CHAPTER-I

INTRODUCTION
Livestock is an important segment of mixed farming system in Bangladesh which contributes about 2.90 % in GDP. Livestock rearing is a substantial source of income and ready cash. Goat is one of the sub sector of livestock which has taken a new dimension and it has emerged as an important area for income, employment generation, poverty reduction, food production, nutrition, socio-economic development for rural poor, vulnerable women and unemployed youths in the developing countries like Bangladesh, and its significant environmental aspects as well. Goats are numerically and economically very important and promising animal resource in the developing countries especially in Asia and Africa (Husain, 1993).  The importance of goat is strongly emphasized for their versatile production profile and valuable contribution like meat and milk, industrial raw products as skin; fibers and manure; socioeconomic relevance as security by income generation and human nutrition (Devendra, 1992; Husain et al, 1998). The goat secures second position in terms of meat, milk and skin production representing about 38.0, 23.0 and 28.0 per cent respectively to the total contribution of livestock in Bangladesh (FAO, 1997).  Majority of goat population is maintained in rural areas almost on zero input- no maintenance cost and required small place with a little cost. Initial investment is low for purchasing of goats compare to cattle, so landless and marginal farmer’s have easy access to rear goats. The Black Bengal goats are dwarf goats and are known to be famous for its adaptability, fertility, prolificacy, delicious meat, quality skin, better disease resistance and wide range of acceptability under adverse agro climatic condition (Devendra and Burns, 1989). Goat requires less feed than cattle. They are usually maintained on tree leaves, shrubs and bushes in the countryside.  Black Bengal Goat is a prolific breed, easy to handle and high adaptability to stressful environment. Meat price of goats always higher than other meat which is considered as a factor for rearing of goats by the landless, marginal and poor farmers. Goat is considered as the poor man’s cows specially for ultra poor (only homestead areas having no crop land and per day calorie intake below 1800 K. Cal) and moderate poor (Homestead areas with 0.50 acres of crop land and per day calorie intake 1800 K. cal to 2100 K. Cal) households at rural areas. Ultra poor and moderate poor rural households have resource and time constraints as they spent most of the time for food collection. Goats are generally raised by poor farmers and distressed women with very little capital investment (FAO, 1991). According to BBS; (1990) goats in Bangladesh are reared by small, marginal and landless farmers (55%) followed by medium (35%) and large farmers (10%).

Considering the contribution of goats in rural as well as in national economy of Bangladesh, government has emphasized on expansion of goat production at farmers' level. During nineties, Department of Livestock Services (DLS) undertaken a package programme for alleviation of poverty through goat production and initially a loan of 262.11 lacks was disbursed among 9283-distressed family. Considering the success of the programme the activities of project has been expanded up to 2005. Presently there are 65 thousand small-scale goat farms in Bangladesh (Razzaque, 2002).  Besides, Government Many NGO’s has taken supervised Credit and Training Programme for poverty alleviation through goat farming especially for distressed women in Bangladesh. To make goat farming successful to Ultra poor and moderate poor distressed women the determination of manageable goat herd size is an modest  efforts. The study results helps significantly NGO’s, GO’ s, Policy makers and Researchers regarding the problems and prospects of goat farming at rural household level.   
3. Objectives of the Study: The overall objectives of the study are to determine the sustainable goat rearers of micro financed programme under NGO’s in Bangladesh. The specific objectives of the study are:
i) To describe the general Characteristics  of the goat rearers;

ii) To assess and compare the costs, returns and profitability of goat rearing of two categories of goat rearers;

iii) To identify the problems and their remedial measures of rearing goats for moderate and ultra poor households at rural level.

CHAPTER - II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Integrating livestock into a farm system can increase its economic and environmental health and diversity, thereby, making important contribution to the farm’s sustainability. Goats often can be incorporated into existing grazing operation with sheep and cattle, and they can also be used to control weeds and bush to help make use of a pasture’s diversity (Luginbuhl et al.  1996). A study was conducted to find out the problem confrontation of farmers in rearing Black Bengal Goats in two selected upazila under Faridpur district. It is attempted to explore the relationship between the selected characteristics of farmers and the extent of problem confrontation of farmers in rearing Black Bengal Goats. Overall problem confrontation of the farmers indicated the highest proportion (60%) of farmer had high problem, one-fourth (25%) has medium problem and small proportion (15%) of the farmers were low problem confrontation category in farmers in rearing Black Bengal Goats (Kober, 2005).

