II, respectively (Table 4.50). 

 

Table 4.50: Average conception rate and replacement age at two sites 

 Site-I Site-II 

Village 
1 

Village 
2 

Village 
3 

Village 1 Village 2 Village 3 

Conception 
rate 

1.35 
±0.83 

1.36 
±0.76 

1.48 
±1.28 

1.59 
±0.80 

2.20 
±1.66 

1.95 
±1.80 

Replacement 
age (months) 

4.64 
±2.02 

3.93 
±3.00 

4.11 
±2.11 

4.00 
±2.11 

4.07 
±2.72 

4.53 
±2.80 

 

4.3.8 Breeding problems 

A number of farmers reported no breeding problem at Site-I (n=116) 

and II (n=4). Unavailability of breeding male was reported by farmers at Site-I 

(n=1) and Site-II (n=40). The reasons were unavailability of pure breed (2 vs 

7), low male fertility (1 vs 1), low female fertility (1 at Site-I), unavailability of 

good known quality breeding animals (2 at Site-II), sexually transmitted 

disease (2 at Site-II), and others (6 Site-II). Higher response of farmers 

reporting 'no problem' showed ignorance of breeding plans and practices. 

Type of service and cost 

Natural service was provided to animals in Site-I (n=3) and Site-II 

(n=15). Cost of breeding per service averaged 166.67±57.74 and, 236.84±123.43 

at Site-I and II, respectively. Number of does served in last 12 months 

averaged 1.33±0.58 and 1.71±0.59/head, at these sites respectively. Total cost 

in last 12 months averaged 233.33±152.75 and 402.63±232.42/head, at Sites I 

and II, respectively. 

  

 



Application of Household Surveys 

 

80 

 

4.3.9 Marketing of livestock and livestock products 

Marketing was done by 10 farmers at Site-I and 12 farmers at Site-II but 

112 farmers at Site-I did not show any interest in marketing. Marketing 

persons were adult males (n=8 & 8), adult females (2 & 0), children (0 & 2), 

any adult (0 &1) and any HH member (0 & 1) at two sites, respectively. Goat 

products were marketed by 3 farmers at Site-II but 121 and 4 farmers ate Site-I 

and II, respectively did not market any product. 

Number of farmers those showed willingness for selling goats at Sites I and II 

was 42 and 40, respectively. Average number of goats sold in three villages 

was 1.93±0.73, 4.75±5.87 and 1.55±0.52 at Site-I and 4.29±5.58, 3.29±5.22 and 

1.89±0.93 ate Site-II, respectively. Price (PKR) in respective villages averaged 

7971.43±5171, 12600±8205 and 8500±5490 at Site-I and 10400±6146, 10300±6217 

and 5700±5613 at Site-II, respectively. Live weight averages were 26.29±9.72, 

32.64±12.19 and 27.25±8.52 in villages I, II and III at Site-I and 23.25±9.80, 

25.71±12.45 and 17.00±7.65 in villages I, II and III at Site-II, respectively. 

To whom and where sold 

Farmers sold goats to other household (n=4 vs 6), trader (n=33 vs 17), 

and other (n=4 vs 17), at Sites I and II, respectively. Goats were sold at farm 

gate (31 vs 25), village/local market (7 vs 14), regional/district market (3 vs 0) 

at Sites I and II, respectively. 

Type of animals sold included breeding bucks (3 vs 3), sacrificial animal (21 

vs 25), slaughtering male (6 vs 2), breeding female (1 at Site-I), other adults (4 

vs 2) and young goats (8 vs 7) at Site-I and II, respectively. 

The animals were sold to other households for consumption (n=4 vs 6), 

traders (33 vs 17), and others (4 vs 17) at Site-I and II, respectively. 

Reason for sale  

Farmers sold goat to get cash/regular business (n=13 vs 3), cash need 

for general household need (12 vs 6), emergency cash need for 
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health/education (5 vs 1), sacrificial month sale (11 vs 27), and others (0 vs 2), 

at Site-I and II, respectively. 

Who sold and who got money 

Head of HH (38 vs 32) sold goats in most of the cases at sites I and II. 

Sometime spouse (0 vs 1), and others (3 vs 5) sold goats at sites I and II, 

respectively. In most of the cases HH head got the money at Site-I (n=37) and 

Site-II (n=29). Spouse (2 vs 2) and others (2 vs 5) got money at sites I and II, 

respectively. 

Any service provided by buyer 

No service was provided by the buyer (21 vs 22) at Site-I and II, 

respectively. In some cases cash advance was given to farmer (5 vs 3) at sites I 

and II, respectively. 

Selling product 

Number of farmers who sold goat products was 12 and 15, at Site-I and 

II, respectively. A large number of farmers (n=150) at Site-I and 19 at Site-II 

did not sell their products. Product was goat milk as reported by 6 and 9 

farmers at sites I and II, respectively. Goat products were sold to other 

household for home consumption (4 vs 4), traders (2 vs 1) and others (0 vs 1) 

at sites I and II, respectively. Products were sold at farm gate by 6 farmers at 

Site-I and 9 farmers a Site-II. The reasons for selling products included getting 

cash (2 vs 7), and cash need of household (4 vs 2) at sites I and II, respectively. 

Buyers of goat products did not provide any service (2 vs 1), but gave cash 

advance (4 vs 2) to farmers at sites I and II, respectively. 

Total revenues from sales averaged PKR 34500±19200, at Site-I and PKR 

19600±13740 at Site-II. Price of goat milk per liter averaged 31.17±4.92 at Site-I 

and  30.56±3.00 at Site-II. 

Grading method and mechanism 

Many farmers (n=158 & 25) indicated that no grading system is used at 

sites I and II, respectively. Only 6 farmers at Site-I and 12 at Site-II adopted 
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grading methods. Grading mechanism included weight (3 & 7), height/size (1 

& 1), body colour (1 & 0), and others (1 & 4), at sites I and II, respectively. 

Grading mechanism were used on sale for final consumption (2 vs 3), any sale 

(3 vs 7), and others (1 vs 2), at Site-I and II, respectively. Farmers reported that 

there was external involvement at Site-I (n=4) and Site-II (n=11). 

Plan to increase 

Majority of farmers responded to increase the amount of goats at Sites I 

(n=103) and II (n=85), but some farmers (62 and 40) at sites I and II, 

respectively showed no interest in increasing flock sizes. Beetal black was 

preferred by 4 & 23 farmers at sites I and II, 5 & 5 Beetal brown, 3 & 6 Beetal 

white, 31 & 20 beetal-black splashed, 48 & 3 Beetal-brown splashed, 1 & 1 

Beetal-gujrati, 2 & 6 Beetal-others, 4 & 11 Teddy, and 4 & 10 Beetal xTeddy 

goats, at sites I and II, respectively. Most of the farmers intended to increase 

live animals (79 vs 75), meat (0 vs 2), milk (3 vs 4) and others (11 vs 0) at sites I 

and II, respectively. 

Reasons for increasing 

Most of farmers (60 at Site-I and 53 at Site-II) said that it was the best 

profitable enterprise. Other reasons included: no other profitable (4 vs 7), 

increasing demands for products (5 vs 5), increasing price (0 vs 3), and other 

(33 vs 19) at sites I and II, respectively. 

How to achieve more 

A large number of farmers (79 at Site-I and 50 at Site-II) responded that 

better management is the effective way to achieve more livestock/livestock 

products. The other ways included better feeding (13 vs 16), proper 

vaccination (2 vs 4), better breeding (5 vs 4), better animal health care (3 vs 3) 

and others (0 vs 11) at sites I and II, respectively.  

Mode of payment and price determination 

Farmers were asked about occasions when they were not paid cash. A good 

number of farmers (165 at Site-I and 28 at Site-II) responded in negative.  
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4.3.10 Training and skills 

A large number of farmers (156 at Site-I and 29 at Site-II) responded 

that they did not receive any training. A number of farmers (75 at Site-I and 

61 at Site-II) said that livestock extension services were accessible while 78 at 

Site-I and 8 at Site-II, negated accessibility of extension services. Project of 

NGO's accessibility was reported to be nil by 149 farmers at Site-I and 13 at 

Site-II. Only 3 farmers at Site-I and 1 at Site-II, agreed to accessibility of 

projects or NGO's. At Site-I, 74 and at Site-II, 49 farmers admitted the 

presence of private practitioners while 78 at Site-I and 5 at siteII negated their 

access. Access to cooperative or farmers group was also negligible as 143 and 

12 farmers at Site-I and II responded in negative, respectively. Only 10 farmer 

at Site-I and 3 at Site-II admitted their presence. 

4.3.11 Income and livelihood 

Food grains/crops/vegetables served as main source of income 

according to 117 farmers at Site-I and 60 farmers at Site-II. A good number of 

farmers (n=83 and 28) ranked food/crops/vegetables as 1 at Sites I and II, 

respectively. Some farmers (n=28 at Site-I and 17 at Site-II), ranked these as 

second. Some farmers at Site-I (n=5) and II (n=7) ranked them as 3rd. The 4th 

rank was assigned by 1 and 5 farmers at Site-I and Site-II, respectively. 

Change in income 

Farmer those responded as increased income at Site-I and II numbered 

81 and 29, respectively. 26 and 8 farmers at Site-I and II, reported decreasing 

income while 9 and 21 farmers at Site-I and II respectively, stated that their 

income remained constant. 

Main control over income 

Mostly household head had control over income at Site-I (n=104) and II 

(n=41). Other men in HH (4 vs 4), spouse (4 vs 2), other women (1 vs 0), 

jointly head and spouse (5 vs 1), at Sites I and II, respectively. 
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Diet diversity 

Fruit was rare item used by the farmer at two sites. Fruits were 

consumed in last week of survey by only 3 farmers at Site-II. 

Beef consumed 

Some farmers (8 vs 6) reported that beef was consumed 2 times during 

last week of survey, 4 farmers reported 3 times while others reported (0 vs 1) 

at sites I and II, respectively. 

Goat consumed 

Two farmers at Site-I and 1 at Site-II reported that goat meat was 

consumed once in last week while 1 farmer reported 4 times at Site-I. Level of 

consumption was much lower than usual (2 at site 2), about usual (n=3 vs 1) 

but much higher than usual (n=1 vs 3) at sites I and II, respectively. 

Poultry consumed 

Poultry was consumed once (n=34 vs 34) in last week of survey, twice 

(n=17 vs 7), thrice (1 vs 1), 4 times (1 vs 0) and 7 times (0 vs 1) at sites I and II, 

respectively. Level of consumption was much lower than usual (0 vs 1), about 

usual (24 vs 4) and much higher than usual (3 vs 3) at Site-I and II, 

respectively. 

Fish consumed 

Majority of farmer did not consume fish at all. It was consumed once in 

a week by 2 farmers at Site-II and 7 times a week by 1 farmer at Site-II. 

Consumption level was reported to be as usual by 3 farmers at Site-II. Two 

farmers consumed sea fish at Site-II. Level of consumption was about usual (1 

at Site-II) and much higher than usual (1 at Site-II). Dry fish was not at all 

consumed by any farmer on any site. 
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Mutton consumed/other than goat meat 

Two farmers at Site-I and 11 at Site-II reported that they consumed 

mutton. Level of consumption was about usual (2 vs 4) at sites I and II, and 

much higher than usual as reported by 7 farmers. 

Milk consumed 

Milk consumption was reported having greater frequency of 

consumption ranging from once to 20 times in last week. Number of farmer 

consuming milk daily at Site-I and II was 58 and 64, respectively. A number of 

farmers (63 at Site-I and and 44 at Site-II) consumed milk at least twice/thrice 

daily, respectively. Most of the farmers consumed milk as usual at Site-I 

(n=115) and II (n=110), respectively. Three farmers consumed milk more than 

usual at Site-II during the last week. 

Egg consumption 

Eggs were consumed much lower than usual by 3 farmers at Site-I and 

4 at Site-II. A large number of farmers (126 and 88 at Site-I and II, 

respectively) consumed eggs about usual at these sites while 6 farmers at Site-

I and 7 at Site-II consumed much higher than usual. 

Wheat consumed 

Wheat was consumed much lower than usual by 2 farmers at Site-I. 

Farmers consumed about usual at Site-I (n=163) and II (n=149) but only 2 

farmer at Site-II consumed much higher than usual. 

Rice consumed 

Some farmer at Site-I (n=1) and II (n=7) consumed rice much lower 

than usual. A large number of farmers (110 and 89 at Site-I and II, 

respectively) consumed rice about usual. Some farmers who consumed rice 

much higher than usual counted were 2 and 18 at sites I and II, respectively. 
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Maize consumed 

Maize was consumed about usual by 1 farmer at Site-I and 2 at Site-II. 

Four farmers consumed maize flour at both sites while only one farmer at 

Site-I consumed much higher than usual. 

Other cereal consumed 

Some farmers reported that other cereals were consumed about usual 

at Site-I (n=15) and Site-II (n=7). 

Oils consumed  

Majority of farmer responded that oils were consumed about usual at 

Site-I (n=138) and II (n=120). Four farmers consumed oils much higher than 

usual at Site-II. 

Sugar consumed 

Farmer at Site-I (n=156) and Site-II (n=151) showed about usual 

consumption of sugar. Much higher than usual consumption was showed by 

3 and 5 farmers at Site-I and II, respectively. 

Salt consumed 

Salt was consumed about usual as reported by 153 and 149 farmers at 

Site-I and II, respectively while 3 and 1 farmers at Site-I and II, consumed 

much higher salt than usual. 

Tea consumed 

Tea was consumed normally as usual by 160 and 151 farmers at Site-I 

and Site-II, respectively. Only two farmers at Site-II consumed much less than 

usual while 3 and 4 farmers at sites I and II consumed tea much higher than 

usual. 

Beans consumed 

Two farmer at Site-I and 3 at Site-II consumed beans much lower than 

usual. Majority of farmers consumed beans about usual at Site-I (n=127) and 

Site-II (n=108). Only 2 farmers consumed much higher than usual at Site-II. 
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Roots consumed 

One farmer at Site-I and 4 at Site-II consumed much lower than usual. 

Majority consumed about usual at Site-I (n=139), and Site-II (n=128). Only 1 

farmer on each Site-I and II consumed much higher than usual. 

Vegetable consumed 

A few number of farmers consumed much lower level of vegetable at 

Site-I (n=1), and Site-II (n=4). Majority consumed about usual at Site-I (n=154) 

and Site-II (n=148). Only 5 farmers at Site-II consumed much higher than 

usual. 

Fruit consumed 

Majority of farmers consumed fruit about usual at Site-I (n=71) and 

Site-II (n=60). Only 2 and 5 farmers at Site-I and II consumed much less than 

usual but 1 and 9 farmers consumed much higher than usual at Site-I and II, 

respectively. 

Respondent answer and truth 

About with 105 farmers at Site-I and 89 at Site-II, report was easily 

established. It required some persuasion for 36 and 37 farmers, at these sites. 

Some difficulty in interviewing was faced by teams for 21 farmers at Site-I 

and 20 at Site-II whilet interview became impossible for 3 farmers at Site-I and 

14 at Site-II. 

It was felt that 7 farmers at Site-I and 14 at Site-II rarely told the truth. A good 

number of farmers (n=46 and 41) at these sites sometimes told the truth while 

108 and 86 farmers most of the time told the truth. Only 4 and 19 farmers 

always told the truth at Site-I and II, respectively. 
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Table 4.51: Average amount of different items consumed by farmers 

Site Village Fruits  Vegetables  Roots  Beans  Tea  Salt  Sugar  

I 

I Mean 0.84 4.22 3.45 1.85 11.55 10.87 11.58 

SD 1.21 2.14 2.46 2.51 4.22 5.25 4.67 

II Mean 0.84 4.51 3.35 2.02 12.11 12.05 11.71 

SD 1.12 2.36 2.56 1.94 4.55 3.97 4.73 

III Mean 0.98 4.18 2.80 1.58 12.13 11.25 11.78 

SD 1.76 1.73 2.39 1.13 4.31 3.90 5.14 

II 

I Mean 3.34 4.55 4.02 3.08 12.87 13.20 13.68 

SD 2.69 3.05 3.55 2.40 6.63 4.33 6.51 

II Mean 3.16 3.96 3.48 2.20 13.60 13.04 14.40 

SD 2.41 1.73 2.93 1.42 5.32 4.020 5.34 

III Mean 2.19 4.35 3.83 2.03 12.56 11.39 12.75 

SD 1.97 2.09 2.61 0.91 5.70 3.72 6.13 

 

  



Application of Household Surveys 

 

89 

 

Figure 4.1: Materials used for construction of floor in different villages 

 

Figure 4.2: Type of construction in different villages at two sites 
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4.4 Discussion 

House hold surveys provide ample first hand knowledge about the 

activities of households and help make appropriate guidelines for the 

betterment of communities. Such information is quite useful in judging their 

problems and help in finding the solutions. Household provided useful data 

regarding goat keeping, role of goat in livelihood and involvement of family 

members in goat farming/goat raising activities.  

