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INTRODUCTION

One of the fastest-growing parts of India's agricultural economy is the
dairy sector. It accounts for almost 4.2 per cent of the entire GDP and provides
nearly 28.63 per cent of the total value of agriculture GDP. The overall growth of
the dairy sector is expanding and is currently approximately 8.24 per cent, despite
the fact that investment in this area has been low. The livestock sector in 2019-20
has a production of 198.4 million tonnes of milk, 63.02 billion eggs, 42.99 million
kg of wool and 4.83 million tonnes of meat. India is the world's leading producer
of milk, with production increasing from 17 million tonnes in 1950-51 to 198.4
million tonnes in 2019-20. Per capita milk availability has also increased from
112 grams per day in 1968-69 to 407 grams in 2019-20. Exotic/crossbred animals
produce 7.95 kg of milk per day on average, while indigenous/non-descript

animals produce 3.01 kg of milk per day (Garg and Kumar 2021).

Buffalo, cattle and goats are the most common dairy animals in the
country. According to provisional figures from the 20™ livestock census, the
overall cow, buffalo and goat population in the country is 192.4 million, 109.85
million, and 148 million, respectively. Out of 192.4 million cattle, there are
145.11 million female cattle and the milch population is 74.17 million, with only
43.9 million animals in milking stage. In case of buffaloes, the total female
population is 100 million, with 51.16 million being milch animals and only 38.16

million are in milking stage (20™ Livestock Census, 2019).

In India, dairy development has played a significant role in raising milk
output, improving people's nutritional standards, creating jobs and increasing
revenue in rural areas. Non-adoption of scientific dairy management practices or
lack of information could cause slow dairy development. After the Green
Revolution, the National Dairy Development Board's Operation Flood launched in
1970 ushered the White Revolution. It actually had brought the dairy industry
back from the brink of extinction.



With a volume of 132.4 million tonnes, India ranks first in the milk
production worldwide. More than 65 per cent of Indians live in villages and rely
on agriculture, making it as an agrarian country mostly relying on agriculture and
related industries for their living. Dairy farming is now a significant secondary
source of providing employment and income for millions of rural families. It is
now playing the most significant role in creating opportunities for marginal and
female farmers to generate income. Majority of the milk in our nation is produced
by marginal farmers and laborers who lack access to land for animal husbandry.
(Himabindu et al. 2014). In rural areas, majority of landless laborers, marginal
farmers, and small farmers practice small-scale dairy farming with less than 10
cows, fighting to make ends meet for their families. The main characteristic of the
Indian dairy business is that it is still mostly disorganized and only 18-20 per cent
of the country's total milk production goes through the organized sector
(Anonymous, 2014). Because, landless laborers, marginal farmers, and small
farmers participate more frequently in unstructured small-scale dairy farming, it is
necessary to determine their socioeconomic profiles so that the best strategy may

be developed for their social and economic growth (Ram et al. 2018).

Conducting training for dairy farmers on the newest dairy farming
procedures will certainly improve their knowledge of scientific dairy practices.
Animal productivity will be improved by understanding and adopting scientific
procedures. Scientific dairy farming training programs have been reported to have
a positive impact on dairy farmers' adoption of technology and knowledge levels
(Murai and Singh, 2011, Yadav and Pareek, 2014).

Dairy farming is one of the crucial businesses that help rural households
by offering stable work and timely money. It is widely acknowledged that milk
and milk products are essential for a person's physical growth and well-being. In
India, it has long been customary for women to maintain livestock, and dairy
farming has long been a crucial component of the domestic farming system. Even
though women perform a large portion of the job associated with livestock
husbandry, the areas in which they require the greatest training are not adequately

taken into account when designing training programmes. Therefore, research on



the training requirements of farm women engaged in dairy farming is of utmost
significance to the extension organizations working on rural development (Singh
et al.2020).

Dairy farming and animal husbandry are typically done as a side business
by farmers to help with household expenses and to complement their income from
crop agriculture. But in the modern day, when most rural residents own tiny plots
of land, livestock raising is anticipated to be pro-poor and active in eradicating
poverty (Birthal and Taneja, 2008). The livestock industry generated 4.35% of the
country's GDP in 2021-22. (GOI, 2023). In a state like Punjab, large numbers of
farmers and households have found work opportunities in the cattle sector, both
full- and part-time. (Singh et al.2015)

A number of livestock development programs are in existence across the
country to assist dairy producers in adopting dairy management methods. There is
still a significant gap between research technology and its application, notably in
animal rearing. As a result, dairy owners are slow to adopt dairy management

practices.

Farmers who are interested to know about dairy practices can apply and
get benefits from the training given by the Veterinary Institutes. Training Centre
such as Micro Training Centre (MTC) which is established by the Maharashtra
Animal and Fishery Sciences University (MAFSU), Nagpur with the financial
assistance of the National Dairy Development Board (NDDB), Anand. The
progressive farmer provides training to the beneficiary dairy farmers of Mother
Dairy. This training is given at their respective farm site. The rationale for this
training is that the one who is trained in MTCs will spread his knowledge to other

local dairy farmers.

Through such training, many farmers are benefited and they have started
scientific dairy cattle management practices to get maximum returns from their
enterprises. If we compare them before and now at present, there is great variation
in their farming style which indicates that such training centres are having a good

effect on farmers and the overall dairy development.



The main objective of this research is to assess the effect of training on
farmers who have undergone such training at MTC and how it has changed their
farming practices and whether they got benefited or not. The purpose of this study
IS to assess the effect of MTC on dairy farmers. Hence the present study on the
topic “Knowledge Gained by Dairy Farmers Through Micro Training
Centres (MTCs): A Summative Evaluation” is planned with the following

specific objectives.

Objectives:
1. To study the socio-economic profile of trainees of Micro Training Centres
(MTCs).

2. To assess the effectiveness of training given to the dairy farmer in Micro
Training Centres (MTCs).

3. To study knowledge gained by trainees of Micro Training Centres
(MTC:s).

4. To ascertain the constraints perceived by trainees of MTCs in

implementing the dairy technologies.



REVIEW OF LITERATURE

1. To study the socio-economic profile of trainees of Micro Training Centre
(MTCs)

2.1.1. Age:

Singh et al. (2021) study was conducted to investigate the socio-economic
and communication profile of the dairy farmers of a central plain zone of Uttar
Pradesh and reported that the majority of the respondents (46.97%) were from the
age group of 36-50 years followed by the 33.33 per cent of the respondents belong
to more than 50 years age group and near about one-fifth of the respondents

(19.70%) belong to the age category of up to 35 years.

Anand et al. (2019) observed that the majority of the farm trainees
(71.66%) who were imparted training on animal husbandry from both the KVKs
of Ranchi and Lohardaga belong to the middle age group of 31 to 50 years
whereas, the remaining others were found in the young age group of fewer than
30 years of age (16.67%).

Prasad et al. (2019) study was conducted in Jhitkari, Chhabariya and
Chandana villages of Sardhana block of Meerut district and revealed that most of
the dairy farmers (53.33%) belong to middle age group ranging from 36 to 50
years, followed by old (40%) age group ranging above 50 years and only 6.67 per
cent had young (up to 35 years) age group.

