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ABSTRACT

The study was carried out to determine managemaahtudilization of feed resources in the coastalimeg of
Bangladesh. For these purpose, a well structuuestmpnnaire was developed to collect informatigndbor to
door household survey (HHS). Based on cattle pojpula2 Upazilas from each of 10 districts whichrevadjacent
to the coastal regions of Bangladesh were seldoretiHS. A randomly selected 50 farmers from eagiazila
were considered for collecting information. Aftereening a total of 915 HHs were considered unthistical
analyses. Result shows that about 58% HHs werdelssichind average of about 89% HHSs in the surveyeasa
were keeping cattle among which 78.5% of them kegligenous local cows with an average number ofiaBd
cattle per HH. Buffalo was not found in every regizvhich was found only in 1.75% HHs with an average
population size of 0.06 per HH. Sheep was foung onD.4% HHs with an overall number of 0.02 per.Hxbout
17% HHs were keeping goats with an average sife5df per HH. Significant difference on performamaes found
in native cows among different regions but notriossbred cows. It was observed that majority ofldinelless HHs
reared their cattle by tethering (49%) and extemsivanagement systems (57%) but stall feeding wast mo
preferable system by medium (47%) and large farns KB0%). Native pastures, crop residues (rice 3frgmazing
of crop stubbles and fallow lands were the majedfeesources for feeding cattle in those areasur®3% HHs
fed rice straw and about 66% HHs fed cut and cgregn grass to their cattle. The seasonal variaideeding
roughages was not too much more but acute shoofageeen grasses was seen in winter. Concentratebyf the
farmers in the surveyed areas were mainly riceshplivheat bran, broken rice and mustard oil calderibe polish
was the most available concentrate feed ingredfedtdy about 82% HHs. Only about 12% HHSs cultidafedder,
but about 38% HHs had opportunity to cultivate fedi they are given technical supports. Most & HHs had no
any specific causes for not to cultivate foddeh@lgh they rear cattle. Also, most of them haddeaiabout the
constraints to cultivate fodder. Although naturasfures and crop residues were produced not siffigibut their

full and efficient utilization for livestock feedinhas been hindered partly by economic problemsirediequate
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knowledge about the methods, lack of finance amessibility to the methods. Finally it may be camd that
raising the productivity of the pasture land by ptitey sound management practices, growing prodecsind
nutritious forages in association with food crops the options for resolving livestock feed shoetagound the
year. However, training of farmers about feed resesi utilization, management and the involvememosernment

in improving the financial capabilities of farmene very important.

Key words. Feed resources, Fodder, Forages, Coastal areas.

1. INTRODUCTION

The acute shortage of quality feeds and foddenéaf the single most important obstacles for lowdpctivity in
livestock development in Bangladesh [1]. Animaldieg systems in this country is mainly based orpaesidue
and native pasture, which are deteriorating in petidn and quality, which vary seasonally resuliimgoor animal
performance. The major problem to livestock proitgtis scarcity of livestock feeds in both qugland quantity,
especially in the dry season. Notwithstanding thietioued reduction in the size of grazing lands fomdst areas to
crop production to feed the ever- increasing hup@pulation, ruminants will still continue to depemdmarily on
crop residues and forages from nature pasture. 8%y dry matter (DM) and 26% crude protein (CPurements
are met by the available feed resources in thetop({@]. According to a published report the avhildy of green
grass is only 0.1% [3]. The naturally grown greeasges are mostly available in the fallow landygtaund and
waysides which are the major sources of green é&wdgr rural people of Bangladesh [4]. Livestockdiesupply
from natural pasture is characterized by seasduelufition in total dry matter (DM) production andtritional
quality because of the distinct seasonal variatioplant growth, in relation to the annual rainfatittern. The
nutritive values of the local indigenous grasseseweported earlier by Amin and Alam [5] and Island Alam [6].
In Bangladesh, seasons and region based data ds ded fodder production and their utilizations egy scanty.
Therefore, the main reason for selecting diffedistricts of Bangladesh was substantial potentidl @pportunities
for development of improving smallholder livestomioduction. In the study areas, good attention fwassed for
efficient utilization of local feed resources andinty on exotic forage development. The resultewf study may
contribute to identify the existing practices oflimation of feed and to find ways and means to riowe these
practices. In addition, the study will help to defithe prospects for future interventions in depiglg livestock
feeding systems to enhance productivity and viatikgration of the crop and livestock sectors i tkrtain reason

among the districts of Bangladesh. Accordingly, shedy was conducted to assess and evaluate thegemaent
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60 and utilization practices of the available livestdeed resources, identify major constraints angoojunities for
61 efficient utilization of feed resources of diffeteareas of Bangladesh as influence by differentemmogical zones