Panin (2000) reported that farmers showed interest in keeping small 

ruminants, also supported the present findings. The reasons would be lesser 

investment, less expenditure and ease of keeping and potential source of 

income, and most probably a potential alternative source of agriculture farm 

income. Comparative economic assessment of goat and cattle farming by 

small holders would make clear-cut picture of the scenario, showing relative 

economic efficiency of both enterprises. According to Panin (2000) cattle 

rearing had only a small advantage over goat keeping in terms of capital 

investment. Marketing of livestock and their products was a problem for the 

small holders. The study supported Kusina and Kusina (2001), who found 

that goats were reared for sale, home consumption, and major source of food 

for HH. Most of the farmers sold goats for regular income, but low selling 

prices, small flock size, and lack of proper transport hindered the business to 

much extent. The situation could be improved by providing marketing 

channel or local purchase of animals. 

Sustainable land management and utilization is essential for increased 

productivity from animals (Zuryak et al., 2001). Effective land utilization 

results in integrated agriculture-livestock farming as crop byproducts serve as 

source of feeding livestock. Hence, studies regarding these aspects need to be 

carried out. Present study however, revealed land utilization and ownership 

to some extent, and supported other studies. Latest techniques like 

geographic information system (GIS) are helpful in land utilization issues and 

framing land capability maps. Shrinkage of grazing land is responsible for 

lower productivity and forcing the farming communities towards intensive 
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farming system. This is also affecting the flock sizes and resulting in reduced 

flocks. Hence farmers prefer to keep small number of animals according to 

their resources and needs.  

Role of women can never be neglected. It was found that they played vital 

role in keeping goats. Ownership showed a remarkable contribution of 

women but their involvement was not to the level as reported by other 

studies in other countries (Jaitner et al., 2001). Average number of animals 

owned by the farmers as found in the present study matched with finding of 

Jaitner et al. (2001), breeding males are reared in the same flocks, housed 

inside at night under shelter, kept free at daytime, and supplementary feeding 

was not common. As far as vaccination was concerned the reports differed 

from the present study. The differences might be due to availability of 

vaccines and vaccinators, cost of vaccines, and other reasons. Ayalew et al. 

(2003) reported net benefits from goats showing the interest of farmers in 

crossbreds. They concluded that both crop and livestock were essential for the 

betterment of poor rural households. In present study farmers preferred 

purebreds as well as crossbred.  In another report Turksonson and Naandom 

(2003) reported three major problems- diseases, housing and lack of 

management. Veterinary services were not easily accessible. Ectoparasite 

problems, skin diseases, vaccination, deworming and lack of other health care 

facilities were common. Services of veterinarian as well as private 

veterinarian were accessible. Study of Ellis (2003) revealed that poverty was 

strongly associated with lack of livestock and agricultural land. It meant that 

livestock played a major role in poverty reduction and can help eradicate this 

by facilitating poor farmers through proper marketing facilities of their 

product and produce. 

Variable flock size was reported by Masika and Mafu (2004) in South Africa. 

They reported that goats were kept for slaughter on rituals. Milk yield was 

also quite variable reaching to a maximum of 2 litres per goat. Only 1/5th of 

farmers kept their own bucks for breeding. Common twinning, high birth rate 

and mortality due to tick-borne diseases were observed. Yaqoob et al. (2009) 
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reported that fodder availability and prolificacy had crucial effects on 

production traits in DDP goat. Entries and exits at farm were assessed by 

Gwaze et al. (2010) and they found that most entries were due to births and 

most of the exits were due to kid mortality and these findings were inline 

with present findings. According to Bett et al. (2009) milk production and sale 

of breeding goats were the first choice of goat rearing. Farmers were 

interested in milk production, growth, body size, fertility and disease 

resistance. They found that old age, poor fertility, small body size and low 

body condition score were the major causes for culling female dairy goats. 

Dossa et al. (2007) found that goats were kept for sale (cash requirement). All 

traits were given equal importance either reproductive, behavior, health or 

meat production. The farmers ranked these as the most important traits. The 

most important problems faced by the farmers were disease outbreak 

(mortality), poor housing and feed shortages. Diseases, housing and lack of 

management knowledge were identified as major problems by Turkson and 

Naandam (2003). They reported difficult access to veterinary services. Most of 

the farmers demanded advice on health services, ectoparasite remedies, 

castration, deworming, sales of medicines, treatment of skin problems and 

vaccinations. Veterinary staff and private veterinarian were consulted by the 

farmers. 

Bosman et al. (1996) performed a survey regarding goat feeding practices and 

reported that cassava products and maize offal were the most commonly used 

feeds in Nigeria. Such feeds did not showed good growth. They suggested a 

change in amount and type of feed for optimum results. 

Ambruster and Peters (1993) investigated sheep and goat production and 

reported that management, flock and season had significant effects on 

performance traits. Free roaming flocks performed better showing positive 

effects of grazing and browsing on performance. Kids born in rainy season 

had poor growth showing need of improvement in flock health care. Kid 

mortality was also quite high than that of adults. 
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As regards the ownership, most of the farmers kept goats because of less risk 

involved. Women were also keeping goats. The findings of Dossa et al. (2008) 

partially matched with present findings where they reported Women majority 

as goat owners. People's choice was affected by gender, ethnicity and 

perception of risk. Jaintner et al. (2001) also gave similar results showing that 

women played leading role in small ruminant production especially in 

housing and feeding. A majority of women owned goats (67%) with lower 

average number of animals. Most of the breeding males were farm born in 

respective flocks. Animals were left free in dry season and tethered or flocked 

in rainy season and housed during night. Supplements were not usually 

provided. Vaccination was partly carried out. These findings partly matched 

with present findings but it appeared that our goat production system had 

somewhat better situation. Finan (2011) revealed the participation of women 

in goat keeping, supporting present findings to some extent. Duncan et al. 

(2006) found that liveweight, milk production and reproductive performance 

were the traits preferred by the farmers. 

Ayenew et al. (2011) reported that goat farming not only provided income but 

also source of employment to the family. They revealed that access to land, 

education level, access to some input services such as training, veterinary and 

credit services were the major constraints in farming. According to Bett et al. 

(2011) crossbreeding improved profitability of small holders and cannot be 

compensated by others in some performance traits. The interest of farmers in 

crossbreds was genuine because of higher productivity. Hence the present 

findings strengthened the previous studies. Udo et al. (2011) found that 

keeping small animals was a secondary activity in rural household or 

essential source of small income for the poor. These animals serve to increase 

the income of the family. According to Bett et al. (2009) provision of marketing 

services were ranked first followed by veterinary services. Wilsong (2007) 

reported major problems of livestock farming as unknown genetic potential, 

poor management, inadequate nutrition and minimal health care. Kosgey et 

al. (2008) found that only 18% farmers kept goats for regular cash incomes, 
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meat, manure, milk, sale in emergency. Regular cash and cash in emergency 

were the highest priorities. Income from sale was spent on school fee, 

purchase of food, farm investment, medication, off-farm investment, social 

activities and purchase of animals. The important traits were growth rate, 

body size, body shape, drought tolerance, meat quality, fertility, disease and 

heat tolerance, prolificacy and temperament. Most of famers reared their own 

males. These findings were strengthened by the present findings. The major 

problems as revealed by Sebei et al. (2004) were housing and internal 

parasites. Also good market was available in communal area. They suggested 

improvement in survival of kids. The study partially supported present 

findings. 

Flock size was important character of smallholders. Zaibet et al. (2004) 

identified flock sizes which were larger than those found in the present study. 

It was natural that income generation depended on flock size and increased 

with increase in flock size. Family labour was actively involved in 

maintaining goat flock. Leones and Feldman, (1998) defined on farm and off 

farm income. Kumbhaker (1989) reported home consumption the own 

production and these findings also matched with the present findings. 

According to Zaibet et al. (2004) farmers kept animals for home consumption 

and for special needs of the family (religious and other social events). Most of 

the activities were performed by farmers themselves. Farmers were involved 

in purchasing animal feed from local market to substitute grazing activity. 

Hence there was increase in farmers' expenses to a great extent. Their findings 

contradicted present findings that non farm income was the major source of 

income. It was reported that goats were kept in small groups while individual 

households housed in shelters during nights. The types of construction were 

different usually with an earthen floor. Purposes of raising goats were nearly 

similar everywhere. Goats were raised for meat purpose. Internal parasites 

were the main problem. Young kids died when grazed intensively. Other 

diseases included PPR and goat pox. Considerable women labour was 

involved in animal production. The main management system was free 
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ranging during the day and penning at night. According to Kirk (1996) small 

ruminants are easy to cash assets and they reduced market and climate risk 

and optimize the use of available resources (Vadivia and Nolan, 1996; Ellis, 

1998 and Haddad, 1997). Doff (2001) and Mcepik (1997) reported that 

household head was not the main decision maker. Their findings contradicted 

the present results. The studies of Dossa (1996) and Quisumbing and 

Maluccio (2000) reported that personal preferences were different in house 

holds, supported the present study. The age and gender of the farmers are 

important factors when looking at livestock ownership. Study of Jaitner et al. 

(2001) contradicted the present findings that small ruminants are not pooled 

house hold resources and are independently owned and management by 

household members who were often females. Kurry (1996) supported the 

present findings by reporting that labour, education and resource use and 

control of livestock production were different for both sexes. Findings in the 

present study about keeping goats and reason for keeping goats were inline 

with the findings of Elakend and Water (1997). Barret et al. (2001) also 

supported present findings. Dorward (1999) small land holders tend to keep 

livestock to enhance their income. Feder (1985) reported constraints for 

marketing similar to present study. As goats are liquid assets those can be 

easily converted into cash, therefore, normal house hold were expected to 

keep these animals (Dercan, 1998). Finding of Nepali et al. (2010) partially 

contradicted our present findings in using own breeding bucks. They 

reported different problems confronted by goats owners partially matched 

our study. Sadoulet and Dejanvary (1995) reported constraints in goat 

production that also match with the present findings, slightly oppose the 

findings of Bett et al. (2009) regarding the average number. of goats kept by 

the farmers. The employment of labour was not a common practice in two 

sites, matched with the findings of Bett et al. (2009). The present findings 

contradicted the findings of Bett et al. (2009) about the sex of owner of the 

farm. Most of the parameters to access to veterinary services and marketing 

information was also different with the findings of Bett et al. (2009). 
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Findings of the present study about education level of farmers slightly 

differered with the findings of Ayenew et al. (2004). Findings about sex of 

house hold also had wide differences. Farmers usually do not hired labour 

contradicted findings of Ayenew et al. (2004). Decision making for selling or 

purchasing of animals was mostly done by the house hold head matched with 

the findings of Ayenew et al. (2004).  

Reasons of exits as found in present study matched with the findings of 

Reynolds and Adediran (1994). Similarly most of the young males were sold 

and remaining were kept for breeding also matched with these findings. 

Findings of the present study supported most of the findings of Jaitner et al. 

(2001) regarding keeping of goat, size of flock, breeding males and keeping 

production and housing system. The problems were similar in both studies. 

Findings of present study about causes of exits and prevailing problems 

differed greatly from the findings of Ameh et al. (2000) who reported 

mortality in kids and GIT disorders and respiratory diseases as the most 

common causes of mortality. Some findings regarding flock sizes and reason 

for keeping goats partially matched with their findings. Present findings 

partially supported the findings of Ayalew et al. (2003), also some differences 

existed. The findings of Turkson and Naandam (2003) were partially 

supported by the present findings regarding major problems faced by the 

farmers. Other findings regarding household head, their sex, animal 

ownership and type of production system adopted also matched with the 

present findings. But the findings regarding exits differed from these findings. 

Results about the average number of goats kept were different from the 

findings of Duncan et al. (2006) who reported higher average value. Present 

results partially supported the findings of Dossa et al. (2008) regarding goat 

keeping. Present findings supported the findings of Dossa et al. (2007) 

regarding ownership pattern reasons for keeping goat entries and exits to the 

farm, breeding practices and for other important traits. Differences were seen 

in major constraints. Average age of farmers as reported in present study 

match with the findings of Bett et al. (2009) but it opposed the findings 
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regarding the land ownership, total land area, flock size and traits of 

economic importance. Reasons for keeping goats were also not matching with 

present study but traits ranking matched to some extent. Flock size as found 

in present study was according to the findings of Gwaze et al. (2010). Some 

findings regarding breeding management differed partially. Results of entries 

and exits clearly match with the present findings. Important traits like growth 

rate, body size, growth tolerance disease, heat tolerance, prolificacy and 

temperament were matching with the findings of Kosgey et al. (2008). Results 

about source of income also supported the findings of Kosgey et al. (2008). 

Purpose of keeping goats slightly matched but the production system 

contradicts the present findings. Ranking of traits slightly matched. Purpose 

of keeping goats was also inline with the findings of Kosgey et al. (2008). 

Disease problems observed in present findings were also differed from the 

results of Kosgey et al. (2008).  

4.5 Conclusion 

Household surveys proved as useful tools in understanding the goat 

farming in rural areas and involvement of rural household in such activities. 

Keeping of goats appeared a potential source of not only income but also 

employment for rural communities in rural areas. Goat appeared integral part 

of household business and day to day activities.  
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Chapter 5 

USE OF LONGITUDIONAL MONITORING AS 
TOOL FOR DESCRIBING GOAT PRODUCTION 

SYSTEMS IN RURAL AREAS OF PUNJAB, 
PAKISTAN 

 

Abstract 

The presented study was conducted with the objectives to describe 

the role of goat keeping in rural economies through longitudional 

monitoring. longitudional monitoring of houses (n=55) in six villages at 

two sites was conducted to underline the role of goats in livelihood of 

rural poor, at two experimental sites in Punjab, Pakistan.  Six visits of the 

selected household were made after fixed intervals to gather information 

about goat farming activities. The study revealed goat inventory, some 

morphological features, exits and entries to the farms, general husbandry 

practices (feeding, watering etc.), health care, causes of diseases and cost 

incurred over treatment, and other related invaluable information. It is 

suggested that improvement in management, marketing chains, provision 

of ample veterinary care (medication and vaccination) would lead to 

improved flock productivity, increase in income and rise in the status of 

rural poor. 

Keyword: Longitudional monitoring, rural production systems, 

husbandry practices, economics of production  

5.1 Introduction 

There are different qualitative research techniques providing useful 

information regarding the livestock production phenomenon occurring in 

rural areas. Longitudional monitoring is such a technique to evaluate the 

performance of small scale production systems through close monitoring. 

As regards the goats world population exceeds 800 million heads 

(FAOSTAT, 2009) with majority found in developing countries.  
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Pakistan is keeping 1/17th of the world's population majority of them are 

present in rural areas. Most of the goats are kept by smallholders in many 

countries (Lebbie, 2004). These small scale production systems have 

features like small land holding, little investment, low income, lack of food 

security, family labour etc. (de Sherbinin et al., 2008).  

Different aspects of goat keeping in rural areas have not been highlighted 

and remained ignored in Pakistan instead of large goat population. The 

rural goat production systems needed exploration in order to identify the 

problem causes hindrance in production and to maximize the output of 

small holders. Therefore the present study was planned to monitor the 

features of goat production in rural areas by using longitudional 

monitoring strategy. 