As the most of the goat population is maintained by the poor marginal farmers, they do not have the economic ability to house them separately. Thus goats are mostly kept in open places during the day time. At night, they are mainly kept in most of the cases in living room of the owner (64%). In a study it is observed that only 15% of the farmers had separate house for their goats. Keeping place of goats is not well ventilated, houses are not cleaned properly and regularly, no separate arrangements for pregnant animals and new born kids are made (Devendra and Burns, 1983; Smith and Sherman, 1994).  Livestock is the most prospective sector which addresses the problems of landless, marginal and small scale farmers and capable of helping in poverty alleviation. This sector contributes about 3.9% of national GDP in Bangladesh (BBS, 2001). It was observed that major causes of kid mortality were infectious 61.11% followed by predators (13.88%), malnutrition (8.33%), mechanical (5.5%) and others (11.11%) whereas infectious causes kids mortality due to pneumonia, dirrhoea, enterotoxaemia and ecthyma were 25%, 16.6%, 13.88% and 5.55% respectively (Ershaduzzaman et al., 2007). 

The study was conducted on 250 goat farms to analyze the prevalence of goat diseases and financial loss incurred therein. Results showed that mortality of goat due to diseases differ significantly (p<0.01) with farm categories but there was no effect (p>0.05) on treatment of diseased goat. The goat was mostly affected by Paste des Petites Ruminants (PPR), Goat pox, Blot/Tympany, Parasitic diseases, Hemorrhagic Septicemia (H.S) and Malnutrition. The morbidity and mortality of goat were 24% and 11%, respectively. The highest mortility (86%) was due to Peste des Petitis Ruminants (PPR). Treatment cost per diseased goat was Tk.46. Financial loss due to death of goat per affected farm and all farms were Tk 881 and Tk. 338, respectively (Sayeed et al., 2005).
Nooruddin et al. (1994) reported that the number of cases of skin diseases studied are as follows: Dermatophilosis, dermatophytosis, demodicosis, psoroptosis, sarcoptosis, chorioptosis, trobiculidosis,. ticks infestation and pediculosis.
In our country, goat is still popular farm animal to the poor. Despite of the various limitations farm size varies significantly. Hence, optimum outcome from goat farming could not attain so far. No study so far conducted in that regards. An assessment on, impact of micro-credit for poverty reduction by goat rearing at Narchar in Bangladesh. It was showed that goat population increased by 24.21%, while poultry, duck and cattle population decreased by 69.68, 31.09% and 11.38% respectively. On the other hand, domestic consumption of milk, egg, meat, fish, fruits and electricity is increasing. That result suggested that goat credit facilities should be extended for alleviation of rural poverty (Yasmin et al., 2007).
We know when resources are limited; we need to allocate our resources in best possible ways. The allocation problem can be solved by analyzing a large number of alternatives. Linear programming which gives grantee for optimal plan is determined ( A.W.Jalvingh, et al, 2000  and Heady and Chandler, 1958).

CHAPTER –III

METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY

1. Selection of study areas: A two-stage stratified sampling procedures will be applied for selection of sample farmers to conduct field base experiment. In the first stage, a districts was selected purposively from MFTSP areas under PKSF. Subsequently Two villages were selected from a Upazilla under this district. The selected district was Faridpur under MFTSP area and selected two villages were Domrakandi and Betbaria under Faridpur Sadar Upazilla.  

2. Selection of Goat rearers for the study: Two types of goat rearers as moderate and ultra poor households were selected from PKSF funded ongoing research project beneficiaries under local NGO entitled as PPSS. A distinction will be made between ultra poor and moderate poor households as whose have only homestead areas but no crop land and Calorie intake less than 1800 k. cal. Was termed as Ultra poor household and whose have homestead area and 0.50 acres of crop land and Calorie intake less than 2100 k. cal termed as Moderate poor household. A total of 12 households from moderate and 11 from ultra- poor goat rearers were selected purposively from the NGO Goat rearers.  As a result total of 23 households came under study from both moderate and ultra-poor goat rearers. 
3. Data Collection, Analytical Technique and Estimation of Economic profitability:

After collection of data from farm records during the month of December 2008 in a single visit, these were edited and coded. All the collected data were summarized and scrutinized carefully and recorded in master sheets. Finally, relevant tables were prepared in accordance with the objectives of the study. Data were presented in the tabular form, because it is simple in calculation, widely used and easy to understand to determine the profitability of per goat per year by using a profit equation as,                
Profit (π) = SPG. +SPM + SPK – (TVC + TFC) 

Where, SPG= Sale proceeds of each goat; SPM = Sale proceeds of milk from each goat, SPK = Sale proceeds from total produced Kids by each goat, TVC= Total variable cost; TFC = Total fixed cost
CHAPTER – IV
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
4.1 SOCIO ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE GOAT FARM BENEFICIARIES:

 Socio economic characteristics involved a brief analysis of the goat farm beneficiaries. The socioeconomic characteristics include age group of the beneficiaries and their family members, literacy level, occupational status, yearly income level of the beneficiaries. Brief descriptions of the socioeconomic characteristics of the goat farm beneficiaries are given below:

4. 1.1 Information of the members of goat farm beneficiaries:
Members of the whole family were classified in to 4 age groups of  <11years, 11-20 years, 21-30 years, 31-40 years, 41-50 years, 51-60 years and 60 years and above. Considering all the age groups in Table-1 showed that 18.26 % were <11 years, 30.43% within 11-20 years, 31.30% within 21-30 years, 17.39% within 31-40 years, 2.61% within 41-50 years .

Table-1: Information of the family members of the beneficiaries:

	Age group
	Level of beneficiaries

	
	Moderate poor
	Ultra poor
	Total

	< 11years
	15
	6
	21 (18.26 %)

	11-20 years
	22
	13
	35 (30.43%)

	21-30 years
	19
	17
	36 (31.30%)

	31-40 years
	8
	12
	20 (17.39%)

	41-50 years
	1
	2
	3 (2.61%)

	51-60 years
	0
	0
	0

	> 60 years
	0
	0
	0

	Total
	65
	50
	115
(100.00)


Source: Field survey, 2009

Figure in the parenthesis indicate percentage

4. 1.2 Literacy level:
Literacy level of the family members of the goat farm beneficiaries are shown in Table-2. In this table showed that about 6.93% of the members were illiterate, 48.51% Only signature and 32.67%, 10.89% and 0.99% have passed the Primary, Secondary, Higher secondary respectively. 
Table-2: Literacy level of the Goat farm beneficiaries:
	Literacy level
	Level of beneficiaries

	
	Moderate poor
	Ultra poor
	Total

	Illiterate
	5
	2
	7

(6.93%)

	Only signature
	31
	18
	49

(48.51%)

	Primary 
	25
	8
	33

(32.67%)

	Secondary
	8
	3
	11

(10.89%)

	Higher Secondary
	1
	0
	1

(0.99%)

	Honors and Above
	0
	0
	0

	Total 
	70
	31
	101
(100.00)


Source: Field survey, 2009

Figure in the parenthesis indicate percentage

4. 1.3  Occupation status: 
Occupation of the goat farm beneficiaries were classified into five categories, which is showed in the Table-3. The result of goat farming with agriculture was about 13.04% where goat farming with daily labor was about 82.61%, goat farming with small business was about 4.35%.

Table-3: Occupational status of Goat farm beneficiaries:
	Occupational status
	Level of beneficiaries

	
	Moderate poor
	Ultra poor
	Total

	Farming with crop agriculture 
	3
	0
	3

(13.04)

	Farming with small business
	1
	0
	1

(4.35)



	Daily labour
	7
	15
	19

(82.61)



	Total 
	11
	15
	23

(100.00)


Source: Field survey, 2009

Figures in the parenthesis indicate percentage.

4. 1.4 Land ownership and Utilization Pattern:

According to the size of land holdings, the goat farm beneficiaries were classified into 4 groups: namely landless farmer , small and marginal sized farm owners, medium sized farm owners and larger sized farm owners whose land holdings assumed to be ranged from 0 dl 1-20 dl, 21-50 dl and above 50 dl respectively. Table-4 shows that about 8.69%of the farm beneficiaries were landless, 91.30% small and marginal sized, no farm owners were medium and large sized.