62  (AEZs). Thus the present study was conducted fil finle following objectives:

63 1. To know the production and utilization of feeds afodlder resources in different coastal areas of
64 Bangladesh.

65 2. To determine the seasonal scarcities and avatlalifi feeds & fodder in different coastal areas of
66 Bangladesh.

67 3. To identify the problems related to the feeds &dedavailability faced by the farmers.

68

69 2. MATERIALSAND METHODS

70  The materials and methods followed for this studydescribed here below:

71 2.1. Place of study

72  The study was conducted with the financial andsgisupports of a research project entitled “FodRissearch and
73  Development Project” at Bangladesh Livestock Rede#rstitute (BLRI), Savar, Dhaka 1241 during JRGA3 to
74 June 2014.

75 2.2. Coverage of studied areas

76  The study was conducted in 10 districts locatedifferent coastal regions of Bangladesh. A totall®fUpazilas
77 taking 2 (two) from each district were selected tbe basis of livestock density which covered thregro
78  Ecological Zones (AEZs) of Bangladesh.

79 2.3.Characterigtics of studied areas

80 Bangladesh consists of 30 agro-ecological zoneZ{#Ehose are overlapping with each other has hikéded on
81 the basis of some definite characteristics and #reyphysiography (it is defined as soil parentemals and land
82  forms of a particular area), hydrology ( it is detéed on the basis of water holding capacity df aod the water
83 level of agricultural land ), cropping pattern {stdone on the basis of Length of Rabi and Khegifson and major
84  and minor agricultural crops which are cultivatadaiparticular area ), season ( it is done on #sisbof the Depth
85  and duration of seasonal flooding in a particutaag), soil types and tidal activity. The nameshef studied regions
86  with included districts and their nature are shamfiable 1.

87  Table 1: Name of the regions and their characterfisatures
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Name of region AEZ coveredDistricts included in the Land and soil type Fertility condition

in the region region and organic
materials
Ganges Tidal AEZ 13 Barisal, Bhola, Jhalkati, = Medium low, low Medium to high
Floodplain Pirojpur, Barguna, Heavy silt clays,
Patuakhali, Khulna alkaline Medium
Bagerhat, Satkhira
Lower Meghna AEZ 19 Feni Medium, high- Medium
River and Estuarine ,medium, low
Floodplain Silt loam, silt clay Medium
Chittagong Coastal AEZ 23 Chittagong and Cox'sHigh, medium high, Medium and low
Plain bazaar medium
low Low to moderate
Grey silt loam, Silt  low
clay loam

3. Toolsof the study

3.1. Typeof survey
The study was survey based regarding productidlizaiton and management of feeds, fodder and fsafpr
livestock production in the coastal regions of Badgsh. So, it was a purposive survey which mayreibct the
overall situation of the country or report of otlserveys in the similar field of study.

3.2. Informal survey for secondary data collection
Prior to actual survey, visits were made to thepeesve district livestock offices and secondarjoimation
relevant to the study was gathered from all poss#durces. The information gathered through secygndata
sources was used as a basis to design a semiusédigjuestionnaire to quantify the most importaatgof this
study.

3.3. Formation of questionnaire
Based on the purposes of the study along with skrgrinformation a semi-structural questionnaire feamulated
including some demographic information, livestodpplation and their major feed resources and thdization,
seasonal availability and management and assoaiategtraints in relation to livestock productiortlie respective
areas. In the prepared questionnaire, there wette ddlosed ended (yes or no) question and open iquesith
single and multiple responses. Single response these question where the sample households hadjla seply
and multiple response questions were those qusstidrere the individual household could give mor@ntione
answer and in that case the percentage of respausgd be greater than 100%.