5.2 Materials and methods 

Two districts, Bahawalpur (Site-I) and Faisalabad (Site-II), were 

selected to represent southern and central Punjab in the current study 

under the project “Development and application of decision support tools 

to conserve and sustainably using genetic diversity in indigenous livestock 

& wild relatives” exceuted by ILRI and implemented by UNEP. Site-I is 

located south of the Sutlej River and lies in the Cholistan region. Three 

villages were selected randomly from this district. Farming is the main 

occupation of these villages. The male households usually did farming 

while females looked after the livestock. The second site (Site-II) is located 

in Faisalabad district. This district has an area of 5,856 sq km with the river 

Ravi flowing on the Eastern and the Chenab on the Western boundaries. It 

is endowed with rich soils and is an important grain belt of the Punjab 

province. Three villages were selected randomly in this study site. The 

common livestock species found in these villages were cattle, goat, chicken 

and donkeys. The present study was focused only on goat keeping 

therefore longitudional monitoring of those farmers was conducted those 

were involved in goat farming. 
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Longitudional monitoring 

Longitudional monitoring survey was conducted in two phases. 

The first phase involved preliminary information of the animals to be 

monitored. A survey sheet was used for the initial longitudional 

monitoring. The second phase of the survey was conducted in two months 

after the initial survey. The Longitudional monitoring survey sheet was 

used for this purpose and the record cards were provided to the goat 

keepers. This part of the survey was conducted at two months intervals. 

Households that gave up rearing of the goats in the middle of the 

longitudional survey were replaced. In addition, households with only 

castrated males were not monitored. 

Initial monitoring 

Additional information that were valuable in clustering the 

households and some of the animal parameters such as linear 

measurements, history of the animals and their phenotypic characteristics 

were collected during the first phase of monitoring. All goats above 6 

months were tagged and sampled except castrated males. All households 

(including the HH which were not enumerated during the HH survey) in 

the village rearing bucks and used by other households for breeding were 

tagged and other related information was collected. Subsequently, new 

entries except castrated bucks from outside the HH were recorded for 

phenotypic measurements in the second visit (after six months). 

Longitudional monitoring survey and clustering of households 

Sampling unit for the longitudional survey was made based on the 

results from the initial monitoring survey and the clusters derived from 

the HH data obtained through Global Positioning System (GPS) positions. 

Household clusters were derived from the GPS positions provided in the 

baseline survey. Therefore, adjustments were made during the initial 

monitoring using information such as, presence of physical barriers, 

whether the goats are totally confined, whether the households share 
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breeding animals with neighbours etc. Information on the key 

morphological parameters and body condition score for the goats were 

also monitored. Measurements and body condition score were recorded 

for all the animals of the HHs under survey (more than 6-months older 

goats). While neck collars were used for individual animal identification, 

photos of all the animals being monitored were taken full screen in a 3D 

format i.e. from the front, rear and sides, uniformly. 

Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS, 1999) was used for all 

analyses. 

5.3 Results 

Different aspects of goat production explored thorugh longitudional 

monitoring are presented in the form of frequencies and averages in the 

undergoing tables. Features of the households and data regarding the 

visits of six villages at two sites are presented in Tables 5.1 and 5.2. 

5.3.1 Goat inventory information 

Initial longitudional visit showed the number, various age groups 

of goats as presented in Tables 5.3 for Site-I and 5.4 for Site-II. Total 

number of kids, yearling, female goats, bucks and does of different breeds 

available with the farmer at both sites are given in these tables. Beetal 

brown splashed was the most frequently found breed at Site-I followed by 

the Beetal x Teddy crossbreds. 
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Table 5.1: Initial indepth HH visits 

 
 
Site-I 

Village Number of 
goats 

Households Average # of 
goats 

78 Fateh 104 11 9.5 

76 Fateh 134 11 12.2 

147 Murad 100 12 8.3 

Total I 338 34 9.9 

 
Site-II 
 

Waseeran 72 6 12.0 

Dalowal 69 11 6.3 

Balochwala 79 8 9.9 

Total II 220 25 8.8 

Overall 558 59 9.5 

 
 
Table 5.2: Indepth monitoring 
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 In-depth monitoring survey at 2 month interval 

Site I Household with goat Site II Household with goat 

Village Visit HH Village Visit HH 

L
o

n
g
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d
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l 
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I 1 27 I 1 16 

II 2 21 II 2 33 

III 3 24 III 3 21 

 Total  72   72 
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Table 5.3: Goat inventory table for Site-I 

Breed code: 1= Beetal-Black 2= Beetal-Brown 3= Beetal-White 4= Beetal -Black Splashed(Makhicheeni) 5= Beetal-Brown Splashed 
(Makhicheeni) 6= Beetal-Gujrati 7= Beetal- other (Specify) 8= Teddy  9= Dera Din Panah(DDP)  10= Angora (Exotic) 11- Beetal X Teddy 
cross 12= Nachi 13= Other Pure Bred (Specify) 14= Other Cross Bred (Specify) 
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1 1 0 0 0 5 2 0 0 0 5 8 0 0 0 5 7 0 0 0 6 

2 0 7 1 2 9 0 4 1 2 10 4 0 4 3 8 18 3 0 2 9 

3 0 3 1 0 6 0 1 1  5 3 0   6 1 0 0 0 4 

4 
2 6 1 0 16 

11 4 1 0 15 10 1  1 17 15 1 4 1 
1
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5 
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36 9 21 13 89 55 3 18 10 87 90 1 14 11 
8
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7                     
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1
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2 5 3 2 14 
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1
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1    2 0 0   0 0 0    
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Continued from previous page.
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2 16 9  4 11 0 8  2 6 0 4  1 7 
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4 29 13 4 2 33 10 10 2 2 15 6 5   11 

5 71 81 10 17 152 44 62 3 12 74 51 46 12  85 

11 14 37 1 3 18 3 7 2  12 6 1 3  10 

 14      0 0   0 0 3    
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Table 5.4: Goat inventory table for Site-II 

Breed code: 1= Beetal-Black 2= Beetal-Brown 3= Beetal-White 4= Beetal -Black Splashed(Makhicheeni) 5= Beetal-Brown Splashed 
(Makhicheeni) 6= Beetal-Gujrati 7= Beetal- other (Specify) 8= Teddy  9= Dera Din Panah(DDP)  10= Angora (Exotic) 11- Beetal X Teddy 
cross 12= Nachi 13= Other Pure Bred (Specify) 14= Other Cross Bred (Specify) 
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1
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5 6 2 6 19 
20 4   35 44 0  1 35 59    36 

 

Continued to next page.  
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4 31 0 2 3 24 56 2 4 7 53 14 6 3 1 21 

5 18 0   24 23 0   38 9 2   20 

7 2 0   1 10 0  2 10 0 6   1 

8 32 0  1 25 34 0  2 34 10 29  1 14 

9                

11 72    43 96    61 33    36 
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The dynamics of population were observed during six visits and it 

was found that number of Beetal brown splashed grew more rapidly than 

the other breeds. The animals in different age classes also showed greater 

fluctuation in numbers. Similar trends were seen for BeetalxTeddy 

crossbreds (Table 5.3) at Site-I. During first visit Beetal brown and white 

had the least number of kids those did grow faster and increased 

significantly in next coming visits. The number of yearling in Beetal black 

remained almost null in initial visit and next visits. Significant growth in 

number was seen only for Beetal-brown splashed during several repeated 

visits at Site-I. 

Goat inventory at Site-II also yielded interesting results. Beetal 

black, Black splashed (Makhi cheeni), Teddy and Beetal X Teddy appeared 

to be the most favoured breeds in initial visit. Their number grew steadily 

or remained almost stagnant during next coming visits except for Beetal 

black splashed and BeetalxTeddy, both having the greatest number in next 

repeated visits. Number of kids varied the most but number yearling 

remained nearly zero for different breeds. The number of bucks of Beetal 

black splashed was found the greatest in all visits. The number of Teddy 

does surpassed other breeds in number in nearly all visits. The number of 

kids (n=96) and does (n=59) of Beetal x Teddy was found the greatest in 5th 

visit at Site-II. 

Various morpholical features of qualitative nature observed in these 

animals include presence of horns and coat colour. 

Horns 

Horns were present in all breeds at both sites. Some Teddy goats 

were hornless (polled) at both the sites but in smaller frequency.  

Color 

The different colours observed were Black, Brown, White, black 

splashed, brown splashed for Beetal goats. Splashed colour was called as 

"Makhi cheeni". In Teddy goats mostly white colour was found.  
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5.3.2 General body characters 

General body characters of goats are described as under: 

5.3.2.1 General body characters 

Body weight (BW) 

Body weight had great diversity for females in different breeds 

starting from 6.6 to 39.8 Kg. In males of different breeds body weight 

ranged from 13.8 to 38.9 Kg at Site-I. At Site-II, it ranged from 26.4 to 35.3 

Kg in females goats belonging to various breeds. In males the range of 

body weight was from 15.8 to 38.00 Kg. Beetal males were always bigger 

and heavier than others. 

5.3.2.2 Exits from the farm 

Exits of goats of various age classes during different visits and 

causes of exits are given in Table 5.5 & 5.6. Most of the exits at Site-I were 

due to diseases of kids, sale of yearling, does and bucks. At Site-II, most of 

animals (does and kids) exited due to diseases, followed by sale of bucks 

and does. Does were also eliminated due to other reasons at Site-II. The 

number of animals' exits during different visits showed that maximum 

animal's exits were during 2nd, 5th and 6th visits due to sale of animals at 

Site-I. At Site-II, maximum exits were observed during 1st visit, due to 

other reasons. Sale of animals was the 2nd major cause of exits during 

different visits. Disease was another major reason of exits during 5th visit 

at Site-II. 

5.3.2.3 Entries to the farm 

There were different sources for entries of animals to the farm given in 

Table 5.7. The major source was births (kidding) during different visits at 

Site-I and II. The second major reason at Site-I included other reasons and 

purchase at Site-I but it did not appear to be significant source of entries at 

Site-II. Births at Site-II showed significantly higher contribution towards 

entries as compared to Site-I.  
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Table 5.5: #Exits from the farm (age class and visit no) 

EXIT 
from 
farm 
 (Age 
class) 

Site-I Site-II 

Average No. of goats exited Average No. of goats exited  

Disease 
1 

Slaughter 
2 

Predator 
3 

Sale 
4 

Consumption 
5 

Other 
6 

Disease 
1 

Slaughter 
2 

Predator 
3 

Sale 
4 

Consumptio
n 
5 

Other 
6 

1 20 0 0 6 0 9 10 0 0 2 0 0 

2 4 0 0 40 1 7 0 0 0 6 0 6 

3 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 3 0 7 

4 1 0 0 38 1 5 1 0 0 9 1 26 

5 13 0 0 34 0 6 14 0 0 11 0 11 

Cause for exit: 1=death due to disease, 2=slaughter due to disease, 3= lost/killed by predators/accident, 4=Death due to Management, 
5= Natural death, 6=sale- urgent money requirement (school fee, medicine etc..), 7= sale – as a business, 8= sold due to old age, 9= sale 
to raise funds to start business (non livestock) , 10= sold to raise funds to invest into livestock enterprise, 11= given away (gift/ 
dowry); 12= given away (ceremonies/ festivals), 13= given to poor household (traditional practice), 14= given to owner (traditional 
practice), 15=Slaughter for home consumption, 16= other, specify 

#Data comprises of number of farmer 
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Table 5.6: #Exits from the farm (visit no) at two sites 

EXIT 
from 
farm 
(Visit 
No) 

 

Site-I Site-II 

Average No. of goats exited Average No. of goats exited 

Disease Slaughter Predator Sale Consumption Other Disease Slaughter Predator Sale Consumption Other 

1 8 0 0 7 1 6 3 0 0 11 1 27 

2 4 0 0 25 0 3 6 0 0 9 0 15 

3 4 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 0 4 0 0 

4 3 0 0 9 0 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 

5 14 0 0 26 0 9 11 0 0 2 0 1 

6 6 0 0 51 1 9 3 0 0 3 0 7 

#Data comprises of number of farmer 
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Table 5.7: Sources of entries of goats to the farm at two sites 

Visit 

Site-I Site-II 

#Birth Purchased gifts/ 
exchanged 

others Birth Purchased gifts/ 
exchanged 

get from 
rich HH 

get from 
 poor HH 

Others 

1 14 0 0 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 

2 29 8 0 0 34 0 0 0 0 0 

3 19 2 0 0 28 0 0 0 0 0 

4 0 0 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5 4 5 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

6 33 3 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 

#Data comprises of number of farmers
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Table 5.8: Body colours in different breeds at two sites 

Breed  Colour Site-I Site-II 

Male Female Male Female 

Beetal black Black 0 3 2 12 

Black splashed 0 0 0 3 

Multi-colour 0 3 3 3 

Others 0 0 2 2 

Beetal 
brown 

Brown 6 10 1 8 

Brown splashed 0 1 1 0 

Multi-colour 1 2 1 2 

Others 0 0 0 1 

Beetal white Black 0 0 0 1 

White 0 7 0 1 

Brown 0 2 0 2 

Multi-color 0 2 1 0 

Other 0 0 0 1 

Beetal black 
splashed 

Black splashed 5 40 11 30 

Brown splashed 0 1 0 0 

Multi-color 0 0 0 3 

Beetal 
brown 
splashed 

White 0 1 0 1 

Brown 0 0 0 1 

Brown splashed 39 173 7 25 

Multi-colour 0 0 0 1 

Beetal others Multi-colour 0 0 1 2 

Others 0 0 1 5 

Teddy Black 0 0 0 4 

White 0 0 0 6 

Brown 0 0 1 2 

Black splashed 0 0 0 1 

Multi-color 0 0 4 6 

Beetal x 
Teddy 

Black 0 0 2 2 

White 0 1 0 2 

Brown 2 4 4 8 

Black splashed 1 1 2 4 

Brown splashed 1 5 2 8 

Multi-color 5 20 3 17 

Others 0 2 1 5 
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Table 5.9: Causes and sources of purchase of goats (No. of farmers) 

Purchase Site-I Site-II 

Visit Visit 

1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6 

From whom 14 29 20 18 8 34 17 34 28 7 1 2 

other LS 
keeper 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Trader 0 8 0 3 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

NGO 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Breeding 
farm 

0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Relative 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Sister 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

From where 14 29 20 18 8 34 17 34 28 7 1 2 

Farm gate 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Market 0 7 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Seller's 
premises 

0 0 0 2 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Others 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other village 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Reasons  14 29 21 18 8 34 17 33 28 7 1 2 

Home 
consumption 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

For breeding 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

To increase 
flock size 

0 0 0 4 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Good price 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Festival 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Others 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

#Data gives of number of farmer 
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5.3.3 General husbandry practices 

General husbandry practices included feeding, watering and taking 

care of health of animal. The observations regarding these activities at 

experimental sites are described as under. 

5.3.3.1 Feeding & watering practices 

Feeding of different types of materials to different age classes of 

goats were recorded at two sites and observations are shown in Tables 

5.10 to 5.17. 

Feeding kids 

Kids were usually offered milk as observed during different visits 

of sites but the feeding frequencies were greater at Site-II. Other feed types 

were also offered to kids at Site-I, differing significantly from Site-II. 

Kitchen waste was sometime offered to kids at both sites with a relatively 

lower frequency. Green fodder was the most frequently offered feed stuff 

at both experimental sites and more frequently seen at Site-II in 

subsequent visits after initial visit (Table 5.10). 

As regards the amount fed to kids/per day, this also varied greatly 

among visits at each site. At Site-I, it was offered in lesser quantity as 

compared to Site-II during subsequent visits (Table 5.14). 

Feeding yearling 

Milk was observed as the most frequently offered feed type to 

yearlings at both sites but with relatively higher frequencies at Site-II. The 

other feed type with more frequency was commercial concentrates. Again 

the differences between sites and among visits within sites were obvious 

(Table 5.11). 
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Table 5.10: Type of feeding to kids at two sites 

Feed Type Site-I Site-II 

Visit → 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 Milk 11 19 0 0 0 0 13 22 23 0 0 6 

Rice straw 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Others 0 0 11 12 15 18 0 0 0 3 12 0 

Wheat straw 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Kitchen waste 0 0 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 5 2 

Commercial 
concentrates 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

Grazing on 
cropland 

0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Grazing on 
pasture land 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Green 
fodders 

1 0 20 6 17 0 0 1 17 3 21 17 

Feed 
ingredients 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Food grains 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

#Data comprises of number of farmer 
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Amount fed/per head to yearling varied greatly during different 

visits of both experimental sites and within sites ranging from 6.07 to 10.17 

Kg for Site-I and 3.83 to 10.22 for Site-II (Table 5.15).  