Table-4: Distribution of the studied beneficiaries according to their land holdings: 

	Land holding sizes
	Number of beneficiaries

	
	Moderate poor

(N=12)
	Ultra poor (N=11)
	ALL (N=23)

	
	No. 
	%
	No. 
	%
	No. 
	%

	Land less farmers (0dl)
	0
	0.00
	2
	20.00
	2
	8.69

	Small and marginal  (1- 20 dl)
	13
	100.00
	8
	80.00
	21
	91.30

	Medium sized (21-50 dl)
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00

	Large farmers (above 50  dl)
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00

	All
	13
	100.00
	10
	100.00
	23
	100.00


Source:  Field survey, 2009
Figures in the parenthesis indicate percentage.

4. 1. 5 Yearly income levels of goat farm beneficiaries

Yearly income level of goat farm beneficiaries is shown in the Table-5. It revealed that minimum 4.35% of the beneficiaries yearly income level lies below 20000Taka. 60.87 % of the beneficiaries’ yearly income level lies between 20000-40000 Taka. 34.78% of the beneficiaries’ yearly income level lies between 40001-60000Taka. No beneficiaries’ yearly income level lies above 60,000 TK. 

Table-5: Yearly Income level of the beneficiaries:
	Income level
	Level of beneficiaries
	All

	
	Moderate poor

(N=12)
	Ultra poor (N=11)
	

	Below TK. 20,000
	0
	1
	1

(4.35)

	Tk. 20,000- 40000
	9
	5
	14

(60.87)

	Tk. 40001- 60000
	8
	0
	8

(34.78)

	Tk. Above 60000
	0
	0
	0

(0.00)

	Total 
	17
	6
	23

(100.00)


Source:  Field survey, 200

Figure in the parenthesis indicate percentage

4.2: Productive and Reproductive Performances of Goats:

4. 2.1 Reproductive Performances:
Table-6: Reproductive Performance of goat according to beneficiaries:

	Reproductive traits
	Level of beneficiaries

	
	Moderate poor

(N=12)
	Ultra poor (N=11)

	Age at puberty (days)
	135±11
	165±13

	Age at first Kidding (days)
	275±15
	315±13

	Kidding interval (days)
	190±20
	210±19

	Post partum heat period (days)
	50±7
	60±10

	Services per conception (no)
	1.25±0.131 
	1.5 ±0.037

	Gestation length (days)
	140±17
	150±17


Source: Field Survey, 2009

4.3. 1 Age at puberty:

The age at puberty of the studied goat of moderate poor and ultra-poor households were found days 135±11 and days 165±13, respectively. 
4.3.2 Age at first kidding:
The age at first kidding of the studied goats under moderate poor and ultra-poor households were found days 275±15 and days 315±13, respectively. 
4.3.3 Kidding Interval:
The kidding interval were found of the goats under moderate poor and ultra-poor households 190±20 days and days 210±19., respectively. 
4.3.4 Post Partum Heat Period:
The post partum heat period of the observed goats were found  under moderate poor and ultra-poor households 50±7 days and days 60±10, respectively
4.3.2. 5 Service per conception:
The table-08 showed that the service per conception of the studied goats were found for moderate poor and ultra-poor households 1.25±0.131 and 1.5 ±0.037 times, respectively
4.3.2.6 Gestation Period: 

The period between service for conception and kidding is termed as gestation period. In  table-08 also revealed that the gestation period of goats were found for moderate poor and ultra-poor households 140±17 days and 150±17 days, respectively

4. 4.0  Productive Performance:
Table-7: Productive performances of goat according to beneficiaries

	Productive traits
	Level of beneficiaries

	
	Moderate poor

(N=23)
	Ultra poor

(N=23)
	Average

	Birth weight (in gm)
	1100±50
	900±40
	1000±45

	Daily milk yield (ml)
	220±10.5
	130±9.8
	175±10.15

	Lactation length (d)
	105±5
	80±2
	92.5±3.5

	Lactation milk yield (lit)
	23.1±4.5
	10.4±2.8
	16.75±3.65


Source: Field Survey, 2009
4.4.1 Birth Weight:
The average birth weight of each kids of the studied goats of moderate poor and ultra-poor households were days 1100±50 and days 900±40, respectively. 
4.3.2 Daily milk yield (ml):
Average daily milk yield (ml) of the studied goats under moderate poor and ultra-poor households were found ml 220±10.5 and ml 130±9.8 respectively. 
4.3.3 Lactation length (d):
The average lactation length was found of the goats under moderate poor and ultra-poor households105±5 days and days 80±2, respectively. 