3.4. Pre-tested questionnaire
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Before going to formal survey, the semi-structumpaestionnaire was also pre-tested by interviewinges
households and was subsequently refined.

3.5. Samplesize
A stratified random sampling technique was followedselect sampling units. For this study, theriitt were
stratified in to two (Upazilas) based on livestgukpulation density and adjacent to the coastabreghbout fifty
farmers from in each Upazilla were randomly sekbdte collecting data. After screening, a totaBdb households
were considered for analysis.

3.6. Formal survey
A single-visit formal survey method [7] was applita gather information and all data were collechgddirect
interviewing from the respondents in the householith the help of some trained enumerators underclbse
supervision of BLRI scientists.

3.7. Dataanalysis
The collected data were summarized wherein eachelmld was taken as a single unit of analysis. Paiapiled
accordingly were then analyzed using statisticakpge for the social sciences, (SPSS, version 1D&ycriptive
statistics such as frequency, percentage, meanstandard deviation along with level of significaneas used to
present the results.

4. RESULTSAND DUSCUSSION

4.1. Household char acteristics and Socio-economic status
From this survey all households (HHs) were categaoriaccording to the size of lands owned by the.H#sst of
the HHs (about 58%) were landless, however, onbuali% of them were large farmers. Highest landlébis
were found in AEZ 19 (63%), followed by AEZ 13 (58%nd AEZ 23 (50%). Other farm categories with land
utilization are given in Table 2.

Table 2: Amount of land and utilization accordingarm categories

Type of Land occupied by different category of farmers
land Landless Marginal Small Medium Large
(0-49 dec.) (50-125 dec.) (126-249 dec.) (250-749 dec.) (>750 dec.)
% Av. (d) % Av. (d) % Av. (d) % Av. (d) % Av. (d)

Homestead 99.0 11.2+0.3 100 16.7+0.88 100 25.4+3.0B00 32.9+5.06 100 89.2+29.39
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Cropland 35.0 19.1+1.2 92.3 54.8+1.6
Fodder 029 8.0+#11 06.4 11.40+1.4
*Garden 29.5 8.57+0.40 545 14.96+1.0
Pond 38.6 5.44+0.26 58.7 8.32+0.71
Fallow 00.8 12.25+1.3 0.0 0.0

Total 57.5 245+1.9 25.7 81.0£1.6

92.8

08.2

63.9

70.1

05.2

10.6

119.9+4.97.9 276.3+¥18.7

19.0#4.9 7.01 28.81+7.4

21.15+3.66.0 35.03+7.64

16.45+3.37.4 5 31.55%17.4

129.0+44.5 02.200.0

174476 .105357.6x17.9

100 1224.8+221.4

10.0 60.00

60.0 103.58+69.75

100 126.1+64.13

0.0 0.0

01.1 1508.3+221.9

*fruit, flower, vegetable etc.

The studied households had an average family size6o(landless = 5.4; marginal = 5.6; small = S18dium =

7.3; large = 9.0; AEZ 13=5.3; AEZ 19= 6.4 and AEZ= 6.6) and the age of the respondents varieddsst\i2

and 110 years with an average of 40.33 years. $tfaand that about 45% HHs had 5-6 family membacs 28%

had 3-4 members and these are comparable to theedigiven by Statistical Year Book of Banglade®h [Farm

animal like cattle, buffalo, goat and sheep aret kepth by farm households (having 0.05 acre or nomlévable

land) and non-farm households having less than &8& or no cultivable land [9]. During survey theracy of the

household’s head were assessed and given in Table 3

Table 3: Educational levels of the household head#ferent AEZ

AEZ Educational levels of the household heads @@jifferent AEZ
llliterate Basic (read, write, sign  Primary to junior Secondary Higher than
& pre-primary) secondary secondary
AEZ 13 22.9 36.8 31.0 5.2 4.1
AEZ 19 14.6 125 47.9 20.8 4.1
AEZ 23 0.0 0.0 75.6 14.9 9.5
Total 19.7 30.3 37.3 8.1 4.6

*dec.= decimal (436 sq. feet land area)

All household heads were literate in AEZ 23 with arerall literacy rate of about 80.3%. The literasylowest

(about 78%) in landless farmer and highest (100%4aige farmers. Low level of education of the hehads can

have an influence on the transfer of agricultueghhologies and their participation in its develepm There are

plenty of works available on the study of sociofemmic status of HHs in Bangladesh conducted byra¢WGOs



145  which are the basis of development work of NGOssURe found in this study may vary with their rejsodue to
146 purpose of survey. In this survey most of those Midse selected who kept livestock specially catilefalo, goat
147  and sheep. So, comparison of socio-economic shatugeen this study and others is not significant.