 
Table 5.11: Type of feeding provided to yearling at two sites 

!Feed 
Type 

Site-I Site-II 

1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 6 

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 

2 0 0 0 0 4 0 1 0 0 

3 0 0 2 10 13 0 3 1 0 

4 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5 0 0 0 3 2 14 0 0 0 

6 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 

7 7 2 4 17 17 4 8 1 18 

9 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

Feed type: 1= Rice straw/wheat straw, 2=Kitchen waste (debris) 3= 
commercial Concentrates/feed ingredients 4= Grazing on 
cropland/grazing on pasture land, 5=Green Fodders, 6=Food grains, 7= 
Milk; != data shows number of farmers 
 
Table 5.12: Type of feeding provided to adults at two sites 
!Feed type Site-I Site-II 

1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 11 6 14 11 13 13 27 18 17 18 18 14 

2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 

3 1 0 3 8 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

4 21 17 17 18 16 13 28 22 20 22 19 17 

Feed type: 1= Rice straw/wheat straw, 2=Kitchen waste (debris) 3= 
commercial Concentrates/feed ingredients 4= Grazing on 
cropland/grazing on pasture land, 5=Green Fodders, 6=Food grains, 7= 
Milk; != data shows number of farmers 

Feeding adults 

Grazing on cropland/pastures was the main source of feeding 

adults at both sites with a slightly higher frequency at Site-II, followed by 

provision of straws (rice/wheat) at both sites. Again the frequency was 

much higher at Site-II and the differences between sites were obvious. The 

difference among subsequent visits at Site-I showed greater variations as 
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compared to visits at Site-II. Frequency of grazing within each sites during 

subsequent visits remained nearly the same. 

Adults were fed the greatest amount of fed/day by each farmer. 

Again the fluctuations were marvelous among visits on both sites but the 

amount fed on Site-II remained in closer range as compared to Site-I (Table 

5.15). 

Table 5.13: Type of feeding provided to all goats at two sites during six 
visits (Number of responses) 

Feed 
type Site-I Site-II 

Visit 
No 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 

2 0 0 0 0 8 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

3 7 10 20 20 20 1 12 15 10 11 12 7 

4 2 0 1 0 0 0 1 4 3 3 3 1 

5 0 0 0 3 3 22 1 0 0 0 0 0 

6 4 11 0 0 0 0 11 9 6 6 6 6 

7 33 43 34 49 38 22 29 44 45 44 34 29 

8 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

9 11 15 13 7 8 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

10 0 0 0 0 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Feed type: 1= Rice straw/wheat straw, 2=Kitchen waste (debris) 3= 
commercial Concentrates/feed ingredients 4= Grazing on 
cropland/grazing on pasture land, 5=Green Fodders, 6=Food grains, 7= 
Milk; 8=Feed ingredients; 9=Food grains; 10=Other feed stuffs 
 
 
Table 5.14: Average amount (Kg) fed/day to kids at two sites 

Visit No Site-I Site-II 

Mean N SD Mean N SD 

1 5.3 12 3.77 1.4 13 0.63 

2 2.5 19 1.57 2.8 23 2.09 

3 1.5 33 0.94 2.9 40 2.01 

4 1.7 18 1.35 5.0 6 2.76 

5 1.7 37 2.22 4.1 39 3.18 

6 2.6 18 1.67 6.3 25 4.12 
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Feeding all goats 

In case of all goats, milk was the most frequently used feeding stuff 

during six visits at both sites. The variation among visits was clearly 

visible. The frequency of feeding was greater at Site-II during subsequent 

visits. At Site-I, the other major feeding type was the food grains however 

no food grains were offered at Site-II. 

When feeding all goats, the amount fed per day was higher during 

subsequent visits at Site-I as compared to Site-II. Fluctuations among visits 

were more common at Site-I with wider range (8.6 to 22.9) in comparison 

to Site-II with narrower range (11.64 to 16.0). Also the SD at Site-I 

exhibited greater values (Table 5.16). 

 
Table 5.15: Average amount (Kg) fed/day to yearlings at two sites 

Visit No 

Site-I Site-II 

Mean N SD Mean N SD 

1 9.3 13 12.89 4.6 17 4.52 

2 7.5 2 3.54 3.8 2 2.83 

3 6.1 7 6.38 - - - 

4 10.2 30 11.60 - - - 

5 7.2 37 16.64 - - - 

6 9.7 107 13.67 10.2 18 4.21 

 

Table 5.16: Average amount (Kg) fed/day/flock of adults 

Visit No 

Site-I Site-II 

Mean N SD Mean N SD 

1 409.1 33 311.80 330.4 57 265.36 

2 298.9 23 348.90 241.8 40 239.67 

3 251.6 34 206.43 245.8 37 267.18 

4 197.6 37 177.61 221.1 40 222.18 

5 173.4 32 110.71 195.8 37 167.28 

6 332.7 26 196.44 185.5 31 136.13 
 

Watering and provision of salts (mineral) was important activity 

performed farmers at Site-I and II (Table 5.18). Many farmers provided 

these facilities to their animals as observed during different visits of two 

sites. Most of the farmers provided water to the kids, yearling, adults, and 
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other animals except a few at Site-I and II. There was no significant 

difference between farming communities doing this activity during 

different visits of experimental sites. 

Table 5.17: Average amount (Kg) fed /day to all goats/flock at two sites 

Amount 
fed 

Site-I Site-II 

 Mean N SD Mean N SD 

1 22.9 58 36.55 16.0 58 17.71 

2 11.6 79 15.73 11.6 73 14.60 

3 22.7 68 38.63 12.9 65 14.97 

4 15.0 80 24.35 12.6 64 14.63 

5 8.6 76 13.45 15.0 55 15.97 

6 17.6 61 18.66 21.6 43 19.30 

 

Provision of minerals to the goats of different age groups was usually 

avoided at both sites. Most of the farmers answered in negative about 

providing minerals at both sites during six visits. Only one farmer claimed 

that he provided minerals. There was no significant difference between 

sites and among visits within each site for this activity. 
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Table 5.18: Water and mineral provided to goats observed during six visits 

Watering  
Site-I Site-II 

Visit 1 2 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Water provided 
kid 

No 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Yes 9 24 24 19 12 23 23 24 22 

Yearling water Yes 8 2 21 18 7 2 0 1 0 

Adult water 

No 10 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Yes 13 25 28 25 22 24 23 24 22 

All water 

No 11 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Yes 12 26 28 25 22 25 23 24 22 

Mineral provided 
kid 

No 23 28 28 25 21 25 23 24 22 

Yes 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

Yearling mineral 

No 8 2 20 19 6 2 0 1 0 

Yes 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Adult mineral 

No 22 27 28 25 21 25 23 24 22 

Yes 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

!= data shows number of farmers
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5.3.3.2 Health care 

Status of health care can be identified from number sick animals 

present with different farmers. The number of sick animals of different age 

groups observed during six visits at two sites is shown in Table 5.19. 

Sick kids  

Maximum number of sick kids was observed during 5th visit of Site-

I, followed by 4th visit. At Site-II the number of sick kids was much less 

than at Site-I during different visits. There were significant differences 

between two sites and among different visits of each site. It appeared that 

kid were more healthy at Site-II. 

Sick yearling 

Number of sick yearling was small in first visit at Site-I than at Site-

II but it rose gradually to a very high figure of 82 in 5th visit of Site-I, 

showing very poor control or negligence of treatment. Conversely, it 

reduced to zero in the subsequent visits showing better control of disease. 

The number of sick adults was also high in 1st visit at Site-I that gradually 

rose to a figure of 83 in future visits. At Site-II, the trend seemed opposite. 

The number of sick adults was very high(n=6) in 1st visit those gradually 

fallen down o 17 in 5th visit showing better health care and provision of 

health facilities to the farmers. For all sick goats, the trends remained 

similar, initially 48 sick animals at Site-I and 88 at Site-II, in 1st visit. The 

number of sick animals gradually raised at Site-I, grew small at Site-II, 

depicting clear cut difference in health care management /facilities and 

better control of diseases (Table 5.19). 
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Table 5.19: No of sick goats observed during six visits 

Age class 
Site-I Site-II 

          Visit 1 2 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Kids 
4 0 24 53 8 4 0 0 13 

Yearling 5 0 49 82 10 3 0 2 0 

Adults 
37 10 38 83 60 56 22 32 17 

All goats 48 10 107 122 88 69 22 34 30 

Data were missing for some visits. != data shows number of farmers 
 

Different problems were reported by farmers at both sites. Anthrax, 

Infestation, Enterotoxaemia were frequently reported during subsequent 

visits at Site-I. Enterotoxaemia was the most reported problem during 1st 

and 5th visit at site-I followed by Dysentery reported during 2nd to 5th visit 

(Table 5.20). Most of the farmers reported no problem at all during 

different visits. Few cases of parasitic infestation was also reported in 

visits at Site-I. During 2nd visit a great number of CCPP cases were 

reported by farmers at this site, due to sudden outbreak of disease, 

showing negligence/unavailability of vaccination. 

At Site-II, more problems were reported in subsequent visits. 

Bronchitis, Dysentery, enterotoxaemia and parasitic/worm infestation 

followed by Bronchitis, Dysentery, Enterotoxaemia and Dermatitis and 

Bronchitis, Dysentery, Enterotoxaemia and PPR were the most reported 

problems during first visit. Bronchitis cases increased during subsequent 

visits. Parasitic infestation was reported in great number during 4th visit. 

Dermatitis in goats appeared from 2nd to 6th visit. Enterotoxaemia was also 

seen nearly in all visits (Table 5.21). Combination of different problems 

had made the life of farmers more miserable and greater losses to 

production and productivity. 
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Table 5.20: Different disease problems observed at Site-I  

Disease (No. of farmers) Visit No 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

No problem/healthy 4 9 0 00 5 0 

No problem, Infestation  0 0 0 0 0 0 

Anthrax 0 0 0 0 2 0 

Bronchitis 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Anthrax, Dysentery  0 0 0 0 0 0 

Anthrax, Parasitic Infestation, Enterotoxaemia  4 0 0 0 0 0 

Anthrax, Enterotoxaemia  2 0 0 0 0 0 

Anthrax, Enterotoxaemia, Dermatitis  0 0 0 0 0 0 

Dysentery  0 0 0 5 3 0 

Dysentery, Parasitic Infestation  0 0 0 0 0 0 

Dysentery, Enterotoxaemia 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Goat Pox, Enterotoxaemia  0 0 0 0 0 0 

Parasitic infestation 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Parasitic Infestation, Enterotoxaemia 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Parasitic Infestation, PPR  0 0 0 0 0 0 

Enterotoxaemia  5 0 0 0 05 0 

Parasitic Infestation, Others  0 0 0 0 0 0 

PPR 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Others 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CCPP  0 7 0 0 0 0 
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Table 5.21: Different disease problems observed at Site-II 

Disease (No. of farmers) 

Visit No 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

No problem/healthy 0 0 04 03 05 0 

Bronchitis  0 0 2 4 4 2 

Bronchitis, Dysentery, Infestation  4 0 0 0 0 0 

Bronchitis, Dysentery, Parasitic infestation, Enterotoxaemia, PPR  2 0 0 0 0 0 

Bronchitis, Dysentery, Enterotoxaemia, Dermatitis  3 3 0 0 0 0 

Bronchitis, Dysentery, Enterotoxaemia, PPR 3 0 0 0 0 0 

Bronchitis, Parasitic infestation, Enterotoxaemia  0 1 0 0 0 0 

Bronchitis, Enterotoxaemia 0 4 2 0 0 0 

Bronchitis, Enterotoxaemia, Dermatitis 3 3 0 0 0 0 

Bronchitis, Dermatitis 0 0 2 2 0 0 

Dysentery  2 0 0 0 3 2 

Dysentery, Parasitic infestation, Enterotoxaemia, PPR 4 0 0 0 0 0 

Dysentery, Enterotoxaemia, Dermatitis, PPR  2 2 0 0 0 0 

Parasitic infestation 0 0 0 5 0 0 

Parasitic infestation, Enterotoxaemia, Dermatitis, PPR  2 0 0 0 0 0 

Enterotoxaemia 0 2 0 2 0 0 

Enterotoxaemia, Dermatitis, PPR  2 0 0 0 0 0 

Dermatitis 0 0 0 2 3 2 

Dermatitis, PPR 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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5.3.4 Cost of health care 

Average veterinary drug cost, professional fee and total fee are 

given in Tables 5.22 to 5.25 for kids, yearling, adults and all goats. 

Veterinary drug cost averaged PKR 145.71±130.90, professional fee 

averaged PKR 12.50±31.08 and total fee averaged PKR 147.50±145.55 at 

Site-I while the same cost averaged PKR 22.27±23.60, 20.45±21.96 and 

42.73±45.19, respectively at Site-II for kids. The same costs for yearling 

averaged PKR 62.86±34.96, 19.23±38.40 and 82.31±66.98 at Site-I while PKR 

43.57±11.07, 43.57±11.07 and 87.14±22.15 at Site-II. For adults at Site-I and 

II, these costs averaged PKR 78.00±74.77, 30.20±43.24, and 102.16±103.06 

(Site-I), PKR 55.28±47.09, 44.51±44.43 and 99.03±87.46 (Site-II), 

respectively. Veterinary drug costs for all goats at Sites I and II were PKR 

102.27±96.49 and 43.38±48.27, respectively. Professional fee for all goats 

averaged PKR 24.87±47.23 and 35.43±44.69 for the two sites, respectively. 

Total fee for Site-I and II averaged PKR 106.41±122.49 and 77.77±88.72. 

 
Table 5.22: Average cost (PKR) of health care for kids at two sites 

Visit Site-I Site-II 

Veterinary 
drug cost 

Professional 
fee Total fee 

Veterinary 
drug cost 

Professional 
fee 

Total 
fee 

1 26.67 
±20.82 

16.67±28.87 
43.33 

±30.55 
39.00±15.17 35.00±14.14 

74.00±
27.93 

2 - - - 50.00 50.00 100.00 

3 125.00 
±106.07 

50.00±70.71 
175.00 

±176.78 
- - - 

4 211.25 
±129.33 

- 
184.29 

±161.44 
- - - 

Total 145.71 
±130.90 

12.50±31.08 
147.50 

±145.55 
22.27±23.60 20.45±21.96 

42.73±
45.19 
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Table 5.23: Average cost (PKR) of health care for yearling goats at two 
sites 
!Visit  Site-I Site-II 

Vet drug 
cost 

Professional 
fee Total fee 

Vet drug 
cost 

Professional 
fee 

Total 
fee 

1 76.67 
±38.30 

41.67 
±49.16 

118.33 
±78.85 

43.57 
±11.07 

43.57 
±11.07 

87.14 
±22.15 

4 55.71 
±31.55 

- 
51.43 

±37.16 
- - - 

Total 62.86 
±34.96 

19.23 
±38.40 

82.31 
 ±66.98 

43.57 
 ±11.07 

43.57 
±11.07 

87.14 
±22.15 

!Data for other visits were missing. 
 