Atreya et al. (2018) revealed that in the case of Member dairy farmers in
the district Sultanpur, maximum number of respondents (58%) was observed in
the middle-age category, followed by 25 per cent in the young age category and

17 per cent in the old age category.

Prasad et al. (2017) investigated the socio-economic profile and
constraints faced by dairy farmers of the Wayanad district of Kerala and observed
that half of the farmers (50 %) belong to the middle age group (20- 40 years), 22
per cent of the farmers belong to the adult age group (40-60 years), 16 per cent



belong to the senior citizen (above 60 years) and 12 per cent belong to young age

group (15-20 years).

Gopi et al. (2017) studied that the age of dairy farmers ranged between 20-
85 years and the average age was 44 years. About two-fifths of the dairy farmers
(41.67 %) belong to the old age group, while 35.00 per cent of them were in the

middle age group and only 23.33 per cent were in the young age group.

Bankar et al. (2015) observed that most of the trainees in both the KVKs
were average age group of dairy farmers varied from 24 to 62 years and 69.49 per

cent of dairy farmers were from the middle age group (20-40 years).

Sabapara et al. (2014) studied the personal characteristics of dairy animal
owners and noticed that majority of the dairy animal keepers (43.67%) belong to
the middle-age category, followed by old age category (41.66%) and young age
category (14.66%).

2.1.2 Education:

Karthik et al. (2021) observed that a significant percentage of
respondents (45.91%) possessed high school education, followed by secondary
education (16.82%), intermediate/diploma (15.45%), primary education
(8.64%), graduation and above (7.73 %) and illiterates (5.45%).

Singh et al. (2021) conducted a study to investigate the socio-economic
and communication profile of the dairy farmers of a central plain zone of Uttar
Pradesh and noticed that the majority of the respondents (25.15%) had a middle-
level of schooling, followed by 21.52 per cent of the respondents who had
secondary level of schooling. Furthermore, it was found that 16.67 per cent of
the respondents had a secondary level of education and 14.24 per cent of the
respondents had a primary level of education. More than one-tenth of the
respondents (11.21%) had a graduate level and above while 7.88 per cent of the
respondents belong to the functionally literate and 3.33 per cent of the

respondents belong to the functionally illiterate categories.



Prasad et al. (2019) study was conducted in Jhitkari, Chhabariya and
Chandana villages of Sardhana block of Meerut district and indicated that
majority of dairy farmers (37.50%) had high school level of education, followed
by (20.83%) were graduation and above, (20%) were intermediate, (17.50%)

were middle school and 4.17 per cent had just primary schooling.

Manjusha et al. (2018) identified the role of livestock in the sustainable
livelihood of the tribal women of Jharkhand and noticed most of the respondents
(30%) who did not have any formal education fell into the "can read and write"
category, and the next largest groups (25.00%) were illiterates. About 23 per
cent had only completed their elementary education, while 21.7 per cent had

completed middle school.

Kalaivani et al. (2017) studied the socio-economic and psychological
characteristics of dairy contract farmers and found about one-third of the
respondents (45.83 %) had middle school education, 21.67 per cent had
secondary school education, while 11.67 per cent were illiterates, 10.83 per cent
were functionally illiterate and an equal proportion 10.00 per cent had a primary

school and collegiate education.

Gour et al. (2016) observed that the majority of the tribal livestock
owners (35.33%) were illiterate, followed by 30 per cent and 24 per cent were
educated in the up to primary and middle school categories, respectively. Only
10.67 per cent of respondents were educated up to high school level and none of

the respondents had graduated and above.

Sabapara et al. (2014) studied the personal characteristics of dairy animal
owners and noticed that the per cent level of illiterate, up to primary, secondary
and above secondary, up to college level were 37.00, 29.67, 28.33 and 5.00

respectively.



2.1.3 Marital Status:

Dzarma et al. (2020) studied the marital status of the farmers and unveiled

that 62.5 per cent were married and remaining 36.25 per cent were not married.

Girei et al. (2014) found from his study that 26.7 per cent of the
respondents were found to be unmarried while 73.3 per cent of the respondents

were married.

Khan et al. (2014) conducted work on the comparative impact of dairy
farming on the health status of dairy farmers and non-farmers of Lahore and
found that the majority of the dairy farmers (77.1%) were married while the

remaining 22.9 per cent were unmarried.

Mumba et al. (2012) studied the socio-economic characteristics of
smallholder dairy farmers and reported that 82.8 per cent were married, 12.1 per

cent were widowed and the rest 5.1 per cent were unmarried.
2.1.4 Gender:

Karthik et al. (2021) studied the profile characteristics of youth in the
dairy industry of Telangana States and found that majority of the respondents
(75.45%) were male and 24.55 per cent of respondents were found to be female

dairy entrepreneurs.

Maurya et al. (2021) revealed the socio-economic status of dairy farmers
and found that about 96.25% of the respondents were male and only 3.75%

respondents were female.

Rajadurai et al. (2018) observed the socio-economic profile of the dairy
farmers in Puducherry and found the majority of the dairy farmers (61.8%) were

women and 38.2 per cent were men.

Kalaivani et al. (2017) studied the socio-economic and psychological
characteristics of dairy contract farmers and noticed that three-fourths of the

respondents (75.83 %) were male while the rest 24.17 per cent were female.



Rai et al. (2017) investigated the socio-economic characteristics of the
tribal dairy farmer of Himachal Pradesh and noticed that 85.00 per cent of the
tribal farmers were male and 15.00 per cent were female.

Rahman et al. (2018) study was conducted to assess the impact of Self-
help Group activities on the socio-economic status of dairy farmers in Kamrup
district of Assam and found that the majority of members (60.00%) and 77.00 per
cent of non-members were male while 40 per cent of member and 23 per cent

non-members were female.

Mumba et al. (2012) observed the socio-economic characteristics of the
smallholder dairy farmers and found the majority of the respondents (63.1%) were

male and 36.9 per cent were female.
2.1.5 Category:

Maurya et al. (2021) revealed the socio-economic status of dairy farmers
and found that majority of the respondents (74.4%) belong to OBC category,
followed by 19.4 per cent belong to UNRESERVED category and Only 6.3 per
cent of the respondents belong to SC categories.

Kumar et al. (2020) studied during their study the socio-economic profile
of dairy farmers and revealed that 61.00 per cent of the dairy farmers were from
the OBC category, followed by 24.00 per cent from SC/ST and 15.00 per cent
from the General categories.

Atreya et al. (2018) indicated that the maximum number of members of
dairy farmers (73%) belonged to the other backward class categories, followed by
21 per cent belongs to the scheduled caste and 6 per cent belongs to the general

category.

Vekariya et al. (2016) studied and noticed 78.33 per cent of the Maldhari
dairy farmers were from the OBC category, followed by 21.67 per cent found to

be from the ST category.