148 4.2. Livestock keeping and production status

149  The availability of different livestock populatioraried among different coastal regions of Bangladés average
150 of about 89% HHs in the surveyed areas was keegatile with an average number of about 3 cattle Hber
151 Buffalo was not found in every region which wasridwnly in 1.7% HHs with an average population siz6.06
152  per HH. The scenario of sheep availability was sambuffalo (found only in 0.4% HHs) with an ovéraimber of
153 0.02 per HH. However, about 17% HHs were keepingtgith an average size of 0.54 per HH. The ctirren
154  livestock population dynamics in different AEZ gjigen in Table 4.

155 Table 4: Livestock population according to differéfZ of Bangladesh

AEZ Livestock keeping status and population

Cattle Buffalo Goat Sheep

MeanzSE % HH MeanzSE % HH MeanzSE % HH MeanzSE HHAb

AEZ-13 3.37+0.11 97.1 0.04+0.02 1.4 0.47+0.06 13.3 0.01+0.01 0.5
AEZ-19 2.63+0.12 97.0 0.02+0.02 1.0 0.94+0.17 39.4 0.00+0.0 0.0
AEZ-23 1.61+0.17 47.4 0.18+0.09 3.9 0.55+0.14 15.8 0.07+0.07 0.7
Overall 2.99+0.09 88.9 0.06+0.02 1.7 0.54+0.05 16.5 0.02+0.01 0.4

156
157 It was observed that all categories of farmers kygueept cattle (overall about 89% HHSs), but littldt less
158 percentage of cattle were reared by medium farnitwsever, the mean population size of 7.8 cattiehid was
159 observed in large farmers. The highest 9% of medategory farmers kept buffalo. Goats were reatetbst
160 equally in all farm categories HHs. Sheep rearirag wot seen in small and large farm HHs. It is Ippsaid that
161 landless or small and marginal farmers keep sivaslock like goat and sheep more than large fasméro keep
162 large livestock like cattle and buffalo more. Bog toresent study does not agree that. Howevenuimber of cattle
163 population per household (2.99) is not concomiteittt 3.50 [9] and that of 0.94 for all househol®@[1Huque, [11]

164  shown that even a landless farmer keep dairy asifoalsupporting his or her livelihood. Livestoodding among
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the farms categories is important to determinectiraparative advantage of domestic production ok,nmieat and
eggs that have the appropriate policy interventamnd strategic development programme. Livesto@ilability
and population size in different farmer’s categsrgiven details in Table 5.

Table 5: Livestock population according to differéarmer’s category

Farmer’s Livestock keeping status and population

category Cattle Buffalo Goat Sheep

Mean+SE % kept  MeantSE % kept MeantSE % kept MeBntS % kept

Landless 2.79+0.08 90.1 0.03+0.01 11 0.49+0.07 615. 0.01+0.01 0.4

Marginal 2.80+0.13 90.2 0.05+0.03 1.7 0.57+0.10  619. 0.02+0.02 0.4

Small 3.82+0.30 88.7 0.05+0.04 2.1 0.64+0.19 16.5 0 0.0
Medium 3.51+0.30 68.1 0.51+0.31 8.5 0.57+0.32 10.6 0.02+0.02 2.1
Large 7.80+1.41 90.0 0 0.0 0.80+0.69 20.0 0 0.0
Overall 2.99+0.09 088.9 0.06+0.02 1.75 0.54+x0.05 516 0.02+0.01 0.4