 
Table 5.24: Average cost (PKR) of health care for adult goats at two sites 

Visit Site-I Site-II 

Vet drug 
cost 

Profession
al fees 

Total 
fees 

Vet drug 
cost 

Professional 
fees Total fees 

1 90.00 
±37.56 

73.68 
±38.04 

163.68 
±62.82 

75.65 
±28.74 

73.91 
±28.72 

153.91 
±60.21 

2 62.94 
±113.19 

5.88 
±24.25 

68.82 
±137.35 

66.75 
±43.42 

65.25 
±48.05 

132.00 
±88.41 

3 80.00 
±28.28 

20.00 
100.00 
±28.28 

93.75 
±49.55 

25.00 
±26.73 

118.75 
±45.81 

4 81.54 
±57.42 

- 
60.83 

±59.96 
25.00 
±50.0 

- - 

5 72.50 
±89.95 

- - 
- - - 

Total 78.00 
±74.77 

30.20 
±43.24 

102.16 
±103.06 

55.28 
±47.09 

44.51 
±44.43 

99.03 
±87.46 
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Table 5.25: Average cost (PKR) of health care for all goats at two sites 

V
is

it
 Site-I Site-II 

Vet drug 
cost 

Professional 
fee Total fee 

Vet drug 
cost 

Professional 
fee Total fee 

1 102.27 
±51.36 

73.91 
 ±57.82 

171.74 
±102.23 

72.26 
 ±33.16 

70.32  
±31.06 

142.58 
±63.51 

2 62.94 
±113.19 

5.88  
±24.25 

68.82 
±137.35 

70.26  
±47.80 

68.68 
 ±54.97 

138.95 
±100.05 

3 136.67 
±70.95 

46.67  
±46.19 

183.33 
±110.60 

93.75  
±49.55 

25.00  
±26.73 

118.75 
±45.81 

4 163.89 
±104.72 

- 
146.11 

±118.38 
9.09 

 ±30.15 
- - 

5 11.67 
±13.29 

- - 
- - - 

T
o

ta
l 

102.27 
±96.49 

24.87 
±47.23 

106.41 
±122.49 

43.38  
±48.27 

35.43 
 ±44.69 

77.77 
±88.72 

 

5.3.5 Linear body measurements 

Linear body measurements (cm) included wither's height, chest 

girth and body length of goats at two sites (Table 5.26 & 5.27). 

Wither's height (WH) 

Wither heights (cm) of different goat breeds at Site-I and II, are 

given in Tables 5.3.1 and 5.3.2. In female goats, it ranged from 70.3 to 78.6 

(cm) in different breeds while in males WH ranged from 63.8 to 73.9 (mm) 

in different breeds at Site-I. At Site-II, wither height in females of different 

breeds ranged from 61.37 to 74.79 cm. In males, it ranged from 58.50 to 

74.00 cm in different goat breeds. 
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Table 5.26: Some morphological characters of goat breeds at Site-I 

BREED 

Female Male 

Wither 
Height 

(cm) 

Chest 
Girth 
(cm) 

Body 
Length 

(cm) 

Body 
Weight 

(kg) 

Wither 
Height 

(cm) 

Chest 
Girth 
(cm) 

Body 
Length 

(cm) 

Body 
Weight 

(Kg) 

1 Mean 79.83 78.42 68.67 39.83     

N 6 6 6 6     

SD 4.66 3.85 6.31 6.65     

2 Mean 78.62 75.46 67.46 34.77 68.86 64.28 56.14 24.29 

N 13 13 13 13 7 7 7 7 

SD 8.48 9.39 9.74 13.86 8.09 6.75 6.01 13.88 

3 Mean 71.18 70.27 63.27 28.36     

N 11 11 11 11     

SD 11.09 11.82 10.27 11.943     

4 Mean 74.39 73.09 65.90 33.46 63.80 50.80 53.20 18.40 

N 41 41 41 41 5 5 5 5 

SD 6.89 8.6.6 7.46 10.25 4.66 16.87 4.38 3.13 

5 Mean 76.78 75.09 66.66 36.20 73.92 68.87 61.54 29.69 

N 174 174 174 174 39 39 39 39 

SD 8.47 9.39 10.03 12.59 8.42 8.34 8.41 12.69 

11 Mean 70.33 71.27 62.39 30.39 66.00 63.44 55.44 22.22 

N 33 33 33 33 9 9 9 9 

SD 5.12 6.21 6.66 8.62 3.67 4.42 3.97 3.89 

1=Beetal-black; 2=Beetal-brown; 3=Beetal-white; 4=Beetal-black splashed; 
5=Beetal-brown splashed; 11=BeetalxTeddy 
 
Table 5.27: Some morphological characters of goats breeds at Site-II 

BREED 

Male FEMALE 

Wither 
Height 

Chest  
Girth 

Body 
Length 

Body 
Weight 

Wither 
Height 

Chest  
Girth 

Body 
Length 

Body 
Weight 

1 Mean 72.86 69.00 59.86 31.29 73.50 72.40 66.50 32.50 

N 7 7 7 7 20 20 20 20 

SD 7.95 8.104 6.98 8.98 8.98 8.94 8.17 10.66 

2 Mean 65.67 62.33 55.00 22.67 74.46 74.55 65.55 35.27 

N 3 3 3 3 11 11 11 11 

SD 1.53 2.08 3.61 0.58 9.33 9.38 6.35 9.38 

3 Mean 72.00 67.00 51.00 24.00 70.40 68.80 62.40 26.40 

4 Mean 69.09 66.73 63.18 26.18 74.39 73.97 66.49 35.24 

N 11 11 11 11 33 33 33 33 

SD 8.79 8.57 5.31 6.65 7.85 8.85 7.82 9.73 
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5 Mean 74.00 73.14 67.29 32.57 74.79 73.36 67.04 33.54 

N 7 7 7 7 28 28 28 28 

SD 121.93 129.54 118.28 17887.21 71.15 75.39 73.76 10.47 

7 Mean 58.50 74.00 65.00 38.00 74.57 73.71 67.57 33.14 

N 2 2 2 2 7 7 7 7 

SD 4.95 19.79 18.38 24.04 8.62 9.98 9.61 10.98 

8 Mean 60.60 60.20 53.60 15.80 61.37 65.89 57.32 25.37 

N 5 5 5 5 19 19 19 19 

SD 6.77 7.69 4.22 6.53 5.08 6.59 5.53 5.96 

11 Mean 66.43 65.21 60.29 24.38 69.28 72.50 61.87 31.90 

N 14 14 14 14 46 46 46 46 

SD 7.93 7.29 10.11 8.06 5.56 7.07 10.89 8.16 

 

Table 5.28: Birth weight distribution at two sites 

Birth 
weight (kg) 

Site-I Site-II 

Male Female Male Female 

2 45 0 47 128 

3 88 0 37 69 

4 9 0 0 6 

 
Table 5.29: Weaning weight distribution at two sites 

Weaning 
weight (kg) 

Site-I Site-II 

Male Female Male Female 

6 3 0 1 13 

7 11 0 7 28 

8 23 0 30 60 

9 28 0 17 29 

10 11 0 13 9 

11 9 0 4 2 

12 1 0 2 2 

 

Chest girth (CG) 

Chest girth of different breeds ranged from 70.27 to 78.42 and 50.80 

to 68.87 cm in females and males, respectively. In does of different breeds 

at Site-II, CG ranged between 65.89 to 73.71 cm. In males it ranged from 

60.20 to 74.00 cm in different breeds. Beetal goats were having the most 

and Teddy goats the least chest girths. 
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Body length (BL) 

Diagonal body length was minimum (62.39 cm) in BeetalxTedyy 

but maximum (68.67 cm) in Beetal black does. In males, it ranged from 

53.20 to 61.54 cm in different breeds at Site-I. Does of different breeds at 

Site-II possessed body length ranging from 57.32 to 66.55 cm, while males 

possessed BL ranging 51.00 to 67.29 cm in different breeds. Body length 

was measured as diagonal distance between points of shoulder to pin 

pone in centimeters. 

5.3.6 Body condition score 

Body condition score is an indicator of health of animals. In female 

goat average BCS ranged from 2.86 to 3.00 and in males it ranged from 

2.82 to 3.00 at Site-I. At Site-II, it ranged from 2.91 to 3.14 for male and 2.80 

to 3.00 for female goats. It seemed that both male and female goats at Site-

II were healthier than at Site-I. 

Body size 

Body size was quite variable for different breeds. Beetal black 

females were of medium size at Site-I. At Site-II, majority of male and 

female of this breed were mediums sized. Some females at sites I and II 

had large size. Majority of Beetal brown had medium body size at Site-I 

and II. Only few females possessed large body size in this breed. Majority 

of Beetal black splashed females had medium body at Site-I and males and 

females at Site-II. Some female at Site-I and II had large size. In case of 

Beetal brown splashed, maximum number of males (n=22) and females 

had medium size (n=109), at Site-I. Large size was also found more 

frequently at Site-I and less frequently at Site-II. Teddy goats were found 

at Site-II, male and female having smaller sizes. Crossbreds 

(BeetalxTeddy) were of medium size, were found more frequently at Site-

II in both sexes. Only a few large females were present at Site-I and II 

(Table 5.30). 
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Table 5.30: Body size of goats at two sites 

Breed Body size Site-I Site-II 

Male Female Male Female 

Beetal black Medium 0 4 7 15 

Large 0 2 0 5 

Beetal brown Medium 7 10 3 7 

Large 0 3 0 4 

Beetal white Small 0 1 0 1 

Medium 0 6 1 3 

Large 0 4 0 1 

Beetal black splashed Medium 5 31 10 28 

Large 0 10 1 5 

Beetal brown splashed Small 2 2 0 1 

Medium 22 109 5 15 

Large 15 63 2 12 

Beeta others Medium 0 0 2 7 

Teddy Small 0 0 3 13 

Medium 0 0 1 5 

Large 0 0 1 1 

Beetal xTeddy Small 1 5 1 7 

Medium 8 25 13 31 

Large 0 3 0 8 

 
 
5.4 Discussion 

Longitudional monitoring serves an effective tool to gather more 

detailed and relevant information and explore the dynamics in subject 

under study. Goats being important species and goat production being 

integral part of rural economy, otherwise, would not be possible to 

describe without such an effective tool like monitoring. It is helpful in 

describing the species, and also its role, impact, and various other aspects 

related to management. Initial visit helped in an overview and continuous 

monitoring helped in judging different aspects pertinent to management 

and time to time problems faced by the goat keepers.  

The presence of animals of different breeds, colours, sizes and 

production status showed the interest of farmers for these features. Beetal 
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is important breed due to high production of milk, large body size and 

good growth rate. It is found in different colours like black, brown, white, 

black splashed, brown splashed and others. People in rural areas 

thosekeep this breed are well aware of its characteristics. They also kept 

Teddy goats due to high prolificacy and used it to crossbred with Beetal as 

the BeetalxTeddy crossbreds were commonly seen in the experimental 

areas, showing that the farmers knew advantages of crossbreeding. 

Perhaps they wanted to combine the features of Beetal and Teddy- more 

milk, large size and prolificacy. Although pure breeds were also 

maintained but tremendous crossbreeding was also being conducted to 

achieve certain goals. It also appeared that crossbreeding was a fancy for 

them, the results of such crosses usually surprised them and a source of 

enjoyment.  

Increase in population of some breeds was due to growing interest 

in specific breeds. Beetal-brown splashed commonly called Makhicheeni, 

increased rapidly at Site-I. It is preferred breed of the area because of high 

fetching price at any age, high growth rate, milk production, twinning and 

resistance to diseases. Rural farmers usually keep their replacements goats 

by rearing kids (both male and female). Purchase is not usually done due 

to lack of cash. Therefore, increase in flock size or entries into farm were 

due to births. More rapid rise in the number of kids showed high 

prolificacy, conception and reproduction rates of goats at this site. Farmers 

were interested in keeping productive animals and/or those who could 

bring more cash. They were well aware of price fluctuations and market 

value of goats. Farmers at Site-II showed different choice. Beetal black was 

the most favourite, followed by Teddy and crossbreds. Farmers 

maintained the purebreds being more invaluable. Teddy goats were 

preferred for more number of births (twins, triplets). Crossbreds were 

usually thought to have characteristics of both Beetal and Teddy, hence a 

valuable source of food and income. Rapid increase in number of teddy 
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goats as seen in different visits showed high prolificacy and survival rate. 

As the breed can survive in any environment at nearly zero input, fed on 

just kitchen wastes, the likeness would be natural. 

Physical features play important role in the selection for beauty of 

the animals yet seemed not valuable as far as presence of horn was 

concerned. Farmers usually kept both horned and polled animals without 

showing any preference towards this character. Some farmers considered 

horns as beauty of male while other did not like them in females. The 

farmers were much conscious about colour of the goats. Brown splashed 

fetched more price at Site-I, was the evidence for keeping Beetal breed 

having this particular colour. Also the "Makhicheeni" style was the most 

favourite at Site-I whereas plane black showed more attraction at Site-II 

for the same breed.  

Diseases were the major cause of exit from the farms, showing that 

health care was not provided or negligible. Preventive measures, 

vaccination and treatment of sick animals were lacking. Kid mortality was 

mostly due to negligence and improper care of the newborn, improper 

feeding and lack of proper health cover. Sale is normal activity for earning 

money, therefore, does not matter if exits are due to this activity. The sale 

of reproductive animals should be done with utmost care as they serve the 

source of increasing flock size. Farmers sold usually productive does and 

bucks for fetching more money to serve emergent needs. 

Intensive system of production is preferred by commercial farmers and 

also smallholder in rural areas as mentioned by Knipscheer et al. (1984) 

who explained the features of goat keeping in Indonesia as stagnant 

population, intensive production systems, production primarily by 

smallholders, and a strong product demand.  

Colour in goats is considered as beauty trait and farmers are well 

concerned with coat colour as price of animal is sometime affected because 

colour pattern. Sponenberg et al. (1998) did work on inheritance of coat 
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colour in Angora goats and showed the preference of farmers for certain 

coat colours like white or tan and others. Their work showed the 

importance of coat colour and present study supported these results. 

Gwaze et al. (2009) observed high disease/parasite prevalence, poor 

management, shortage of forage and limited marketing facilities as major 

constraint to goat production and these finding were similar to present 

findings. Panin (2000) reported that small ruminants did not get much 

importance as those of cattle and provided only a small alternative source 

of income, contradicting the present findings. Cost of feed was affecting 

grazing (Ogri, 1999) and free grazing was promoted. Farmers were forced 

to browse their goats due to high feeding cost, matched the findings given 

by Ogri (1999). Mortality was the main cause of exit from the farm 

(Ikwuegbu et al., 1995) and was supported by our findings. Wet season 

was related to higher mortality perhaps due to parasites and 

emergence/outbreaks of different diseases. These finding were supported 

by present findings. Trait ranking showed that production was the most 

important traits contradicting the findings of Dossa et al. (2007), who 

claimed that reproductive, behavior, health and meat traits got equal ranks 

by goat keepers. 

Livestock provide a potential source of income for the farmers along-with 

provision of meat and milk for home consumption. The present findings 

are matched with the results given by Ogri (1999). Their findings that cost 

of concentrates and feed forced farmers to graze their goats, were also 

supported by the present study. Grazing served as potential source of 

disease hazards, also uncontrolled mating would enforce this hazard, loss 

of vegetation were some negative effects of this practice. The suggestions 

were the adaptation of standard management practices and improved 

husbandry was in line with the present study. Farmers community 

showed innovative and conservative behavior as regards the farming 

practices and showed interests in sheep and goats as supportive capital in 
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rural areas (Barrow and Hicham, 2000) paralleled with our findings that 

goat provide potential source of income and employment to the rural 

farmers. Ameh et al. (2000) reported mortality in goat and its causes in 

different age groups. Kids' mortality was the highest and gastrointestinal 

problems and respiratory diseases were the most common cause of 

mortality matched to present finding as enteritis (gastrointestinal) and 

bronchitis (respiratory) problems were reported to be the major cause in 

goats in present study. Dubeuf and Boyazoglu (2009) presented a report 

that goats were the rapidly increasing animals but still used for home 

consumption of milk, meat, skin or fibers in rural areas. These reports 

support the present results to some extent. Ocak et al. (2010) found that 

goat population was decreasing in Turkey but provided significant source 

of income in rural areas. Meat and milk were obtained from these animals. 

Full potential of goats had not been exploited yet due to certain constraints 

in production like imbalanced ration, lack of well developed marketing 

system and disease prevention (Sarwar et al., 2012). Wilson and Sayers 

(1987) reported round the year births in Mali, conception rates and litter 

sizes were variable in different season. Wilson reported average litter size 

of 1.38 kids. Alexandre and Manonnet (2005) analysed the problems in 

goat production and their results coincided with the present results. 

Flock size as reported by Roets and Kirsten (2005) was different as 

reported in present study. Some problems faced by the farmers partially 

matched with the current findings. Majority of house hold was keeping 

livestock in the surveyed house hold matched with the findings of Dossa 

et al. (2007) but differed in causes of exist. Average number of goats kept 

also coincided with present findings. As regards the ownership of goats 

present findings disagreed with the findings of Dossa et al. (2007) those 

reported women as major owners. They reported only 30% of the goat 

owners were literate. Goats were sold mainly when there was need of 

money (emergency) also differed from the present findings. Results about 
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entries to the farm were found similar in both studies.  Important traits 

ranked by the goat owners were also differed in ranks from present 

findings. Major constraints in goat production matched with the present 

findings. Findings about the prevalence of disease problems also 

disagreed with the present results. 