Khan et al. (2014) revealed that the role of dairy co-operative societies in
the socio-economic development of dairy farmers has the largest share of
Brahmans (36.30%), followed by Muslims (17.04%) and Thakurs (14.07%).

Sabapara et al. (2014) revealed the personal characteristics of dairy animal
owners and noticed that the majority of the respondents (40%) belong to Other
Backward Categories, followed by Scheduled Tribe (39.33%), General Category
(13.67%) and Scheduled Caste (7%).

2.1.6 Family Type:

Karthik et al. (2021) while working on profile characteristics of youth in
the dairy industry of Telangana State and found that the majority of respondents
(62.73%) belong to the nuclear family while the rest 37.27 per cent of
respondents had joint families.

Kumar et al. (2020) reported that the majority of farmers (66.00%)

belong to nuclear-type families and 34.00 per cent belong to joint-type families.

Anand et al. (2019) revealed that the majority of the respondents
(57.78%) of Ranchi KVVKs belong to the nuclear type of family and 42.22 per
cent of the respondents were from a joint type of family. Whereas the majority
of the respondents (54.44%) of Lohardaga KVKs belong to the nuclear type of
family and 45.56 per cent of the respondents were from the joint type of family.

Kalaivani et al. (2017) studied the socio-economic and psychological
characteristics of dairy contract farmers and found that three-fourths of the
respondents (74.17 %) belong to the nuclear family, while the rest 25.83 per cent
belong to the joint family.

Prasad et al. (2017) study was conducted to explore the socio-economic
profile and constraints faced by dairy farmers of the Wayanad district of Kerala
and noticed that the majority of the respondents (84%) belonged to nuclear

families and 16 per cent are joint families.
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Dwivedi et al. (2014) revealed that the majority of the peri-urban dairy
farmers (68.33%) belonged to a joint family, followed by 31.66 per cent were
the nuclear family type.

Sabapara et al. (2014) indicated that in the personal characteristics of
dairy animal owners and found that the majority of the respondents (58.33%)
belonged to the nuclear-type family and 41.67 per cent belonged to joint-type

families.

Rathod et al. (2011) found that the majority of farm women lived in a

joint family (65%) while 35 per cent lived in a nuclear family.
2.1.7 Family Size:

Karthik et al. (2021) studied about profile characteristics of youth in
dairying in Telangana State and revealed that the majority of respondents
(62.73%) fall within the family size range of 1-5 people, while 24.55 per cent of
medium families (with 6-7 people) and 12.73 per cent of high families (with 7 or

more).

Singh et al. (2021) investigated the socio-economic and communication
profile of the dairy farmers of a central plain zone of Uttar Pradesh and found
that more than half of the respondents (57.27%) had medium-sized families
comprising 5 to 7 members, followed by 23.03 per cent of the respondents had
high family size with more than 7 members and 19.70 per cent of the

respondents had low family size with less than 5 members.

Anand et al. (2019) observed that 40 per cent respondents had a small
size of family and 17.78 per cent of respondents had a large sized family in
Ranchi KVK. Whereas in Lohardaga KVKs, the majority of the respondents
(45.56%) belong to a medium size of family, 35.56 per cent of respondents had a
small size of family and 18.88 per cent of respondents had a large size of family.

Prasad et al. (2019) conducted their study in Jhitkari, Chhabariya and
Chandana villages of the Sardhana block of Meerut district and depicted that the
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majority of dairy farmers (53.33%) had medium size families (5-10 members)
followed by 45 per cent had small size family (up to 5 members) and 1.67 per
cent had large size family (above 10 members).

Atreya et al. (2018) revealed that majority of the members of dairy
farmer (62%) had a medium family size (5 to 11 members), followed by 22 per
cent had a small family size (Up to 4 members) and 16 per cent had large family

size (11 and above).

Kalaivani et al. (2017) investigated the socio-economic and
psychological characteristics of dairy contract farmers and noticed that the
majority of the respondents (86.67 %) had up to five members in their family

whereas the remaining (13.33%) had more than five members in their family.

Gour et al. (2016) conducted a study in the Mandla and Seoni district of
Madhya Pradesh as these two districts had good proportion of the tribal
population and they revealed that the majority of the respondents (69.33%)
belonged to the medium family-size category followed by 24 per cent tribal
livestock owners had small family size and only 6.67 per cent fall in the

category of large family size.
2.1.8 Occupation:

Singh et al. (2021) study was conducted to investigate the socio-economic
and communication profile of the dairy farmers of a central plain zone of Uttar
Pradesh and reported that the majority of the respondents (70.00%) had
Agriculture as their primary occupation while 10.30 per cent of the respondents
practiced dairying as their major occupation, followed by 7.58 per cent of the
respondents who choose labor work, 6.36 per cent of the respondents were choose

business and 5.76 per cent of the respondents were choose service sector.

Prasad et al. (2019) study was conducted in Jhitkari, Chhabariya and
Chandana villages of Sardhana block of Meerut district and found that the
majority of respondents (80%) had agriculture as their main occupation followed
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by dairying (9.17%), service (5.83%) and only 5 per cent had business as the main

occupation.

Shahjar et al. (2018) investigated that majority of the respondents (90%)
undertook animal husbandry and agricultural occupations, 5 per cent had animal
husbandry, agriculture and business whereas, rest 5 per cent had animal

husbandry, agriculture and service.

Kalaivani et al. (2017) investigated that more than half of the respondents
(55.84 %) had crop farming plus dairy farming as their occupation, followed by
43.33 per cent had crop farming plus dairy farming and others as their occupation

and a negligible 0.83 per cent had dairy farming alone as their occupation.

Prasad et al. (2017) investigated the socio-economic profile and
constraints faced by dairy farmers of the Wayanad district of Kerala and observed
that the main source of income of the farmers (80%) was agriculture which
included livestock farming, 14 per cent earned their income from livestock
business, 4 per cent were government employees and 2 per cent were engaged in

private practices.
2.1.9 Land Holding:

Karthik et al. (2021) studied profile characteristics of youth in dairying in
Telangana State and found that small farmers made up a sizeable percentage of
the respondents (46.82%), followed by marginal farmers (33.64%), medium
farmers (11.82%) and large farmers (7.72%).

Singh et al. (2021) investigate the socio-economic and communication
profile of the dairy farmers of a central plain zone of Uttar Pradesh and found that
the majority of the respondents (46.36%) were marginal landholders, followed by
24.24 per cent of the respondents who were small landholders and 20.00 per cent
of the respondents who were high landholders. A very less proportion of the
respondents (5.45%) had medium land holding, followed by 3.94 per cent of the

respondents who were landless.
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Anand et al. (2019) revealed that majority of the respondents (45.55%)
of Ranchi KVKs were marginal farmers, 27.78 per cent respondents were small
farmers, 11.11 per cent respondents were medium farmers, 9.99 per cent
respondents were landless farmers and 5.55 per cent respondents were large
farmers. Whereas the majority of the respondents (37.77%) of Lohardaga KVKs
were small farmers, 22.22 per cent respondents were marginal farmers, 20 per
cent respondents were landless farmers, 11.11 per cent respondents were large

farmers and 8.88 per cent respondents were medium farmers.