In the survey of 915 HHs, 813 HHs had cattle amaich only 8.4% of them kept crossbred dairy cowsd a
78.5% kept indigenous local cows. The performaratergials of crossbred cows were obviously bettantthose
of local indigenous cows although not too much emnaging (Table 6). An interesting finding of thisrgey was
found that, although performance potential of reatoattle and their conventional feeding and managerare
almost alike throughout the country, but there waégaificant variations of production performaneeamg different
AEZs which could be due to availability and suppfygreen grasses and different management systemwisied by
the farmers. On the other hand there was no sigmifi difference of performance for crossbred cowsrgy
different AEZs except lactation length which digdrsignificantly. Crossbred cattle was mainly rddg intensive
management system and feeding and management systdiowed by the farmers are more or less same
throughout the country that could be the reasonnfam-significant variations of crossbred cow’s pemfance
among regions. The production performances obsérvds study both in native and crossbred cattleural farm
condition are in general agreement with Hadiibl. [13] who reported daily milk yield of local andossbred cattle

in rural farmhouse as 1.88+0.25 and 6.02+1.16 égpectively. Huque[11] said that, Friesian x Sahiwas a top
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milk producer (2239 litres lactation yield) amorige tassemble genotypes follow by local crosses fitbsian

(1956 litres) or with Jersey (1605 litres).

Table 6: Production performance of cows rearedmventional system in different AEZ

Name of Milk production parameters for local indigenous @nolssbred cattle
AEZ Av. Lactation length (days) Av. Total milk yielddk Av. Daily milk yield (kg)
Indigenous Crossbred Indigenous Crossbred Indigenous  Crossbred

(n=633) (n=77) (n=633) (n=77) (n=633) (n=77)

AEZ 13 206.9+1.90  259.5+11.37 37248411 1518.1+189.9 1.70.04  6.0x0.74

AEZ 19 225.2+4.25 240.0 A77°%42556 8775 2.1%0.07 3.7

AEZ 23 193.6+2.58 228.9+02.57  486'215.13  1505.0+085.9 2.2480.07 6.5+0.35

Overall 208.2+1.64 238.1+04.09  393.5+07.98  149932+p  1.8810.03 6.3+0.33

Significance rrx *x ok NS *kk NS

Means with uncommon superscript in the same coldiffi@red significantly (P<0.05); ***-P<0.001; **-P& 01

4.3. Livestock rearing and feeding status

In the surveyed areas, farmers reared their céyletethering; stall feeding, semi-intensive andeastve

management systems.

Table 7: Feeding system of cattle around the yeeording to different seasons

Management and % HHs % of HHSs followed the systems Duration per day (hours)
feeding system followed in different seasons

Summer Rainy Winter Summer Rainy Winter
"Tethering 42.3 38.6 34.7 36.9 06.75+0.13 04.12+0.195.94+0.10
Intensive/stall feeding 36.4 36.8 45.4 37.4 19.7820 21.44+0.30 21.33+0.80
" Extensive/range 18.3 18.2 09.0 15.9 08.68+0.25 W\BWR7  07.65+0.22
™ Semi-extensive 01.0 00.7 00.9 00.7 05.50+0.71 @®BB  05.33+0.61

*=Animals can move within a circle in the field fgrazing at day time; **= Animals are grazed whoby at field;

***=Animals are grazed certain period in a day (84S per day)



194  Table 7 shows in details about the seasonal vansif management systems followed by the farnéost of the
195 farmers (about 42%) rear cattle by tethering sysaewh is followed during the season when main crepsain in
196 the field and varied duration (4-7 hours in a dayjlifferent seasons. Only about 1% HHs rearedechtt semi-
197 intensive system. It was also observed that mgjofithe landless HHs reared their cattle by tetigeand extensive
198 management systems (49 and 57%, respectively)tdiifeeding was most preferable system by medindhlarge
199 farm HHs (47 and 60%, respectively). Based on AEfhering system was more existence (77.8%0EZ 19,
200 extensive system in AEZ 13 (22%), semi-extensivé stall feeding system in AEZ 23 (7 and 100%, retpely).
201 The management system of animals depends basamaltype of cattle, availability of grazing or comnal land
202  and green grasses and also on farmer’s solven®dEh23, peoples are comparatively richer tharotiier AEZs.
203  So, 100% HHs rearing cattle by stall feeding metimothat region is justified for that reason. Howgvfarmers in
204  all reasons having crossbred cattle follow statidfeg rearing system. The feeding status of rougliaglifferent
205 seasons was also observed from the survey whishoien in Table 8. It was observed that rice strad maturally
206 grown green grasses were the main roughages fdinfgeheir cattle. About 87% HHs fed rice straw atbut 66%
207  HHs fed cut and carry green grass to their cafthe seasonal variation of feeding roughages wasemoarkable,
208 although in rainy season 100% HHs fed rice strathéir cattle due to heavy rainfall that affectzing of cattle.
209 Cut and carry green grasses were supplied to ttle by 75% HHs in summer and 67% HHSs in winteraiSity of
210 local green grass was seen in winter resulting to¥eof HHs those were capable to supply green grEiss
211 amounts of rice straw and green grasses in diffe@gsons are given in Table 8.