Constraints in goat production and productivity may differ widely from 

region to region, countries and habitat to habitat (Kosgey 2004, Bensalem 

and Smith 2008). Constraint to goat production as found in present study 

partially matched with findings of Gwaze et al. (2009). It was reported that 

infectious diseases and parasites were major constraints to goat 

production in southern Africa. Incidance of diseases and high mortality 

were due to poor hygiene and poor housing (Van Niekerk and Eimental 

2004). Existance of poor marketing conditions in the study area paralleled 

the findings of Gwaze et al. (2009). Goats can serve as efficient vehicles for 

rural development hence it is the need of the hour to understand goat 

production practices and develop such strategies that would exploit goat 

production for rural development. Average number of goats kept was 

different from the present findings as reported by Pannin (2000). Haenlen 

and Abdellatif (2004) reported that goat was the most beneficial animal to 

be reared in uncultivable lands. It is presumed that the terms hardiness 

and adoptability are used for goat because of their adequate production 

performance under harsh environment (Silanicove 2000). Parasitic 

problems are commonly found in most parts of the world (Lefevre 2003; 

Odo 2003). Major constraints to goat production resembled with the 

findings of Alexandre and Mandonnet (2005).  

Goats living in harsh environment perform better than other ruminants 

because they have small body size, high digestive efficiency low metabolic 

requirement, ability to reduce metabolism, efficient nitrogen economy and 

efficient use of water contributed to drought resistance (Silanicove 2000; 

Landan et al. 2000). Goats have great capacity to survive in extensive 
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systems (Chiegina et al., 2002; Costa et al. 2000). Goats play significant 

contribution to rural economy (Morandfeher et al. 2004; Lebbie and Ramse 

1999, Davendra 2001). Goats play significant role in poor rural household 

(Nimbkar et al. 2000; Castillo and Garcia 2001, Lebbie 2004). Goat provides 

additional income to the farmers (Mahanjana and Cronje 2000, Iniguez 

2004). Goats are considered ideal for increasing livestock productivity in 

low input systems in developing countries where demand for livestock 

products is high and average income is low. Average number of goats 

kept was higher then reported by Ayalew et al. (2003). 

It was found that almost similar situations prevail all over the developing 

world in goat keeping and these small animals serve as second most 

important source of income for farmer communities and a major source of 

finance for the rural poor. Lack of opportunities for marketing, poor 

management, poor nutrition and lower level of health care hindered 

improvement in financial and social status of small holders. Policy makers 

and government should take necessary steps in order remove such 

constraints and provide all the facilities to maximize output and income of 

poor farmers. Goat keepers' problems should be properly addressed and 

long term policies should be made in this regard. Both qualitative as well 

quantitative features would be considered while selecting goat breeds. 

5.5 Conclusion 

Longitudional monitoring provided useful information about goat 

keeping, features of breeds, basic management and husbandry practices, 

problem faced by the farmers and worth of different breeds. The 

composition of flocks showed animals of different age groups ranging 

from kids to adults. The preferences of farmers for keeping different 

breeds under diverse ecological conditions, types of feeding materials fed 

to goats and prevalence of disease conditions were quite diverse in 

experimental areas. The causes of exits and entries to the farms were 

highlighted, diseases were found as major reasons for exit of animals of 
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different age groups. Sale of animals provided the potential source of 

income to the farmers. Frequent visits revealed the population dynamics 

and prevalence of several problems in goat production. The outcome 

would help in long term policy making to facilitate and help uplift the 

standard of living of rural poor. It would provide guideline in solving 

problems of goat farmers. 
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Chapter 6 

CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS AND 
SUGGESTIONS 

 

 Survey tools are useful in collecting fresh data about 

farmers and production systems. These are also helpful in 

understanding dynamic changes in flocks, livelihood analysis, 

identification of problems, description of feature of production 

and producers and help in designing policies those would lead to 

improvement in productivity from animals kept by small holders 

in rual areas.  

Participatory rural appraisals gave the following findings about 

rural farming community: 

1. Majority of people were rearing goats. With the passage of time, 

this activity was becoming more important due to different 

factors. Majority of people belonged to poor category, according 

to wealth ranking. 

2. Main breeds of goat were Beetal, mixed and Teddy. The trend for 

Teddy goat has been increased while that of desi (crossbreds) and 

mixed has remained the same from the last few years. 

3. The breeding strategy in Makhi cheeni goat is controlled because 

people preferred brown and white colour and want to conserve 

this character, due to its high price in the market.   

4. In case of goats, the most influencing constraints were the finance 

and diseases. 

5. The responders are satisfied with the services of middleman, 

collector and herder in case of goats. The suggestions from the 

respondents for coping these problems were the availability of 

credit, vaccination and government attention  
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6. Livestock, as labourer and credit had a very strong relationship 

with the villagers while farm households were not satisfied with 

the services of feed suppliers, veterinary services and extension 

services. 

Main findings at Site-II (Faisalabad) 

1. The importance of livestock (goats) and off farm employment was 

increasing over time. 

2. The share of livestock (goats) in livelihood was high as it was a 

good source of milk, and meat. Livestock is primarily looked after 

by females and children and the males are responsible for market 

related activities like sale and purchase of animals. 

3. For breeding, farmers select goat on the basis of physical 

appearance, milk production, growth rate, number of kids per 

year, feed consumption, ease of management and taste of meat. 

They preferred to rear Desi (beetal) breed because of high growth 

rate, high milk production, superior taste of meat and good 

market price while teddy breed is reared for its low feed cost and 

high kidding ability. There was increasing trend for keeping Desi 

and Teddy goat while the trend for keeping mixed breeds 

remained the same over time. 

4. In case of Teddy, both controlled and uncontrolled breeding is in 

practice in the village while for Desi only controlled breeding is 

preferred. 

5. The major constraints in rearing of livestock were; diseases, 

pilfering, predation, shortage of finance, non-availability of 

quality breeds, credit availability, veterinary and extension 

services. 

Household surveys proved as useful tools in understanding the 

goat farming in rural areas and involvement of rural household in 
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such activities. Goats farming appeared a potential source of not 

only income but also employment for rural communities in rural 

areas. Goat appeared integral part of household business and day 

to day activities.  

In-depth monitoring provided useful information about goat keeping, 

features of breeds, basic management and husbandry practices, problem faced 

by the farmers and worth of different goat breeds. The composition of flocks 

showed animals of different age groups ranging from kids to adults. The 

preferences of farmers for keeping different breed under diverse ecological 

conditions, types of feeding materials fed to goats and prevalence of disease 

conditions. The causes of exits and entries to the farms were highlighted, 

diseases were found as major reasons for exit of animals of different age 

groups. Sale of animals provided the potential source of income to the 

farmers. Frequent visits revealed the population dynamics and prevalence of 

several problems. The outcome would help in long term policy making to 

facilitate and help uplift the standard of living of rural poor. It would provide 

guideline in solving problems of goat farmers. 
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Chapter 7 

SUMMARY 
 

 Farm animal genetics resources play a significant role in the 

agriculture based countries like Pakistan, endowed with a lot of diversity. 

Goats (populated at 60 millions) are the fastest growing species of livestock. 

They are however, kept by small holders and rural poor, for livelihood and 

other services (recreation). Unfortunately, the role of this specie was ignored 

in the past and very scanty information was available on their role in 

different socio-economic setups. The undirectional and haphazard breeding 

of indigenous breeds is resulting in loss of diversity. This trend is worsening 

over time by farmers and stakeholders’ negative perception towards the 

indigenous breeds associated with lack of knowledge on the values of 

maintaining this diversity and their production potential. In addition, the 

importance of the indigenous goat breeds have often been undervalued with 

the focus mainly directed towards the physical benefits while limited 

attention is given to the social roles which is a key factor in the in situ 

conservation of the indigenous breeds. Moreover, production systems and 

socio-economic settings of goat farmers are continuously changing. 

Currently, both live goats and products are targeted for the export market. 

However, strategies to respond to the potential growth for domestic use and 

export of goat and goat products are non-existent. Basic information about 

valuable indigenous goat breeds was, therefore, needed as is the capacity to 

prioritize, monitor and manage them at both scientific and farm operational 

levels. The present study tried to document the goat production system at 

two sites in Punjab. 

 Participatory rural appraisal (PRA), household surveys and in-depth 

surveys are commonly used survey techniques for exploring production 

systems prevailing allover the world. As smallholder production systems are 

usually found in developing countries, therefore, such tools are useful in 
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defining various attributes of production systems. This review provides an 

overview of utilization of these techniques for study in the farming systems 

around the globe. 

 Survey tools are useful in collecting fresh data about farmers and 

production systems. These are also helpful in understanding dynamic 

changes in flocks, livelihood analysis, identification of problems, description 

of feature of production and producers and help in designing policies those 

would lead to improvement in productivity from animals kept by small 

holders in rural areas. 

 Participatory rural appraisals are invaluable research tools for 

exploring first hand knowledge about certain practises about livestock in well 

defined framework. The present study was conducted to understand and 

explore production objectives and management practices of indigenous goat 

production in six randomly selected villages within two experimental sites in 

Punjab province of Pakistan. Role of goats in livelihood, ranking of different 

traits, and constraints to production were analysed. It was suggested that 

provision of necessary facilities to goat farmers, credit, treatment, vaccination 

and training could lead to improved production and rise in status of the 

farmers. 

 Preferred goat breeds were Desi (Beetal) Makhi cheeni at Site-I and 

black & white Beetal at Site-II for moderate farmers and Teddy for poor and 

very poor people. Milk & meat production, colour, taste of meat, income, 

were highly preferred characters for Beetal by both men and women 

respondents at all location. Cost, feed consumption and number of kidding 

were important character of Teddy goats for both me and women at all sites. 

Importance of goat keeping was increasing, as an alternate source of income 

and employment. These breeds provide food, money, serve as saving, and 

ceremonial utilization along-with employment to the whole family. It is 

therefore suggested that improved breeding practices should be used, 
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farmers/keepers should be trained, essential veterinary services should be 

provided at door steps, mark up free finances should be provided to the poor, 

better marketing opportunities should be arranged and suitable laws should 

be made for uplifting the poor through goat production. 

 General household characteristics, farm activities and facilities, 

livestock inventory, production of goat, type of production systems and 

parameters, management of goat (feeding, watering, health care), breeding 

strategies, marketing of goats and their products, training and skills, current 

sources of getting information about the breeding, feeding, production, 

marketing, sources of income and livelihood were recorded. The involvement 

of families in goat raising reflected that household heads in most cases 

headed the farm activities while women played a significant role in livestock 

keeping (4%) at Site -II as compared to Site-I (2.1%) as incharge of farm. At 

Site-I, village I, in 95.3% houses, the incharge of farm activities was the head 

of the house. Other family members headed the farming activities included 

son/son-in-law, 6.1% at Site-II and 2.1% at Site-I. Other relatives heading 

farm activities were 10.6%. Age-groups involved in goat rearing also differed 

significantly (P<0.05) among the villages at two sites. Younger people were 

keeping goats at Site-II but older people were found at Site-I dealing in goats. 

Houses at Site-I were having more number of rooms as compared to Site-II. 

Similarly people at Site-I were more experienced in this business when 

compared with Site-I. Education level of inhabitants of Site-II was 

significantly higher than Site-I but read/write ability was greater in people at 

Site-I. People at Site-I possessed larger land sizes but they rented more land 

(>10 acres) than those at Site-II. Number of small, medium and large farmers 

was also higher at Site-I. Income from rented lands was also greater at Site-I. 

Types of construction and material for construction differed slightly among 

six villages at two sites. Water supply systems at these sites showed marked 

differences because more hand pumps were used in villages at Site-II while 

canal & ponds and other sources served as source of water supply at Site-I. 

Electric supply facility was similar at two sites but sewage facility was more 
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frequently available at Site-II. Cropping pattern and animal feed sources 

differed slightly between the two sites. It was suggested that more emphasis 

should be given for the improvement of rural flocks and flock size should be 

increased for achieve more financial benefits. 

 In-depth monitoring of houses (n=30) in six villages at two sites was 

conducted to underline the role of goats in livelihood of rural poor, at two 

experimental sites in Punjab, Pakistan.  Six visits of the selected household 

were made after fixed intervals to gather information about goat farming 

activities. The study revealed goat inventory, some morphological features, 

exits and entries to the farms, general husbandry practices (feeding, watering 

etc.), health care, causes of diseases and cost incurred over treatment, and 

other related invaluable information. It is suggested that improvement in 

management, marketing chains, provision of ample veterinary care 

(medication and vaccination) would lead to improved flock productivity, 

increase in income and rise in the status of rural poor. 
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Appendix I 

 

Table 1: Template for analysis – Mapping  

Items on map 

Specify availability, 

status, distance, etc (Q1 

to 6) 

Relevance to livestock, 

and for what species 

1. Natural resources 
  

- Water   

- Crop fields   

- Forests   

- Gardens    

- Irrigation schemes   

- Habitat for wild 

animals 

  

- Communal 

rangelands 

  

- Seasonal herd 

movements     

areas 

  

- Others (specify)   

   

2. Infrastructure   

- Roads   

- Settlements   

- Commodity 

markets 

  

- Livestock market 

(live   animals) 

  

- Slaughter house   

- Livestock product 

market 

  

- Vet Clinic   

- Others (specify)   

GEF Asia Baseline survey  PRA checklist  
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Items on map 

Specify availability, 

status, distance, etc (Q1 

to 6) 

Relevance to livestock, 

and for what species 

   

3. Social services   

- Health    

- Schools   

- Places of worship   

- Local 

administration 

  

- Extension offices   

- NGO offices   

- Others (specify)   

 

Table 2: Management system 

Livestock 

species 
Management system 

  

  

  

  

 

Table 3: Template for analysis – livelihood analysis  

Current 

sources of 

livelihoods1 

Contribution 

to  

livelihoods 

(Rank in order 

of 

importance) 

Contribution 

to cash 

income 

(1=very 

important, 

2=somehow 

important, 

3=not 

important) 

Trends 

(1=becoming 

more 

important 

2= same as 

before 

3=less 

important, 

4=new activity) 

Differences 

in terms of 

gender, 

age, ethnic 

minorities, 

and 

explain 

1.     
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2.     

3.     

4.     

1 e.g. crop, livestock, off farm, remittances etc.. 

 

Table 4: Template for analysis – Wealth ranking  

Criteria for wealth 

Wealth category 

Better-off 
Moderately 

poor 
Very poor 

1.     

2.     

3.     

4.     

    

% of households in each category     

Categories specificities in terms of 

gender, age, ethnic minority, etc.. 

   

Examples for criteria: land size, livestock, external income, education for children, 

housing standards. 

Table 5: breed name and description 

Make sure you include indigenous, exotic and crossbreeds, including with wild 

relatives.  

 Breed- local name Breed- English name Description of the 

breed, including picture 

G
o

at
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Table 6: Template for analysis – Role of livestock in livelihoods 

Breeds 
% of farmers 

keeping these 
breeds 

Who keeps 
them ? 

- wealth 
category 

Why do people keep this 
species and breed? 

Consumption, Income, 
prestige, ceremonies, 

inputs etc.. 

Who benefits 
most? 

Hh, men, 
women, 

children? 

How’s money spent on? 
buy food, school/ health, 
starting business, social 
activities, savings, invest 

back in livestock 

Trends 
(1=becoming 

more important 
2= same as 

before 
3=less important, 
4=new activity) 

Goats       

1.        

2.       

3.        

4.       

5.       

6.       

7.       

8.       
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Table 7: Trait ranking – Goat  

Traits Breed 1 Breed 2 Breed 3 Breed 4 
Breed 

5 

Breed 

6 

Breed 

names 
      

       

       

       

       

       

Overall 

ranking 

      

 

Table 8: Information and sources of replacement animals – Goat 

 Breed 

1 

Breed 

2 

Breed 

3 

Breed 

4 

Breed 

5 

Breed 

6 

Breed name       

Source of info on breeds       

Ways of acquiring animals       

If purchase, why not 

rearing own 

      

If purchase 

Where do 

animals 

come from? 