Prasad et al. (2019) conducted their study in Jhitkari, Chhabariya and
Chandana villages of the Sardhana block of Meerut district and noticed that
about half of the dairy farmers (49.16%) had large (above 6 acres) farm sizes,
followed by small (17.50%) farm size (2.1 to 4 acres),16.67 per cent had
marginal (up to 2 acres) and 16.67 per cent had medium (4.1 to 6 acres) each as

their land holding.

Atreya et al. (2018) revealed that majority of the dairy farmer (93.00%)
were found in the marginal land holding category (below 1ha), followed by 5 per
cent dairy farmers had small land holding categories (1-2 ha) and 2 per cent

dairy farmers were medium land holding category (2-4 ha).

Rajadurai et al. (2018) studied the socio-economic profile of the dairy
farmers in Puducherry and found the majority of the dairy farmers (71.4%) were
landless, followed by 17.7 per cent were small categories of dairy farmers, 5.9
per cent were medium categories of dairy farmers and 5.0 per cent were large

categories of dairy farmers.

Gour et al. (2016) observed that 22 per cent of the tribal livestock owners
were landless. The majority of the respondents (64.67%) possessed 1-2 hectares
of land and belong to the small farmers’ category, while, 13.33 per cent of the
respondents had less than 1 hectare of land and fell in the marginal farmers’
category. The average land holding of tribal livestock owners was found to be

less than 2 hectares due to fragmentation of land and population explosion.
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Sabapara et al. (2014) revealed the personal characteristics of dairy animal
owners and found that 36.00, 20.67, 10.33 and 33.00 per cent of the respondents

were falling under marginal, small, large farmer and landless, respectively.
2.1.10 Herd Size:

Anand et al. (2019) revealed that the majority of the farm trainees who
were imparted training on animal husbandry (57.22%) had small herd sizes
followed by 36.67 per cent with medium herd size and 6.11 per cent respondents

were having large herd sizes.

Prasad et al. (2019) revealed that the majority of dairy farmers (53.33%)
had small (up to 3 milch animals) herd size, followed by medium 39.17 per cent
herd size (4-6 milch animals) and only 7.5 per cent had large (above 6 milch

animals) herd size.

Shahjar et al. (2018) observed that the majority of the respondents
(68.33%) had a medium herd size (3-5 animals), 20 per cent had a small herd size

(up to 2 animals) and rest 11.66 per cent had a large herd size (>5 animals).

Rajadurai et al. (2018) studied socio-economic profile of the dairy farmers
in Puducherry and notice that the majority of the respondents (55%) had small
herd size, followed by medium herd size (34.5%) and large herd size (10.5%).

Kalaivani et al. (2017) studied the socio-economic and psychological
characteristics of dairy contract farmers and observed that the majority of the
respondents (86.67 %) had small herd sizes, followed by medium herd sizes
(10.83 %) and large herd sizes (2.50 %).

Gour et al. (2016) observed that most of the respondents (65.89%) had a
herd of 1-3 cattle, followed by 14.67 per cent had a herd size of 4-7 cattle and 10
per cent had herds of more than 7 cattle. Only 14.67 per cent of respondents said
that they had 1-3 buffaloes. According to the survey, tribal livestock owners
owned 1-3 goats (51.33%), 1-3 pigs (9.33%) and 1-3 poultry (38%).
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Lohakare et al. (2015) studied that most of the respondents (70.00%) had
medium herd sizes of 3 to 9 animals, followed by high herd sizes (16.20%) and
low herd sizes (13.80%).

2.1.11 Experience in Dairy Farming:

Karthik et al. (2021) studied the profile characteristics of youth in
dairying in Telangana State and noticed respondents (58.64%) had high dairy
farming experience followed by medium dairy farming experience (30.91%) and
low dairy farming experience (10.45%).

Singh et al. (2021) found that majority of the respondents (47.27%) had
more than 25 years of experience in dairy farming, followed by 28.79 per cent of
the respondents had 17 to 25 years and 23.94 per cent of the respondents had
less than 17 years of experience in dairy farming.

Rajadurai et al. (2018) studied the socio-economic profile of the dairy
farmers in Puducherry and found that many respondents have good experience
in dairy farming (40.0%) were 20-30 years, while 20.9 per cent had 10-20 years
of experience and 35.0 per cent were in 30 years and above experience category.

Ram et al. (2018) studied the socio-economic status of unorganized dairy
farmers and the study was carried out in the Junagadh district of Gujarat state
and found that many respondents have good experience in dairy farming,
(63.50%) had medium experience, followed by 19.50 per cent with low
experience and 17.00 per cent with high experience (Bashir et al., 2011).

Kalaivani et al. (2017) found that majority of the respondents (55.00%)
had a medium level of experience (11- 20 years), whereas 37.50 per cent had
high levels of experience (more than 20 years) and 7.50 % had low levels of

experience (up to 10 years).

Vekariya et al. (2016) stated that more than half of the respondents

(54.17%) were from medium level of experience followed by 27.50 per cent
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with a high level of experience and 18.33 per cent with a low level of experience

in dairy farming.
2.1.12 Daily Milk Production:

Kumar et al. (2020) studied the socio-economic profile of dairy farmers
regarding milk production per day and most of the farmers (44.00 %) belonged
to the low category of milk production (less than 5 litres), 39.00 per cent of them
belong to medium milk production (5-10 litres) and only 17.00 per cent were
from the high category of milk production (more than 10 litres per day).

Prasad et al. (2019) revealed that majority of the respondents (75%) had
high milk production (above 10 litre/day), followed by (20.83%) medium milk
production (5-10 litre/day) and only 4.17 per cent had low milk production (up
to 5 litre/day).

Kalaivani et al. (2017) found that more than two-thirds of the
respondents (69.17 %) produced (up to 20 litres/day) of milk, followed by 20.00
per cent of farmers produced (20.1-40 litres/day), 7.50 per cent of farmers
produced (40.1-60 litres/day) and 3.33 per cent of farmers produced above 60
litres/day of milk.

Rai et al. (2017) studied the socio-economic characteristics of the tribal
dairy farmers of Himachal Pradesh and revealed that most of the respondents
(41.88%) belong to medium level of milk production (12.52 to 21.67 lit/day)
whereas, 38.70 per cent of them fall into the low category (<12.52) and 19.38
per cent into the high category (>21.67).

Lohakare et al. (2015) revealed that majority of respondents (75%) were
found in the medium category of milk production i.e. 2 to 13 litres. Most of the
cattle owners kept non-descript and desi cattle for manure purposes and bullocks
for draught purposes without giving emphasis to milk production. However,

14.29 per cent of the farmers were high milk producers from the study area.
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2.1.13 Milk Sale:

Koli et al. (2019) revealed that the majority of the dairy farmers (92.50 %)
had medium level of sale of milk (12 to 34 litres/day), followed by 04.50 per cent
had high level of sale of milk (above 34 litres/day) and 3 per cent had low level of
milk sale (up to 11 litres/day).