212 Table 8: Feeding status of roughage accordingfferdnt seasons

Type of % HHSs fed % of HHs supplied in different ~ Amount of roughage supplied to animals in
roughage their cattle seasons different season (kg/d/head)

Summer Rainy Winter Summer Rainy Winter
Rice straw 86.9 97.8 100.0 93.0 5.22 5.49 5.50
Green grass (cut 66.3 74.5 72.5 66.5 9.20 10.57 7.16
and carry)

213
214 Rice straw and green grasses were fed almost gquaspective of different farm categories, althumedium

215 categories HHs were somewhat more (94 and 75%gctgply) who supplied those roughages to theileathere

10



216 are about 98.8%, 97.9% and 100% HHs supplied tiegvgo their cattle irrespective of seasons in ABZAEZ 19
217 and AEZ 23, respectively. Further, cut and cargegrgrasses are fed more by farmers in AEZ 23 (866wed
218 by AEZ 13 (72%) and AEZ 19 (67%) irrespective ohsens. Continuous change of eco-system and climate
219 Bangladesh required dynamic approaches in beterstanding of feeds and fodder production in teofnand
220  use, production of cereal crops, plantation andr taeonomic use and also minimize the negative ohpmm
221  environment as a whole.

222 Table 9: Feeding status of concentrates in all Upsmaccording to different seasons

Type of % HHs % of HHs supply to animals in Amount of feed ingredients supplied to
concentrate fed to different seasons animals in different season (kg/d/head)
cattle Summer Rainy Winter Summer Rainy Winter
Rice polish 82.2 92.5 85.1 835 1.23+0.03 1.2340.03 1.22+0.03
Wheat bran 52.3 58.9 47.8 48.1 0.75+0.04 0.67+0.03 0.65%0.03
Broken rice 16.7 18.8 18.0 18.3 0.51+0.02 0.51+0.02 0.51+0.02
Mustard oil cake 25.2 28.4 26.9 26.7 0.41+0.03 £0403 0.40+0.03

223
224  The descriptive analysis of concentrate feedingwting to different seasons in the year is showhahle 9. It was
225  found that concentrates fed by the farmers in theeyed areas were mainly rice polish, wheat bbaoken rice
226  and mustard oil cake. Rice polish was the mostlavai concentrate feed ingredient fed by about 8#%. The
227 seasonal variations of feeding concentrates wearagth negligible but somewhat higher in summer ttrarse of
228 rainy and winter seasons. In rainy season natusdsgs are more available, thus farmers reducsupgly of
229 concentrates for their cattle. However, in winteason it is reversible. But in that season why ésrsupplied
230 fewer amounts of concentrates than those of otresans was not understood. The amounts of diffecergentrate
231 feed ingredients in different seasons are givermable 9. There were no significant variations opgying

232  concentrates to cattle among different farm categtis, although concentrates supply is related tiehfinancial
233 ability of farmers for existing conventional livesk rearing system in our country. On the otherdhahwas
234  observed that the number of HHs and amount of curates supplied to the livestock varied amongedéiit
235 AEZs. Rice polish and wheat bran were suppliechtodattle by most of the HHs but little bit higherAEZ 23

236  (about 90 and 93% HHs, respectively). Highest afual68% HHs in AEZ 19 provided mustard oil cake. tbe

11
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other hand, few HHs used to feed broken rice tdr ttettle, but comparatively higher percentage ¢fsHabout
20%) in AEZ 13 fed broken rice to their cattle. Tddkcation of concentrate per animal per day was aaried in
different AEZs which could be due to differencefiofincial ability in different regions. Bangladegioduces 2.73
million tons of concentrate feeds [14] and mosthef feed is used for commercial poultry produciiothe country
leaving native chicken and duck production on sngirgy feeds.
Bhuiyan [15]reported that smallholder farmers maintain the migjof the animal adjunct to crop agriculture as
having significant dependence on livestock whiah generally maintained on crop residues and ottpecudtural
by-products. Rice straw is the basic feed itensBatig over 80% roughage needs throughout the cpuBtrazing
animals on roadside, fallow land, riverbank or ands from where crops has been harvested whenablail
partially fulfilling the green roughage requiremeRice polish, wheat or pulse bran etc. as conatngources are
playing important role in livestock enterprisesotiighout the country in variable level.