      

How 

animals are 

chosen? 

      

Information 

from the 

seller 

      

Parentage       
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If reared own, why not 

purchase 

      

Would you change breeds? 

If yes, for which breed(s) 

and why? 

   

 

 

Table 9: Breeding strategies – Goat 

 

 

B
re

e
d

  

1
 

B
re

e
d

 2
 

B
re

e
d

 3
 

B
re

e
d

 4
 

B
re

e
d

 5
 

B
re

e
d

 6
 

Breed name       

Controlled versus uncontrolled?        

If controlled, how?        

 How males are selected 
and accessed? Any 
payment?  

      

 Preferred method for 
accessing breeding 
males? 

      

 How females are 
selected? 

      

Decision makers in relation to 

breeding, and advice 

      

Livestock herders/ “grazers” use       

Involvement of wild relatives       

 describe       

 trends over time       

 reasons       

 Breed used       

 Constraints       

Trends in terms of breeding 
practices in the last 5 years?  

      

Breeding association       
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Table 10: Constraint analysis 

Constraint Importance 

on 

production 

(0 to 10) 

Causes 

(describe) 

Which breed 

is most 

affected? 

Which one is 

not affected? 

How do you 

cope with 

such 

situations? 

For long 

term 

solutions, 

what can 

you do 

locally, 

and what 

external 

support 

do you 

need? 

Goat      

1      

2      

3      

4      

5      

6      
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Appendix II 

GEF Asia: Household Questionnaire  

 

 
Questionnaire Identification  

(To be filled by supervisor at time of issuing questionnaire to enumerator) 

[     ,     ,     ,     ,     ,     ] 
 

  

 Name Code 

Country Pakistan  

Province Punjab  

District   

Village   

1=Bangladesh, 2=Sri Lanka, 3=Vietnam, 4=Pakistan 

 

Reviewed by: 

Supervisor name: _________________________Date:_________ 

If sent back for verification/correction: 

Date sent back to enumerator:________________________ 

Date corrected and returned:_________________________ 

Reviewed again by:_________________________________ 

 

ENUMERATOR NAME _______________________ ENUMERATOR CODE __________ 

DATE OF INTERVIEW (DD/MM /YY) /___/___/20__ __ 

 

Try to interview the person in charge of the farm activities (and livestock activities if any). 

Are you interviewing this person?   [___] = YES   [___] = NO (tick) 

HEAD OF THE HOUSEHOLD __________________________________________ 

RESPONDENT’S NAME _____________________________________________________ 

 

GPS COORDINATES     X (Easting) [                          ]               Y (Northing) [                      ]  

RESPONDENT’S POSITION IN THE HOUSEHOLD   

 [_____](code) 

1 = Head, 2 = Spouse, 3 = Daughter/ daughter-in-law, 4 = Son/ son-in-law, 5 = Hired manager,  

6 = Head or spouse’ parents, 7= other, specify 
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1. General household characteristics 
1.1. Provide the following details about the household head 

Sex [code:  1 = Male, 2 = Female]  

Age (years)  

Years of farming experience (years)  

Religion (code)  

Number of years of schooling (years)  

Ethnic affiliation  

Can read and write in an official language? 1=Yes, 0=No  

Religion 1= Christian, 2 = Muslim, 3 = Hindu, 4 = Buddhist, 5 = None, 6 = other (specify, 

e.g. Sikh)   

Ethnicity: 1=tribes, 2= non tribes, 3= Other, specify 

N.B. For Pakistan Ethnicity question is not applicable 

 

1.2. Who is the farm owner?  [____] (code)  

 

1.3.  Who is managing day to day farm activities?  [____] (code) 

1=Head, 2=Spouse, 3=head’s father, 4=head’s mother, 5=Son or son-in-law, 6=Daughter or daughter-

in-law, 7=Other joint (specify codes): _____, 8= Hired worker, 9=Other (specify):______ 

 

1.4. Provide the following details about the farmer’s house (code):   

Condition Code Condition Code 

Number of rooms (excluding kitchen, 

toilet and bathroom) 
 

Construction type wall (1=earth, 2=tin, 

3=bamboo, 4=cement, 5=mixed, 6=bricks 

(made in kiln, not mud), 7= other, specify 

 

Construction type of floor 

(1=earth,2= bricks, 3=cement, 

4=tiles, 5=other, specify – e.g. 

chips)  

 

Construction type roof (1=thatched (e.g. 

grass, coconut leaves), 2=iron 

sheet/corrugated iron, 3=asbestos, 4=tiles, 

5= other, specify – e.g. cement, bamboo 

 

Water supply (code)  
Electricity supply in working condition 

(Yes=1/No=0) 
 

Water supply connection in working 

condition (Yes=1/No=0) 
 Sewage facility (Yes=1/No=0)  

Water supply : 1=Wells, 2=hand pump, 3=Stream, 4=Canal, 5=Pond, 6=other specify 
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1.1. Give details of all household members (including the household head) living permanently 

on the compound (at least 3 months in the last 12 months). Make sure to include children and 

infants. For activities, use code 

Name (first 

name) 

Relationship 

with head 

Age 

(yrs) 

Sex 

 

Vegetarian? 

1= Yes 

0= No 

Primary 

Activity 

Secondary 

activity (if 

applicable) 

Number of 

years of 

schooling  

1         

2        

3        

4        

5        

6        

7        

8        

9        

10        

11        

12        

13        

14        

15        

16        

17        

18        

19        

20        

Relationship with head: 1= self, 2= spouse, 3= son/ son-in-law, 4= daughter/ daughter-in-law, 5= 

grandchild, 6= other relative, specify, 7= Other (non relative), specify 

Sex: 1= Male, 2= Female 

Code for activity (primary and secondary): 0 =  None, 1 =  working on the farm/ farm manager, 2 =  

Civil servant, 3 =  Employee in private enterprise, 4 =  Business person/ shop 5 =  working on someone 

else farm, 6=  Retired, 7 =in a leadership position (religious, government etc..), 8= Rickshaw 

puller/van/push cart, 9= employed overseas (driver, hotel worker, labour, professional), 10= in 

school/college/ study, 11=  pre school age (<5year), 12 = child not going to school, 13=teaching/ 

working in an academic institution, 14= housewife, 15= others (specify) 

 

2. Farm activities and facilities 
2.1. Land tenure and land use 

When specifying land size, please use one unit- specify which one [_____] 

1=acre, 2=hectare, 3 = sq meter, 4= decimal, 5=other (specify)__________________ 

 

2.1.1. What is the total area of your farm?   [___ ___.___] 

(including land you own, rent or lease in, but excluding land you rent or lease out)  

 

2.1.2. How much of this land area do you own?  [___ ___.___ ]  

2.1.3. If you rent in land (or sharecropping), how much (area)    [___ ___.___ ] 

How much rent do you pay per year?  [___ ___.___ ] (local currency) 

 

2.1.4. If you rent out land (or sharecropping), how much (area)  [___ ___.___ ] 

How much rent do you earn per year?  [___ ___.___ ] (local currency) 

2.1.5. Do you use any community/ public land for grazing 

        [___] = YES [___] = 

NO 
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2.2.  Cropping Pattern 

Indicate in the table below the crops grown in the major 2 seasons in the last 12 months, and the area 

(use same area code as .in 2.1). If fed to livestock, indicate to which species.  

Crops grown 

during spring (mid-

Oct – Apr) 
Area Purpose 

Fed, to 

which 

species? 

Crops grown during 

autumn (mid-Apr – 

Oct) 
Area Purpose 

Fed, to 

which 

species? 

        

        

        

        

        

Crop: 1=wheat, 2=rice, 3=gram, 4=lentil, 5=barley, 6=oats, 7=rapeseed/ mustard, 8= cotton, 

9=sorghum, 10=millet, 11=groundnut, 12=maize, 13=other oil seeds, 14=fodder, 

15=vegetables, 16=sugarcane, 17= pasture, 18=others, specify  

Purpose: 1= home consumption, 2= sale, 3= home consumption and sale, 4= animal feed, 5= 

other, specify 

Species code: 0=not used for feed, 1= cattle, 2=buffalo, 3=sheep, 4=goat, 5=pig, 6=chicken, 

7=all species kept by the household, 8= Other, specify 

 
2.3. Ownership of Household and Farm Assets. Use code for “who owns” 

Household assets Nos. Who owns  Farm assets Nos. Who owns 

Sewing machine  
 2-wheel Tractor and 

accessories 
  

Radio/TV  
 4-wheel Tractor and 

accessories 
  

Phone (mobile or land 

line) 
 

 Insecticide/pesticide 

sprayers 
  

Motorcycle / Scooter   Water pump   

Bicycle   Tube well/ Agro well   

Three wheeler/ 

Rickshaw/ van (non-

motorised / cart 

 

 
Poultry (or other animals) 

shed 
  

Car / van (motorized)   Other farm asset, specify   

fishing Boat      

Other, specify      

Who owns: 1=Head, 2=Spouse, 3= Household (All), 4=Head’s father, 5= Head’s mother, 6=Son/ son-

in-law, 7=Daughter/daughter-in-law, 8=Other joint (specify codes) 9=Other (specify 

  



Appendices 

 

 

 

 

155 
 

2. Livestock inventory 

 

2.1. Does your household have any livestock?  Yes [__] No [__] 

If the household does not keep livestock, go directly to section 9 

 
For the different species, indicate the numbers of animals that are owned and kept; who owns them 

and reasons for rearing. If there’s a difference between number of animals owned and kept, ask why.  

Livestock 
Number 

owned  

Who 

owns 

them 

(code) 

Reasons for 

rearing (code- 

2 max) 

Number 

kept 

If number kept different from 

number owned, why? (code- 2 

max) 

Chicken      

Goat      

Pig      

Cattle Local      

Cross 

and 

exotic 

     

Buffalo  Local      

Cross 

and 

pure 

     

Sheep      

Donkeys/Horses      

Ducks       

Other, specify      

Who owns: 1=Head, 2=Spouse, 3= Household (All), 4=Head’s father, 5= Head’s mother, 6=Son/ son-

in-law, 7=Daughter/ daughter-in-law, 8=Other joint (specify codes), 9=Other, specify 

Reasons for rearing: 1=Home consumption, 2=Sale of milk, 3=Sale of adult animals, 4=Sale of young 

stock, 5= Wool/hair, 6=Religious sacrificial animals,7= Sale of breeding animals, 8=Livestock as 

social status symbol, 9= Wealth status 10=Raising animals for export, 11= other, specify (e.g. sale of 

eggs, used for traction) 

Reasons why number kept different from number owned: 1= I gave some animals due to lack of 

labor, 2= I gave some animals to a household in need (traditional practice), 3= I got animals from a 

richer household (traditional practice), 4= other, specify 
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3.1.1Does the household keep goat? [             ] (1=Yes, 0=No). If No, go to section 3.1.3. If Yes, fill in the table below, make sure we include crosses with 

wild relatives. Number of animals refer to time of the survey 

Breeds 

code 
Total 

number kept 

Buck (Mature 

male goat) 

Wether (castrated 

male goat) 

Young 

male goat 

Doe (mature female goat) 

– incl. young female 

Kids (newly 

born goat) 

Reasons for keeping 

(code)- 2 max 

        

        

        

        

        

Breed: see separate sheet 

Reason for keeping: 1=Home consumption, 2=Sale of milk, 3=Sale of adult animals, 4=Sale of young stock, 5= Wool/hair, 6=Religious sacrificial animals,7= 

Sale of breeding animals, 8=Livestock as social status symbol, 9= Wealth status 10=Raising animals for export, 11= other, specify 
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3.2.1 Goat: List all the goat breeds you keep, or you know well. First ask which traits are 

important, and rank , and rank the breeds across each trait of importance 

Traits Is this trait 

important to 

you? 1= Yes, 

0=No 

Breed 1, 

indicate 

code: 

_____ 

Breed 2, 

indicate 

code: 

_____ 

Breed 3, 

indicate 

code: 

_____ 

Breed 4, 

indicate 

code: 

_____ 

Breed 5, 

indicate 

code: 

_____ 

Reproduction       
Age at maturity       

Good conception rate       

Kidding per year       

Birth weight       

Twining ability       

Pre weaning survival 

rate 

      

Production       
High growth rate       

Dressing percentage       

Quality of meat       

High milk production       

Milk quality       

General traits       
High survival rate in 

harsh environment 

      

Resistance to 

parasites (worm 

infestation) 

      

Nice physical 

appearance 

      

Disease resistance       

Skin colour        

Large body size       

Docile       

Other, specify       

Overall ranking       

 

 

 

 

 

4-Production- goat only 
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4.1Type of production systems 
Animal 

type 

Breed 

code 

Management system (code) during Housing 

system 

(code) 

If specific housing, indicate 

  Spring 

(F-

Ap) 

Summer 

(M –

Jul) 

Autumn 

(Aug-

Oct) 

Winter 

(nov – 

Jan) 

day night Construction 

cost 

When 

built 

(year) 

Used for 

other 

breed/ 

species? 

Goat           

          

          

          

          

Breed codes: see separate code sheet 

Management system: 1= Intensive (mainly stall feeding), 2=Semi-intensive (stall feeding as well as grazing), 

3=Extensive (only grazing), 4= Other, specify   [grazing – incl. homestead] 

Housing system code (day and night): 1= Free range, 2= Confined in sheds, 3=Confined in paddocks, 4= Confined 

fences, 5=Cage, 6= Basket covered with net, 7=Bamboo basket, 8=no special housing (Tree, rooftop and kitchen), 

9= provides special place for laying, 10= provides special place for brooding (hatching), 11= Other, specify 

[multiple = e.g. 11 (1,6)] 

Used for other breeds/ species? 0=no, 1= for all livestock kept by the household, 2= for all breeds of that species 

only, 3=other, specify for which species and breeds 
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4.2.1 Production parameters for goat 

For the different goat breeds that you keep, provide information on some key production parameters. Provide averages for the last 12 months.  

Breed 

code 

Age of first 

kidding in 

months 

No of kids 

per kidding 

Kidding 

interval in 

days 

Conception rate (no. 

services for each 

pregnancy) 

Dry 

period in 

days 

Lactation 

period in 

days  

No died (in last 

12 months) 

Weight at 

maturity (kg) 

Age of 

culling (old 

age) in years young adults  male female 

            

            

            

            

            

Put X if don’t know 
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4.3“Exits” from the farm, either through death or sale- for goat only 
Indicate in the table below all the animals that exited your farm, either through death, sale or given away. 

For chicken, record all events in the last 3 months; for goat, records all events in the last 12 months. Any 

“exits” in the last 3 months (chicken) and 12 months (goat)?  

        [___]=YES [___]=NO (tick)  

If yes, fill in the table. Fill one row by “event”.  

Species  Breed 

(codes) 

Cause for exit MM/YY Number of animals slaughtered/ sold/ dead/ 

given away 

Goat     

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

Breed code: see separate code sheet 

Cause for exit: 1=death due to disease, 2=slaughter due to disease, 3= lost/killed by predators/accident, 

4=Death due to Management, 5= Natural death, 6=sale- emergency/urgent money requirement (school fee, 

medicine etc..), 7= sale – as a business, 8= sold due to old age, 9= sale to raise funds to start business (non 

livestock) , 10= sold to raise funds to invest into livestock enterprise, 11= given away (gift/ dowry); 12= 

given away (ceremonies/ festivals), 13= given to poor household (traditional practice), 14= given to owner 

(traditional practice), 15=Slaughter for home consumption, 16= other, specify (e.g. theft) 

 

1.1. Entries” to the farm, either through birth or purchase- for goat only 
Indicate in the table below all the animals that entered your farm, either through birth, given to, or 

purchase. For chicken, record all events in the last 3 months; for goat, records all events in the last 12 

months. Any “entries” in the last 3 months (chicken) and 12 months (goat)?  

        [___]=YES [___]=NO (tick)  

If yes, fill in the table. Fill one row by “event”. Prices are to be expressed in local currency, total costs 

(NOT by animal). 