Kalaivani et al. (2017) reported that more than two-thirds of the
respondents (69.17 %) sold milk up to 20 litres/day, followed by 21.67 per cent of
farmers sold 20.1-40 litres/day, 5.83 per cent of the farmer sold 40.1 -60 litres/day

and 3.33 per cent of the farmer sold above 60 litres/day.
2.1.14 Annual Income:

Karthik et al. (2021) revealed that almost half of the respondents (48.64%)
fall into the medium-income category (between Rs. 70,000 and Rs. 1,90,000),
followed by the low income (30.91%) and high income (20.45%) groups. The

respondents’ average yearly income was found to be Rs. 1,30,750.

Kumar et al. (2020) reported that majority of dairy farmers (53.00%) had
low annual income (less than Rs. 24842), 26 per cent of them had high annual
income (more than Rs. 60575) while, 21 per cent of them had medium annual
income (Rs. 24842 to 60575).

Atreya et al. (2018) reported that majority of the members of dairy farmers
(63.00%) were in the low annual income group (Up to Rs. 87165), followed by 24
per cent of member dairy farmers were in the medium annual income group (Rs.

87166 to 228155) and 13 per cent of member dairy farmers were in high annual
income group (Rs. 228156 and above).

Shahjar et al. (2018) studied that the majority of the respondents (68.33%)
had medium annual income (Rs.16336-52564), 16.67 per cent had low annual
income (Rs.11000-16335) and rest 15 per cent had a high annual income
(Rs.52565-80000).
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Kalaivani et al. (2017) observed that more than three-fourths of the
respondents (76.67 %) belong to the low-income category (Rs.1-2.6 lakhs),
followed by 20.00 per cent belong to the medium income category (Rs.2.7-4.3
Lakh) and 3.33 per cent belong to the high-income categories (Rs.4.4—6 Lakh).

Gour et al. (2016) found that majority of the respondents (75.33%) were
between Rs. 8,600-23,373 followed by 14 per cent had an income of less than Rs.
8,600 while a mere 10.67 per cent had an income of more than Rs. 23,373.

2.1.15 Training Attended by the Farmers:

Karthik et al. (2021) revealed that majority of respondents (51.36%)
possessed a low level of training exposure, followed by medium level of training

exposure (37.73%) and high level of training exposure (10.91%).

Maurya et al. (2021) found that majority of the respondents (61.3%) had
never undergone any training while only 38.8 per cent respondents had

undergone through training session.

Kumar et al. (2020) opined that the majority of participants (56.4%)
joined the training programs for the medium duration (5-7 days; 56.4 %)
followed by short duration (2-4 days; 23%) and long duration (> 7 days; 20.6%).

Shahjar et al. (2018) observed that majority of the respondents (55%)
had not participated in any training event, whereas, 45 per cent of the
respondents had undertaken training programmes regarding animal husbandry.

2.1.16 Extension Contact:

Kumar et al. (2020) revealed that more than half the respondents (54.00%)
belonged to medium extension contact. Whereas, 34.00 per cent of them belonged

to low extension contact and only 11.00 per cent had high extension contact.

Ram et al. (2018) studied the socio-economic status of unorganized dairy

farmers at Junagadh district of Gujarat State and found that 86 per cent of farmers
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had a medium level of extension participation followed by 11.00 per cent had

high level and 3.00 per cent had low level of extension participation.

Shahjar et al. (2018) revealed that most of the respondents (73.33%) had a
medium extension contact, 15.00 per cent had a low extension contact and 11.66

per cent had a high extension contact.

Kalaivani et al. (2017) revealed that most of the respondents (53.34%)
belonged to low level of extension agency contact, followed by respondents of
(40.83%) belonged to medium level of extension agency contact and rest of the

respondents (5.83%) belonged to high levels of extension agency contact.

Rai et al. (2017) noticed that 42.50 per cent of dairy farmers had a
medium level of extension contact followed by 22.50 per cent high level of
extension contact and the rest 35.00 per cent with a low level of extension contact.

Sabapara et al. (2014) reported that majority of the respondents (70.67%)
belong to medium-level of extension contacts, followed by 17.67per cent were
high-level extension contacts and 11.67 per cent were low-level extension
contacts.

2.1.17 Social Participation:

Karthik et al. (2021) observed that majority of respondents (66.82%) had
medium levels of social activity, followed by low levels of social activity
(20.91%) and high levels of social activity (12.27%).

Maurya et al. (2021) studied that majority of the respondents (54.4%)
were not associated with any organisation, followed by 33.8 per cent respondents
having associated with one organisation. 6.3 per cent of the respondents had
membership of two organization and only 5.6 per cent of the respondent

membership of more than two organization.

Atreya et al. (2018) indicated that the majority of members of dairy

farmers (50.00%) had membership in two organizations, followed by 39 per cent
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of members having membership in one organization and 11 per cent of

participation in more than two organizations/office bearers.

Kalaivani et al. (2017) noticed in study that more than half of the
respondents (55.84 %) were members of one organization, one-third of
respondents (33.33 %) were not a member of any organization and 10.83 per cent

of the respondents were members in more than one organization.

Vekariya et al. (2016) observed that more than half of the Maldhari dairy
farmers (54.17%) had no membership in any organization, 38.33 per cent had
membership in one organization and 07.50 per cent of Maldhari dairy farmers had
membership in more than one organization. None of the Maldhari dairy farmers

were holding positions in any of the organizations.

Lohakare et al. (2015) revealed from study that majority of the
respondents (80%) were found in the medium category of social participation and
it indicated that most the cattle owners might have participated in more than one
rural social organization like SHGs, village co-operative society and gram

panchayats, etc.

Sabapara et al. (2014) reported that majority of the respondents (92.34%)
had membership in one organization while, 2 per cent respondents had
membership in more than one organization, 1.33 per cent respondent had
membership with holding position in organization and 4.33 per cent respondents

had no participation in any organization.

2. To assess the effectiveness of training given to the dairy farmers in Micro
Training Centre (MTCs)

Kobba et al. (2020) revealed that 75 per cent of the trainees rated the
training above 81 per cent, 17 per cent of them rated the training between 61-80
per cent and only 2 per cent rated the training between 41-60 per cent and also it
was observed that highest mean score was obtained on relevance of training and
clarity of explanation (4.5), followed by training environment and presenting at

the level of trainees was (4.3), coverage of training objectives (4.2), handling of

21



sessions (4.1), practical exposure (4.0), boarding facilities (4.0), and facilities for

training (3.9) each out of 5. Overall effective index was 84.00 per cent.

Kumar et al. (2016) revealed the mean feedback rating on the overall
components of the training programs was 3.42 out of the maximum possible score
of 5, which indicates scope for further improvement. The greatest feedback was in
the areas of the usefulness of the course (3.75), the relevance of the course
contents (3.69) and handling of the session (3.63).