4.4. Fodder production status
As stated earlier in Table 4 that among surveyed,H89% of them were cattle keeper. To find outrtad picture
about fodder cultivation status of those HHs irfedt#nt coastal regions farmers were asked manytiqunesduring
survey. Their answers of the questions are illtsstién Table 10.
Irrespective of regions, about 12% HHSs cultivatedder and 38% HHs had opportunity to cultivate ferddrodder
cultivation varied among different coastal regiohs.Satkhira about 54% HHs cultivated fodder, hogrethere
were some regions fodder was not cultivated atFallv HHs cultivated fodder in different AEZs exceéyZ 19,
where no HHs was found to cultivate fodder. Fodulgtivation did not varied remarkably in differeiarm category
HHSs, but comparatively more cultivation was obsdrfar large farm HHs (40%). Farmers were asked thiey did
not cultivate fodder in spite of having cattle. Mad them (67%) did not give appropriate answer thugheir
unconsciousness. About 20% of them said that l&odt@ge was the major cause and 9% of them saidhdjer
cause for no training experienced by the farmeasmier’'s feeling on the major causes for not culévfadder was
more or less same among different coastal regidBZs and farm category HHs. Farmers were furth&edgo
know the constraints for fodder cultivation. Ab@&#% of them replied nothing or in other words tlaeyually had
no idea about the problem of fodder cultivationwéwer, 7% of them noticed about lack of demana@nhsdt al. [4]
in their study found the major constraint of foddeitivation for shortage of land. Other consttairealized by

them were lack of farmer’'s awareness, lack of tetdgies, geographical hazards etc. Though, foddkivation as
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a cash crop in our country is still not popularnfars are not interested to take any risk to caféifodder instead of

other popular cash crops for human consumptiontalumcertainty of marketing. If farmers become watiéd and

fodder marketing may have popularity then farmeitshe interested for mass cultivation of fodder.

Table 10: Number of HHs cultivate fodder and oppuoity to cultivate fodder according to differengiens, AEZ

and farmer’s category

Factor Name % HHs % HHs had Major causes not to cultivate  Constraints for fodder
Cultivate  opportunity fodder (%) cultivation
fodder to cultivate Noland No No No No
training  response demand response
Cox’s bazaar 19.0 58.0 00.0 00.0 100.0 15.0 059.0
Feni 00.0 09.1 00.0 00.0 100.0 33.3 064.6
Khulna 00.0 33.3 00.0 00.0 100.0 01.1 069.7
Satkhira 54.3 53.3 00.0 00.0 100.0 00.0 100.0
District Bagerhat 03.2 07.4 00.0 00.0 100.0 00.0 093.6
Barishal 00.0 06.6 00.0 00.0 100.0 01.1 097.8
Pirojpur 00.0 07.3 00.0 00.0 100.0 01.0 092.7
Potuakhali 13.3 35.7 00.0 00.0 100.0 00.0 092.9
Bhola 11.7 394 01.0 16.0 083.0 00.0 100.0
Chittagong 115 17.3 00.0 00.0 100.0 17.3 075.0
13 11.6 26.2 10.1 06.8 82.8 00.5 091.9
AEZ 19 00.0 09.1 08.1 00.0 83.8 33.3 064.6
23 16.4 44.1 23.7 02.0 68.4 15.8 064.5
Landless 09.9 194 02.3 00.2 097.5 07.8 85.7
Marginal 11.9 30.6 00.0 00.9 099.1 06.4 84.7
Farm Small 11.3 38.1 00.0 00.0 100.0 02.1 82.5
category Medium 14.9 66.0 00.0 02.1 097.9 02.1 70.2
Large 40.0 80.0 00.0 00.0 100.0 10.0 60.0
Overalll 11.7 375 20.0 09.0 067.0 07.0 89.0
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270