4.3.4 Lactation milk yield (lit):
The average lactation milk yield (lit) of the observed goats was found under moderate poor and ultra-poor households 23.1±4.5 lit. and 10.4±2.8 lit, respectively.
4. 3. YEARLY COST AND RETURN OF THE GOAT FARM BENEFICIARIES:
 Cost may be classified as cash cost where direct cash expenditure incurred are calculated from daily records and non- cash costs are fixed and family supplied input costs. The cost and return were estimated from the collected data from 2 villages under Sadar Upazila of Faridpur district. The estimated yearly approximate costs of the studied goat farm beneficiaries discussed as follows:

Table-8: Per goat per year Costs of rearing according to category of beneficiary
	Particulars of Item
	Categories of Beneficiaries by farm Size
	All Average  
(N =23)

	
	Moderate Poor (N=12)
	Ultra Poor  (N=11)
	

	
	Amount in Taka
	%
	Amount in Taka
	%
	Amount in Taka
	%

	A. Investment Cost (Cash):
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Initial Goat Price
	1800.00
	45.36
	1800.00
	76.86
	1800.00
	57.05

	Green grass/leaves
	410.92
	9.40
	210.00
	0.00
	310.46
	5.91

	Concentrate (Wheat Bran)
	750.56
	19.67
	350.83
	7.73
	550.45
	15.24

	Vet. Care & Medicine Cost
	600.51
	18.16
	410.75
	10.80
	505.13
	15.43

	Insemination Cost
	45.00
	1.36
	40.00
	2.05
	42.50
	1.62

	Others 
	200.00
	6.05
	50.00
	2.56
	125.00
	4.75

	Total of Investment Cost (Cash) 
	3706.99
	100.00
	2861.58
	100.00
	3333.54
	100.00

	B. Production Cost (Non-cash)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Green Grass/ Leaves 
	210.56
	11.78
	420.54
	25.08
	315.55
	18.22

	Rice bran/ Broken rice / Polish
	110.28
	6.17
	270.16
	16.11
	190.22
	10.98

	Labor cost
	1200.00
	67.17
	800.00
	47.70
	1000.00
	57.74

	Depreciation cost of housing
	110.25
	6.17
	115.32
	6.88
	112.52
	6.51

	Minor equipment costs etc.
	80.64
	4.52
	40.97
	2.44
	60.85
	3.52

	Others
	75.00
	4.19
	30.00
	1.79
	52.50
	3.03

	Total Production  (Non cash  Cost)
	1786.73
	100.00
	1676.99
	100.00
	1731.64
	100.00

	Total Cost (A+B)
	5493.72
	-
	4538.57
	-
	5065.18
	-


 Source: Field Survey, 2009

Table 7 shows that, yearly approximate total cost of the different groups of goat farm beneficiaries. Total estimated cost of rearing goat per year in moderate poor and ultra poor were Taka 5093.72, 3628.57 respectively.

Moderate Poor: Out of cash cost the major portion of the feed cost 29.17%, then 19.52% of the veterinary cost and the others are the 6.05% cost. Out of non-cash cost the major portion of feed cost was 17.95%, followed by labor cost 67.17%, depreciation on housing was 6.17% and dairy equipment cost was 4.52%.

Ultra Poor: Out of cash cost the major portion of the feed cost 7.73%, then 12.85% of the veterinary cost and the others are the 2.56% cost. Out of non-cash cost the major portion of feed cost was 41.19%, followed by labor cost 47.70%, depreciation on housing was 6.88% and dairy equipment cost was 2.44%.

Table-9: Per goat per year Economic Benefits of rearing of goat according to category of beneficiary.
	Particulars of Item
	Categories of Beneficiaries
	All Average 
(N=23)

	
	Moderate Poor (N=12)
	Ultra Poor
 (N=11)
	