Singh and Rampal (2016) studied a sample comprising 60 trained dairy
farmers who received training from Krishi Vigyan Kendras (KVKSs) and the study
area was selected to study the effect of training. For control 60 dairy farmers not
trained under these KVKs were selected. Ex post facto research design was
employed to determine the effect. The entrepreneurial index was calculated to see
the extent of the entrepreneurial level of the trained and control group dairy
farmers. The analysis revealed that the Entrepreneurial Behavior Index (EBI) was
the maximum achievement motivation in the farmers of both categories. The
overall EBI of the trained and control dairy farmers was found to be 73.35 and

54.67, respectively.

Gour et al. (2016) revealed that majority of the respondents (64.37%) had
a low level of knowledge followed by a medium level of knowledge (35.63%).
None of the respondents had a high level of knowledge regarding management,

breeding, feeding and health care practices of animal husbandry.

Singh et al. (2015) revealed that most of the dairy farmers (55.84%) had a
medium level of overall knowledge regarding CMP practices, followed by those
27.50 per cent having a low level of overall knowledge. On the other hand, 16.66

per cent of the respondents had a high level of overall knowledge.

Singh et al. (2015) indicated that a majority of beneficiary farmers
(55.0%) reported a ‘medium level’ of effectiveness for training programs while
21.7 per cent of respondents reported a ‘low level’ of training effectiveness and

only 18 per cent of farmers found these trainings as highly effective.
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Reddy et al. (2012) indicated a high relevance of most of the contents,
substantial knowledge gain and low skill improvement by the participants with an

overall effectiveness index of 69.38 per cent of the training program.
3. To study knowledge gained by trainees of Micro Training Centres (MTCs)

Kobba et al. (2020) studied the knowledge test administered before and
after the training to know the knowledge gained as a result of the training. The
mean test score was 30 per cent before the training and the whereas after training
it was 75 per cent. This shows that there was 45 per cent increase in knowledge of

the trainees as a result of the training.

Koli et al. (2019) revealed that majority of dairy farmers (93.50%) had a
high level of knowledge and the remaining 06.50 per cent dairy farmers had a
medium level of knowledge about modern dairying of animal husbandry and dairy

management practices.

Marriammal et al. (2018) revealed that the overall knowledge level of
women dairy farmers was moderate (48.33%), followed by good (27.34%) and
poor (24.33%).

Kumar et al. (2016) observed the knowledge score obtained by
participants during pre and post-training tests. It is evident from the data as a
result of the training, the mean knowledge score of the participants rose to 77.43
from 48.39 registering an average increase of 29.03 per cent.

Gour et al. (2016) revealed that majority of the respondents (64.37%) had
a low level of knowledge followed by a medium level of knowledge (35.63%).
None of the respondents had high level of knowledge regarding management,
breeding, feeding and health care practices of animal husbandry.

Lohakare et al. (2015) revealed that majority of the respondents (44.14%)
had complete knowledge regarding healthcare practices, followed by clean milk
production (40.00%), calf rearing (33.73%), management (28.66%), breeds and
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breeding (25.47%), feeding (22.85%), housing (15.91%) and marketing (12.85%),

while the least knowledge was reported for insurance practices (4.66%).

Venkatesan et al. (2015) studied training needs in livestock and poultry
rearing and observed that the majority of the farm women (49.17%) had high
training needs compared to 35.00 per cent of them had medium training needs. A
big share of the farm women had high training needs in food processing, while

33.33 per cent of them had medium training needs in food processing.

Bankar et al. (2015) revealed that respondents i.e. dairy farmers had
optimum knowledge about the preparation of various household milk products
(79.66%), proper milking method (71.19%), the importance of quality feed and
balanced ration for higher milk production (74.58%), however, the respondents
had poor knowledge about good hygienic practices (18.64%), milk-borne diseases
(38.98%) and methods of detection for adulteration in milk and its side effects
(35.59%).

Reddy et al. (2012) studied that majority of the respondents (47.30%) were
under the medium knowledge gain category, followed by 29.62 per cent in were
high knowledge gain category and 23.08 per cent in were low knowledge gain

category.
4. To ascertain the constraints encountered by dairy farmers
2.4.1 Breeding:

Rajadurai et al. (2018) studied the constraints faced by the dairy farmers in
Puducherry and noticed that the dairy farmers faced repeat breeding problems
followed by a low conception rate through artificial insemination of 65.0 per cent
as constraints while 46.30 per cent of the dairy farmers faced non-availability of
A.l. facility and 25.90 per cent of the dairy farmers faced the non-availability
breeding bull.

Sharma et al. (2018) studied the constraints faced by dairy farm women of
the Nainital districts of Uttarakhand and noticed that the dairy farm women were
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asked if they were facing the problems of (1) Low productivity of animals, (2)
Poor Knowledge of low conception of Artificial Insemination and (3) Incidence of
reproduction disorders in the milch animals, while the majority of respondents
(98%) were facing the problems of poor knowledge of low conception of
Artificial Insemination (1st Rank), followed by Low productivity of animal
(78%), was ranked 2" and incidence of reproduction disorders in the milch

animals (42%) was ranked 3".

Meena et al. (2017) studied the constraints faced by livestock’s farmer in
adoption of scientific technology and noticed that the majority of respondents
experienced the constraints such as preference of natural service (91%) was 1%
rank, lack of good bredable bulls (88%) were 2" rank and lack of A.l. centre, ill
equipped A.l. centre, lack of service at A.l. centre, distant location of veterinary
hospital (86%) were 3" rank, followed by high cost involved in calling veterinary
staff for treatment of breeding related problem (83%) was 4™ rank, anestrus and
repeat breeding (68%) was ranked 5", lack of knowledge about right time of
servicing the animals after calving (64%) was ranked 6™, poor conception rate in
animals (61%) was ranked 7", scarcity of resources to maintain crossbred/
superior breed of milk animals (59%) was ranked 8", large number of villages
under one livestock extension officers (55%) was ranked 9" and lack of
knowledge about pregnancy diagnosis, false belief that animals which are covered

through natural services are invariably pregnant (53%) was ranked 10"

Singh et al. (2015) observed that inadequate facilities of artificial
insemination (Al) centers were the first-ranked constraint for dairy farmers
(71.1%). The second rank was accorded to the high prices of imported semen
straw (62.2 %) followed by unsatisfactory results of Al (48.8%), lack of staff at
government hospitals (44.4 %), and inexperienced staff at Al centers (33.3%)

which were ranked I11, 1V and V, respectively.

Patel et al. (2013) reported that the major constraints were repeat breeding
(70.00%), low conception rate through artificial insemination (67.50%), followed
by the belief that rectal palpation of animals for pregnancy confirmation would

harm the animal and the foetus (40.00%), lack of availability of insemination
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service in time (26.25%), lack of improved bulls for breeding in villages (10.00%)

and lack of knowledge of signs of heat (3.75%).

Tailor et al. (2012) conducted study in the Udaipur district of Rajasthan to
identify the constraints faced by the tribal dairy farmer and found that the first and
major constraint in animal breeding was the repeated breeding of milch animals
and this might be due to the lack of balanced feeding of the milch animals while
lack of pedigree bulls for natural services was found to be 2" rank and inadequate
knowledge about artificial insemination were found to be the 3" rank, whereas,

poor services available at artificial insemination centers was ranked 4™,

Shisode et al. (2009) revealed that 72.50, 39.00 and 9.50 per cent of dairy
farmers reported a lack of breeding bull and Al facilities at a local level, long
calving intervals and poor conception rate of Al, respectively.