271 In the survey of different coastal regions morantf’5 different local names of indigenous greessgs, farmers
272 fed animals conventionally were obtained. Isleinal. [4] studied the availability of forages in diffenteAEZs of
273 Bangladesh and reported 51 native grasses inghely. Tareque and Khan [16] and Reza and SalinifiLtheir
274  studies identified and described about 52 spedié®idbaceous plants in 12 families. The higher neindf native
275 grass names found in this study might be due tdipteiinames of the same grass in different regiBased on
276 farmers’ opinion best 10 local green grasses wiglir tavailability are given in Table 11. Among lbgaeen grasses,
277 Durbais most common and popular available in everyargislamet al. [4] studied on identification, screening
278  and nutritive value of forages available throughBangladesh and identified more than fifty differéype of local
279 green grasses from different AEZs in Bangladeshranwhich most of those were same found in thisystlitiey
280 noticed thatbaksha, lota, poa, khesari, beju, mati kalai, kolmi, gamma, badam, durba, chailla, helencha, shama
281  were mostly common and more potential native gsasse

282 Table 11: Best 10 local green grasses in diffeagnd ecological zones available in different season

Rank Name(Scientific % availability in % availability in different seasons of the year

name) different AEZ of
Bangladesh
AEZ 13 AEZ AEZ23 Dry Wet Winter All season
19 summer  summer

1 Durba(Cynodon 86.0 95.0 02.6 29.0 067.3 01.7 02.0
dactylon)

2 Dal(Saccrolepsis 23.2 00.0 33.6 10.9 072.6 15.9 00.5
indica)

3 Jangrallemarthr 15.5 00.0 00.0 03.4 095.6 00.0 01.0
ia protensa)

4 Botol 10.2 00.0 00.0 214 078.6 00.0 00.0
(Phragmites
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Karka)

5 Swapnalanicu 09.0 00.0 00.0 01.2 079.5 00.0 18.3
m sp.)

6 Beju(Leersia 07.5 00.0 00.0 00.0 100.0 00.0 00.0
hexanta)

7 Kolmi(Murdania 06.9 00.0 00.0 81.1 018.9 00.0 00.0
nodilflo)

8 LonaGuazuma 00.9 00.0 21.7 06.4 019.2 61.5 12.8
ulmifolia)

9 Chiringa 00.0 00.0 25.0 22.9 031.4 45.7 00.0

10 Shamaanicum 03.6 00.0 09.2 04.3 087.0 08.7 00.0
paludosum)

Table 11 shows about the availability of best tative grasses in different AEZs and seasons. Aniiasgten local
grasses, onlpurba was found in all AEZs, however comparatively foundre in AEZ 19 followed by AEZ 13 and
AEZ 23.Dal, Lona andShama each of those were found in two AEZs. Other basiva grasses likdangra, Bottle,
Swapna, Beju and Kolmi were found only in AEZ 13 an@hiringa in AEZ 23. Most of those native grasses are
grown more in wet summer buolmi, Lona and Chiringa were grown more in dry summer and winter,
respectively. Islanet al. [4] reported native grasses Bfirba, Dal, Bottle, Beju, Kolmi andJangra to be found in
AEZ 13 which is in agreement with this study. Tladive grasses were available mostly in road sidkeraser bank
which agreed well by the study of Islaanal. [4]. Some grasses were also available in landddiv{alley) in rural
areas.

5. CONCLUSION
From the results, it was clear that although alneostry rural farmer keep livestock but the scardtyfeeds,
especially green forages and fodders are not siificddue to dependency on natural green grasseshvahé mainly
seasonal and not high yielding resulting poor perénce of cattle. It was also found that scarcftgreen grasses
were not solely due to shortage of land. Consciessmof necessity of green forages and fodders varelirectly

related to performance of livestock seems to bentlagor cause of this problem. From the resultshdud be
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concluded that mass fodder production need to pareded by training and motivating farmers by dertratiag
high yielding fodder crops throughout the countyso promising germplasm of native green grasseslldhbe

considered for improvement of their biomass yieid autritive values.
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