	
	Amount in Taka
	%
	Amount in Taka
	%
	Amount in Taka
	% 

	Sale Proceeds of Goat
	2100.00
	38.71
	1950.00
	39.71
	2025.00
	39.18

	Income from milk of goat
	175.50
	3.23
	160.98
	3.28
	168.24
	3.26

	Income from  selling Kids
	2500.00
	46.08
	2250.00
	45.81
	2375.00
	45.95

	Others 
	650.00
	11.98
	550.00
	11.20
	600.00
	11.61

	Gross Return
	5425.50
	100.00
	4910.98
	100.00
	5168.24
	100.00

	Return over cash cost:
	1718.51
	-
	2049.40
	-
	1834.70
	-

	Return over full  cost:
	- 68.22
	-
	372.41
	-
	103.06
	-

	BCR (Cash Cost)
	1.46
	-
	1.72
	-
	1.59
	-

	BCR (Full Cost)
	0.99
	-
	1.08
	-
	1.03
	-


                  Source: Field Survey, 2009

The return means the total sale proceeds of the farm products for immediate last year of the goat farms. Every beneficiary tries to maximize their profit. Total returns showed at Table 8. The total returns simultaneously for moderate and ultra poor were estimated at Taka 5425.50 and 4910.98 respectively. Estimated BCR on the basis of cash cost for moderate and ultra poor were 1.46 and 1.72 respectively. BCR on the basis of full cost for moderate and ultra poor were 0.99 and 1.03 respectively. The average gross cost and gross return of rearing rural goat rearing in the study area were found at Tk. 5065.18 and Tk. 5168.24 respectively. The estimated BCR on an average were found over cash and full cost basis was 1.59 and 1.03, respectively.
We calculated family labor and green grass cost in full cost though the farmers did not give any cost for these items but we estimated full cost taking these two items as opportunities cost. 

CHAPTER-V

IDENTIFICATION OF PROBLEMS
The following problems are identified as a overall general problems from the response of the studied goat rearers under the study area.

Table -10: List  of recorded problems faced by the Goat Rearers
	Particulars of problem
	Categories of  Beneficiaries
	Total

(23)
	%

	
	Moderate Poor(12)
	Ultra Poor

(11)
	
	

	 Lack of grazing land 
	9
	11
	20
	86.96

	Season Problem (Rainy season)
	7
	10
	17
	73.91

	Insufficiency of Livestock loan facilities
	8
	11
	19
	82.61

	Unavailability of bucks
	5
	8
	13
	56.52

	Inadequate veterinary services 
	6
	10
	16
	69.57

	Lack of knowledge regarding goat management 
	10
	11
	21
	91.30

	Lack of knowledge of goat  diseases (occurrence/ prevention) 
	11
	10
	21
	91.30

	 Scarcity of feeds & fodder
	12
	11
	23
	100

	Inadequate extension service
	9
	5
	14
	60.87

	 Lack of capital 
	10
	11
	21
	91.30

	Kid mortality due to lack of milk
	11
	10
	21
	91.30

	Irregular supply of medicines and vaccines
	8
	10
	18
	78.26


Source: Field survey, 2009

Table-9 showed the respondents were identified few problems and the extent of their response in percentage. The table revealed that, the maximum number of respondents are recorded  that scarcity of feeds & fodder problems in the study area was very high  and the percentage 100 % for both moderate and ultra Poor goat   rearer and followed by reported problems as per response were Lack of knowledge regarding goat management, Lack of knowledge of goat  diseases (occurrence/ prevention), Lack of capital, Kid mortality due to lack of milk Lack of grazing land,  Insufficiency of Livestock loan facilities etc. 
CHAPTER- VI
CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The study revealed that BCR on the basis of cash cost of moderate and ultra poor rearers were 1.46 and 1.72. respectively, which shows that the goat farming is profitable. On the other hand, BCR on the basis of full cost of moderate and ultra poor rearers were 0.99 and 1.08 , respectively, which also shows that the goat farming is profitable. Incase of full cost as we included cost of family labour and family supplied green fodder as per local market price, so it comes as negative impact on return. If we exclude the costs of these two items then we may conclude the goat rearing under micro finance support by NGO will be a profitable enterprise. 

Some recommendations were given for better rearing of rural goat rearing practices under NGO management:
· The Directorate of Livestock Services should expand their veterinary services and other facilities. Veterinary treatment facilities should be extended up to village level and more veterinarians should be placed in this Upazilla.

· The shortage of feeds and fodder may partially overcome by introducing high yielding variety fodder cultivation. The government and non-government organizations should play a vital role in disseminating HYV fodder cultivation.

· The training programmed concerning goat rearing and management as well as and health care  techniques etc. should be initiated by the Directorate of Livestock Services & respective local NGO at village level.

· The government and NGO’s should extend their micro credit facilities to the small scale goat rearers at the low interest rate.
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