     If purchased, or given, specify 

Species Breed 

 

Type 

of 

entry 

MM/YY Number of 

animals  

Animal 

type 

Price 

(total) 

From 

whom  

Where 

bought 

Reason(s) for 

purchase 

Goat          
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Breed code: see separate code sheet 

Type of entry: 1=Birth,2= Purchased,3= Gifts/exchanged, 4=Get animal from wild, 5=  Get animal 

from rich household (traditional practice, 6= Get animal from poor household (traditional practice), 7= 

other, specify 

Animal type: 1= adult male for breeding, 2= adult male, not for breeding, 3= adult female, 4=female 

young , 5= male young, 6= other, specify 

From whom: 1= other livestock keeper, 2= trader, 3= NGO, 4= breeding farm, 5= relative, 6=other, 

specify 

Where bought: 1= farm-gate; 2= market; 3= seller’s premises, 4= other, specify 

Reasons for purchase: 1=Home consumption, 2=For breeding, 3=To increase the flock/herd size, 

4=good price, 5=Festival, 6=Other specify (e.g. sale of eggs) 

 

 

5-Management- goat only 

5.1Feeding practices 
Indicate in the table below the different feed sources, and details about purchased feed 

  Own farm- feed type during Purchased? 

1=Yes 

0=No 

If purchased- 3 last months for 

chicken and 12 months for goat 

Species Breed spring summer autumn winter Quantity  unit Price/ 

unit 

w

he

re 

Goat           

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

Breed: see separate code sheet 

Feed type: 1= Rice straw 2=Wheat straw, 3=Kitchen waste (debris)   4= commercial Concentrates 5= Grazing 

on cropland, 6=Grazing on pasture land, 7=Green Fodders, 8= Feed ingredients (incl. cakes), 9=Food grains, 

10=Other feed, specify 

Unit: 1=kg, 2= tons, 3= other, specify [please provide conversion factor to kg or tons] 

Where purchased? 1= market (local), 2= local or village shop, 3= mobile feed seller, 4= district market, 5= 

other, specify 
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5.2Watering practices 
Costs of water refer to the last 3 months for  12 months for goat.  

   Main water sources during (code) Who collects 

water most 

regularly? 

(code) 

Costs (local 

currency). 

Put 0 if no 

cost.  

Animal 

type 

Breed How often 

do you give 

water? 

(code) 

spring summer autumn winter 

Goat         

       

       

       

       

Sources: 1=River (incl. river watercourse), 2=Well, 3=Pond, 4=Water fall, 5= pipe water (incl. pipe 

watercourse), 6= tube well, 7= hand pump, 8= Other, specify 

Frequency of watering: 0= animals get on their own from available sources, 1= Once a day, 2= Twice a 

day3= Thrice a day, 4= Throughout the day, 5= Other, specify 

Who collects: 0= nobody collects, 1= Head, 2=spouse, 3=household all, 4=head’s father,5= head’s mother, 

6=son daughter,7= other joint specify code, 8=hired labour, 9=all or any household members, 10= other, 

specify 

 

5.3Animal health practices 
5.3.1Did you use animal health services in the last 12 months? 

      [___]=YES [___]=NO (tick)  

If Yes, fill in the table. For costs, indicate amount spent in the last 3 months for chicken and 12 

months for goat. Put 0 if no costs. 

 Type of 

services 
For which 

breed? 
Who provided 

the service? 
Total costs in local currency 
Veterinary drugs Professional fees 

Goat      

      

      

      

      
Type of service: 1= vaccination; 2= other preventive method, specify which one…………, 3= 

treatment of sick animals; 4= other, specify 
Breed: see separate breed code sheet 
Who provided last service? 1= self, 2= other farmer, no formal professional training, 3= 

government veterinarian, 4= private veterinarian, 5= livestock ministries agents, 6= NGO, 7= 

other, specify 
 

  



Appendices 

 

 

 

 

163 
 

5.3.2What are the 2 most frequent animal health problems that affect your herd/ flock (list most 

important one first)? 

Animal species Goat 
 Disease 1 Disease 2 

Disease/ condition code   

Which breed is more affected? 

Code 

  

If disease unknown, what are the 

symptoms (2 maximum)  

  

  

Total number of disease events in 

last 12 months 

  

Outcomes: 1 = Died 2 = Survived 

3= Slaughtered 

  

Do you vaccinate? 1= Yes, 0=No  
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Appendix III 

6. INITIAL IN-DEPTH MONITORING SURVEY AND 

BLOOD SAMPLING FOR GOATS 
 

PART A: 

Instructions: Fill this part at household and flock level once. Use the same coding for 

household as for baseline survey. 

 Name Code 

COUNTRY   

PROVINCE   

DISTRICT   

SUB-DISTRICT   

VILLAGE   

1=Bangladesh, 2=Sri Lanka, 3=Vietnam, 4=Pakistan 

DATE OF MONITORING AND BLOOD SAMPLING (DD/MM /YY) /___/___/20__ __ 

RESPONDENTS’ NAME         

GPS COORDINATES X [                          ]               Y [                               ] 

*HOUSEHOLD NUMBER/CODE             

 

1. Goats inventory information 

Provide the full inventory of all the goats in this household.  

Breed code Age class Number of goats 

 Kids  

Yearlings  

Replacement females  

Bucks  

Does  

 Kids  
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Yearlings  

Replacement females  

Bucks  

Does  

 Kids  

Yearlings  

Replacement females  

Bucks  

Does  

 Kids  

Yearlings  

Replacement females  

Bucks  

Does  

Breed code: see separate code sheet  

Age class: Kids = Birth to weaning, Yearlings = Weaning to 11 months, Replacement females= 12 to 18 

months, Bucks =Adults males >12months, Does =Adult females >18 months 
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PART B: 

Instructions:  Fill this part at the individual goat level. Therefore, the number of sheets should 

correspond to the number of goats in the respective households. All goats will be blood sampled 

and tagged except castrated males from outside. The household number/code MUST be linked. 

DATE OF MONITORING AND BLOOD SAMPLING (DD/MM /YY) /___/___/20__ __ 

*HOUSEHOLD NUMBER/CODE         

 

INDIVIDUAL GOAT ID NUMBER         

 

1. Description of the goat 

Provide information in the Table below for the goat monitored (blood sampled). Breed codes 

are available on a separate sheet. 

 Indicate in this column REMARKS 

Breed code   

Local name   

Brand/Transboundary name   

Specific uses   

Body size   

Presence of horns   

Color   

Breed code: 1= Beetal-Black 2= Beetal-Brown 3= Beetal-White 4= Beetal -Black Splashed(Makhicheeni) 5= 

Beetal-Brown Splashed (Makhicheeni) 6= Beetal-Gujrati 7= Beetal- other (Specify) 8= Teddy  9= Dera Din 

Panah(DDP)  10= Angora (Exotic) 11- Beetal X Teddy cross 12= Nachi 13= Other Pure Bred (Specify) 14= 

Other Cross Bred (Specify) 

Specific uses: It is used for 1=Meat, 2=Milk, 3 = Skins, 4 = Manure, 5 =Social roles e.g., rituals Please 

specify, 6 = other, specify 

Body size: 1=Small, 2=Medium, 3=Large 

Presence of horns: 1=Absent, 2= Present 

Color: 1= Black, 2= white 3= Brown, 4 = Black Splashed  5= Brown Splashed 6= Multi Color  

7= Other (Specify)  
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2. Goat morphology information, body weight and body condition 

Provide information in the Table below on the key morphological parameters and body 

condition score for the goat monitored. Measurements should be done for all mature goats and 

at the point of sale. Unit of measurement is to the nearest millimeters. See separate sheet 

for the pictorials and explanations on the terms used in the Table and the requirements. 

 Indicate in this column Remarks 

Wither height   

Chest- girth   

Body length   

Body weight(kg)   

Body condition score (enumerator)   

 

3. Photo of the goat 

Include the photo of the goat. The goat should face the same direction (left or right hand side) 

both in the photo and when taking some of the linear measurements e.g., Wither height. This 

MUST be uniform for all goats. 
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7. GOATS’ IN-DEPTH MONITORING SURVEY 

 

 Name Code 

COUNTRY   

PROVINCE   

DISTRICT   

SUB-DISTRICT   

VILLAGE   

1=Bangladesh, 2=Sri Lanka, 3=Vietnam, 4=Pakistan 

DATE OF MONITORING (DD/MM /YY) /___/___/20__ __ 

RESPONDENTS’ NAME         

GPS COORDINATES X [                          ]               Y [                               ] 

*HOUSEHOLD NUMBER/CODE         

VISIT NUMBER           

 

1. Goats’ inventory information 

 

1.1. All the goats in the farm/household 

Please provide the full inventory of the goats. This should be done at every visit on the farm. 

Breed code Age class Number of goats 

 Kids  

Yearlings  

Replacement females  

Bucks  

Does  

 Kids  

Yearlings  

Replacement females  

Bucks  

Does  

 Kids  

Yearlings  

Replacement females  

Bucks  

Does  
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 Kids  

Yearlings  

Replacement females  

Bucks  

Does  

 Kids  

Yearlings  

Replacement females  

Bucks  

Does  

Breed code: see separate code sheet  

 

Age class: Kids = Birth to weaning, Yearlings = Weaning to 11 months, Replacement females= 12 to 18 

months, Bucks =Adults males >12months, Does =Adult females >18 months 

 

1.1. Exits from the farm 

Breed code Animal ID Age class Number of 

goats 

Cause for exit How disposed 

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

Breed code: see separate code sheet  

Age class: 1=Kids (birth to weaning), 2=Yearlings (Weaning to 11 months), 3= Replacement females (From 

12 to 18 months), 4= bucks/Adults males (>12months), 5=Does/Adult females >18 months 

Cause for exit: 1=death due to disease, 2=slaughter due to disease, 3= lost/killed by predators/accident, 

4=Death due to Management, 5= Natural death, 6=sale- urgent money requirement (school fee, medicine 

etc..), 7= sale – as a business, 8= sold due to old age, 9= sale to raise funds to start business (non livestock) , 

10= sold to raise funds to invest into livestock enterprise, 11= given away (gift/ dowry); 12= given away 

(ceremonies/ festivals), 13= given to poor household (traditional practice), 14= given to owner (traditional 

practice), 15=Slaughter for home consumption, 16= other, specify 

How disposed: 1= bury, 2= throw away in the bush, 3= burn 
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1.1. Entries to the farm 

Indicate in the table below all the goats that entered your farm. Prices are to be expressed in 

local currency, total costs (NOT by animal). 

Breed 

code 

 

Type of 

entry 

Number of 

goats 

Age class If purchased, or given, specify 

Price 

(total) 

From 

whom  

Where 

bought 

Reason for 

purchase 

        

        

        

        

        

        

        

        

        

        

        

        

        

        

        

        

        

        

        

        

        

        

        

        

Breed code: see separate code sheet 

Type of entry: 1=Birth, 2= Purchased, 3= Gifts/exchanged, 4=Get animal from wild, 5=  Get animal from 

rich household (traditional practice, 6= Get animal from poor household (traditional practice), 7= other, 

specify 

Age class: 1=Kids (birth to weaning), 2=Yearlings (Weaning to 11 months), 3= Replacement females (From 

12 to 18 months), 4= bucks/Adults males (>12months), 5=Does/Adult females >18 months 

From whom: 1= other livestock keeper, 2= trader, 3= NGO, 4= breeding farm, 5= relative, 6=other, specify 

Where bought: 1= farm-gate; 2= market; 3= seller’s premises, 4= other, specify 

Reasons for purchase: 1=Home consumption, 2=For breeding, 3=To increase the flock/herd size, 4=good 

price, 5=Festival, 6=Other specify 
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1. General husbandry practices 

1.1. Feeding and watering practicesIndicate in the Table below the different feed sources and other details. Amount fed and costs 

are per age classes. 

Age class Number of 

goats 

Feed 

Type 

Amount 

fed/day 

Unit If purchased Water 

provided 

Adlibitum 

Minerals 

provided 

Adlibitum 

Amount 

purchased 

/week 

Price/ 

unit 

Where 

purchased 

Kids 

 (Birth to 

weaning) 

 

         

      

Yearlings 

(Weaning to11 

months) 

 

         

      

Adults  

(>12 months) 

         

      

Feed type: 1= Rice straw 2=Wheat straw, 3=Kitchen waste (debris) 4= commercial Concentrates 5= Grazing on cropland, 6=Grazing on pasture land, 7=Green Fodders, 8= Feed ingredients, 9=Food grains, 10=Other feed, specify 

Unit: What are the quantitative measures used? 

Where purchased? 1= market, 2= local or village shop, 3= mobile feed seller, 4= district market, 5= other, specify 

Water provided adlibitum: 1= No 2= Yes 

Minerals provided adlibitum: 1= No 2= Yes 
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1.1. Health-care 

Fill in the table. For costs, indicate amount spent, put 0 if no costs. Fill in the costs and 

healthcare services per age classes. 

 

Age class Number 

of goats 

Disease/ 

condition  

Type of 

services 

Service 

provider 

Total costs in local currency 

per age class 

Veterinary 

drugs 

Professional 

fees 

Kids 

 (Birth to 

weaning) 

 

      

     

     

     

     

     

Yearlings 

(Weaning to11 

months) 

 

      

     

     

     

     

     

Adults  

(>12 months) 

      

     

     

     

     

     

Type of service: 1= vaccination; 2= other preventive method, specify which one…………, 3= 

treatment of sick animals; 4= other, specify 

Service provider: 1= self, 2= other farmer, no formal professional training, 3= government veterinarian, 4= 

private veterinarian, 5= livestock ministries agents, 6= NGO, 7= other, specify 

Disease/ condition : 0= no problem, 1=Anthrax, 2=Bronchitis, 3=Dysentery, 4=Goat Pox, 5= Parasitic-

worm infestation, 6=Enterotoxaemia , 7= Dermatitis, 8= PPR, 9=Other (specify) 

 

2. Goat production, reproduction and survival information 

Use record cards 

http://www.jackmauldin.com/health/enterotoxaemia.htm
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6. NDIVIDUAL GOAT RECORD CARD 
COUNTR

Y CODE 

SITE CODE INDIVIDUA

L ID No. 

BREED 

CODE 

DATE OF 

BIRTH 

MATURE 

WGHT 

KGS. 

INDIVIDUAL 

SIRE ID & 

BREED CODE 

HIRED/ OWN SIRE INDIVIDUAL 

DAM ID & 

BREED CODE 

REMARK

S 

          

 

DATE 

SERVED 

DD/MM/Y

Y 

PROGEN

Y SIRE 

ID & 

BREED 

CODE 

HIRED

/ OWN 

SIRE 

DATE OF 

KIDDING 

DD/MM/YY 

PARIT

Y No. 

No. 

BOR

N 

No. 

BORN 

ALIV

E 

KIDS 

ID 

No. 

(1,2,3

) 

SE

X 

BIRT

H 

WGH

T 

KGS. 

DATE 

WEANED 

DD/MM/Y

Y 

WEANIN

G WGHT 

KGS. 

DATE OF 

EXIT 

DD/MM/Y

Y 

CAUSE

S FOR 

EXIT 

IF 

SOLD 

WGH

T 

KGS. 

 

                

         

         

                

         

         

         

         

Cause for exit: 1=death due to disease, 2=slaughter due to disease, 3= lost/killed by predators/accident, 4=Death due to Management, 5= Natural death, 6=sale- 

urgent money requirement (school fee, medicine etc..), 7= sale – as a business, 8= sold due to old age, 9= sale to raise funds to start business (non livestock) , 

10= sold to raise funds to invest into livestock enterprise, 11= given away (gift/ dowry); 12= given away (ceremonies/ festivals), 13= given to poor household 

(traditional practice), 14= given to owner (traditional practice), 15=Slaughter for home consumption, 16= other, specify 



Appendices 

 

 

 

 

 

191 
 

 

6. BUCK RECORDING CARD (Only Bangladesh) 

COUNTRY 

CODE 

SITE 

CODE 

BUCK ID 

No. 

BREED 

CODE 

DATE OF BIRTH 

DD/MM/YY 

WEIGTH 

KGS. 

BUCK  SIRE ID & 

BREED CODE 

BUCK DAM ID & 

BREED CODE 

REMARKS 

         

 

DATE OF SERVICE  DD/MM/YY ID of the GOAT SERVED COST PER SERVICE (in-kind 

or cash) 
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