2.4.2 Feeding:

Gupta et al. (2019) studied feeding constraints and observed that the lack
of availability of green fodder throughout the year (81.66%), high cost of
concentrates (79.16%), low availability of mineral mixtures (75.83%) and
inadequate knowledge about scientific feeding of dairy animals (75%) constraints

ranked first, second, third and fourth, respectively by dairy farmers.

Rajadurai et al. (2018) studied the constraints faced by the dairy farmers in
Puducherry and noticed that dairy farmers were facing constraints of the high cost
of concentrates and shortage in green fodder, followed by non-availability of
grazing land 77.70 per cent and 46.30 per cent of the dairy farmers reporting

fluctuation in concentrate feed cost.

Sharma et al. (2018) studied the constraints faced by dairy farm women of
the Nainital districts of Uttarakhand and noticed that the dairy farm women were
asked if they were facing the problems of (1) Low availability and high cost of
concentration (2) Low availability of dry fodder (3) Use and role of the mineral
mixture and the majority of respondents (90%) reported that they were unaware

use and role of the mineral mixture (1* rank), while more than fifty per cent of the

26



respondents (64%) were facing the problem of low availability (2™ rank) and high
cost of concentration followed by low availability of dry fodder (10%) was 3

rank.

Meena et al. (2017) indicated the constraints faced by livestock’s farmer in
adoption of scientific technology and noticed that majority of the respondents
constraints experienced as belief that colostrum feeding is unhygienic and it may
be harmful to the health calves (90%) were 1% rank, high cost involved in
purchase of ingredients concentrate mixture (86%) were 2" rank and lack of
knowledge about proper amount of concentrate feeding (80%) were 3™ rank,
whereas belief that feeding of available grasses, weeds and leaves from fodder
trees collected from nearby forest are sufficient for animals feeding (79%) was
ranked 4", belief that advance pregnant animals need to be feed low quantity of
concentrate, as these are hot for the animals (75%) was ranked 5", non-
availability of information about balance feeding (67%) was ranked 6", lack of
awareness about treatment of poor quality straw to improve its nutritive value
(61%) was ranked 7™, scarcity of green fodder round the year (59%) was ranked
8™ distant location of market for purchase of concentrate and mineral mixture
(57%) was ranked 9", and belief that feeding should be given on the basis of

production (i.e. concentration only milch animals (51%) was ranked 10™.

Panchbhai et al. (2017) observed that the majority of the respondents (89
%) faced constraint of more amount of feed required to feed dairy animals
followed by 87 per cent of the respondents who reported higher prices of
concentrates, whereas 31 per cent respondents reported non-availability of the
green fodder around the year and 21 per cent of the respondent reported

unavailability of land for fodder crops.

Kumar et al. (2012) indicated that feeding is the major constraint and
farmers’ preferences to grow cash crops instead of fodder crops, poor knowledge
about scientific feeding of dairy animals (81.66%), high cost of ingredients of
concentrates mixture (79.16%), poor availability of high yielding variety seeds of
fodder (63.33%).
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Tailor et al. (2012) reported the first and foremost constraint in dairy
farming was the non-availability of green fodder throughout the year, inadequate
knowledge about proper or scientific feeding of dairy animals was ranked 2",
non-availability of cattle feed ware rank 3™, high cost of concentrates was ranked
4™ high cost of green fodder was ranked 5", high cost of dry fodder was ranked
6™ and lack of knowledge about mineral mixture were found to be 9" rank,
whereas inadequate knowledge about the cultivation of hay preparation was
ranked 8" and lack of sufficient pasture lands for animal grazing was ranked 9"

2.4.3 Health Care:

Rajadurai et al. (2018) revealed the constraints faced by the dairy farmers
in Puducherry and found that dairy farmers faced high cost of veterinary services
followed by reproductive disorders 93.60 per cent while 52.70 per cent of the
dairy farmers faced reduced accessibility of veterinary hospitals and 44.50 per

cent of the dairy farmers faced reduced accessibility of timely veterinary service.

Sharma et al. (2018) revealed the constraints faced by dairy farm women
of the Nainital districts of Uttarakhand and observed that (94%) majority of
respondents faced the problems of worm infestation (1st rank), followed by
inadequate knowledge about balanced feeding (78%) was ranked 2™ and
unawareness of improved dairy farming practices (76%) were ranked 3™ while
maximum respondents (72%) faced the problems of insufficient Veterinary
Doctors or attendants (4th rank) followed by lack of awareness on animal health

care (62%) were ranked 5.

Meena et al. (2017) indicated the constraints faced by livestock farmers in
the adoption of scientific technology and found the non-availability of livestock
extension officers and veterinary doctors in time (93%) were 1% rank, distant
location of the veterinary dispensary (87%) were 2™ rank and belief that anger of
god(s)/ goddess(s) cause diseases in animals (80%) were 3™ ranks, whereas the
high cost of veterinary medicine and vaccines (78%) were 4" rank, lack of
awareness about the importance of vaccination (73%) were 5" rank, the belief that

vaccination reduced milk yield in animals (69%) were 6" rank, and more faith in
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jadu / tona for treatment of animals rather than modern veterinary treatment (67%)
were 7" rank, lack of knowledge/disposing of the carcass of diseased animals
(65%) were 8" rank, lack of knowledge about symptoms of common contagious
diseases and their prevention measures (61%) were 9™ rank and lack of
knowledge about the importance of isolating the diseased animals (55%) were 10™

ranks.

Singh et al. (2015) reported that majority of farmers admitted that the non-
availability of adequate veterinary services was the major problem. It was
followed by non-availability and high cost of medicines, less economic returns

and no facilities for testing of animals.

Patel et al. (2013) reported that the most important health constraints were
inadequate knowledge of diseases and their control (57.00%), the problem of
mastitis in crossbred cows (53.33%), and the high cost of veterinary treatment
(52.50 %).

Tailor et al. (2012) study was conducted in the Udaipur district of
Rajasthan to identify the constraints faced by the tribal dairy farmer and found
that the Lack of scientific housing was ranked the 1* major constraint. The tribal
farmer could not afford to invested huge amount which is needed in preparing the
scientific housing for dairy animals while lacking knowledge about vaccination
against contagious diseases was found to be the 2™ major constraint, lack of
knowledge of isolation of sick animals was found to be the 3 constraint and
inadequate knowledge about deworming & dehorning of animals was found to be
4™ major constraints, followed by inadequate knowledge about cleaning of cattle
shed were observed to be a 5" constraint and inadequate knowledge about

cleaning/grooming of animals was observed to be 6™ constraints.

Shisode et al. (2009) opined that the health constraints faced by dairy
cattle farmers revealed that 72.00, 59.50 and 49.50 per cent of the crossbred
animals were more prone to diseases, ticks and other ectoparasites and lack of

knowledge about animal diseases and vaccination respectively. While only 16 per
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cent of dairy cattle farmers reported the unavailability of prompt and timely

veterinary services, costly veterinary aids and medicines in the near area.
2.4.4 Management:

Gupta et al. (2019) observed that the respondents also reported the
problem of animal sheds or housing facilities (57.50%) because of their poor
economic status and their inability to maintain farms. Non-remunerative price of
milk (68.83%) followed by lack of knowledge in making value-added dairy
products (60.83%) and lack of transport facilities and all-weather roads (51.66%)

were the major constraints.

Rajadurai et al. (2018) found that majority of the dairy farmers faced high
cost of construction and lack of availability of land, followed by 74.10 per cent of
the dairy farmers facing inadequate knowledge of scientific housing and poor

housing facilities because of their poor economic status.

Meena et al. (2017) revealed the constraints faced by livestock farmers in
adoption of scientific technology were limited space and other resources available
for providing scientific housing to dairy animals (96%) was 1% rank, inadequate
credit facilities for purchasing necessary inputs (90%) was 2" rank, lack of
knowledge about clean milk production practices (84%) was 3™ rank followed by,
lack of knowledge about the right time of drying off pregnant animals (81%) was
4" rank, high investment in scientific management of animals (77%) was 5" rank,
lack of awareness about cleaning and sanitation of animals and cattle shed (71%)
was 6™ rank, easy availability of local substitutes (67%) was 7" rank, scarcity of
clean drinking water facilities for animals (63%) was 8™ rank, reliance on the
indigenous methods of deworming and castration as they are considered to be
more convenient effective and cheap (55%) was 9" rank and lack of knowledge

about the importance of deworming and dehorning (51%) was 10" rank.

Panchbhai et al. (2017) observed that the majority of the respondents
(78.00%) reported lack of knowledge about the scientific method of milking as a

major constraint followed by 17.50 per cent of the respondents had the constraint
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of calf mortality, whereas 12.50 per cent of the respondents reported lack of time
to adopt managemental practices of the pregnant newborn calf and 6.00 per cent

of the respondents reported non-availability of clean drinking water.

Patel et al. (2013) observed that lack of own capital (77.50%) to construct
a byre due to low-level income, and high cost of construction (72.50%) for bids

the tribal to construct a proper shelter for the dairy animal.

Tailor et al. (2012) revealed that low milk productivity of dairy animals
was the 1% and major constraint in milk production faced by the tribal dairy
farmer in Udaipur district of Rajasthan. This is might be due to local breeds and
unproductive animals maintained by tribal farmers lack of awareness about clean
milk production was observed to be the 2" constraint and lack of knowledge
about preparing value-added dairy products was observed to be the 3™ constraint.
This might be due to a lack of knowledge about the importance of clean milk

production and the utility of value-added dairy products.
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MATERIAL AND METHODOLOGY

The material and methods used for the present study are discussed in the
ensuing section with a heading and subheading for the objective-wise selected
variables for the study. The major research procedures used in this study are
presented under the following headings and are represented with the use of the
observed data from the study.

3.1 Sampling design

3.2 Locale of the study

3.3 Sample and sampling procedure

3.4 Steps in research

3.5 Tools and ways used for data collection
3.6 Tabulation of data

3.7 Measurement of variables

3.8 Statistical analysis of data

3.1 Sampling design

The study was conducted in three districts of Vidarbha region of
Maharashtra namely Nagpur, Wardha and Amravati and data was collected from
these MTC’s centres. These districts were purposively selected because three
Micro Training Centres were located in these three districts, and also the
livestock population was high as per livestock census of year 2019. Thus, it was
assumed that the number of dairy farmers involved in dairy farming will also be

sufficiently available from these districts.

From each Micro Training Centre (MTC) 80 dairy farmers were randomly

selected (3 X 80 = 240). Thus, a total of 240 farmers were randomly selected for
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the final study with the help of a structured interview schedule with personal

dialogue methods and observations.

Table 3.1 List of Selected MTCs Places

Sr. No. Districts MTCs Place Sample Size
1 Nagpur Bina 80
2 Wardha Jogaheti 80
3 Amravati Kamnapur Ghusli 80

3.2 Locale of the study

The present study was carried out in three purposively selected districts
viz. Nagpur, Wardha, and Amravati of Eastern Vidarbha region keeping in mind
the problems of farmers in these areas.

Nagpur is the third largest city of Maharashtra after Mumbai and Pune as
well as the biggest in central India. It consists of 14 Talukas of which the author
tried to cover the majority in his research. It is also called the Tiger Capital of
India because it is surrounded by many tiger reserves and around it.

The second district Wardha is located near the geographic center of India,
in the state of Maharashtra; Wardha is famous for the many social reformers like

Mahatma Gandhi, Vinoba Bhave, Baba Amte, and Jamnalal Bajaj.

Amravati district is located in North East of Maharashtra state having 760
37, 27” E latitude and 200 32, to 210 46, N longitude. In North and West, Madhya
Pradesh state borders are present, due to South Akola and Yavatmal district, while
towards East Nagpur and Wardha district is present. Amravati is the second-
largest city in the Vidarbha region and ninth largest city in Maharashtra, India. It
is the administrative headquarters of the Amravati district Amravati
division which includes the Akola, Buldhana, Washim, and Yavatmal districts. It

is one of Maharashtra's nominated cities under Smart Cities Mission.
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3.3 Sample and Sampling Procedure
3.3.1 Selection of district

This district were purposively selected as MTC were setup in these
districts by the Maharashtra Animal and Fishery Sciences University (MAFSU),
Nagpur under a special project of establishment of Micro Training Centres
(MTCs) with the financial support of National Dairy Development Board
(NDDB), Anand, Gujrat. The findings of the livestock census 2019 revealed a
considerably higher livestock population in Nagpur, Wardha and Amravati
districts of the Eastern Vidarbha region of Maharashtra, thus they are purposively
selected for the present study. The livestock population in selected districts is as

follows.

Table 3.2 Classification of districts according to livestock animal population

for the study
Sr. No. Districts | Total bovine Sheep Goat Pig
1 Amravati 661142 70212 292007 5681
Nagpur 552914 7713 265340 6893
3 Wardha 353152 1685 130342 2810
Total 1,567,208 79,610 6,87,689 15,384

Source: 20" Livestock Census 2019
3.3.2 Selection of farmer

For the present study, a dairy farmer who has more milk production and
sells the milk in large amounts to the mother dairy was considered as a
respondent. A list of such dairy farmers was prepared by the Mother Dairy with
the help a of supervisor. From each selected Micro Training Centre place, a
sample of 80 dairy farmers who were engaged in dairy farming was selected.
Thus, a total sample of 240 dairy farmers was selected randomly from different
villages of the three districts (Nagpur, Wardha and Amravati) where the Micro

Training Centres were functional.
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3.4. Steps in research

1. Selection of state, district, tehsils, and training centre.
2. Contact farmers from the selected training centre of these districts.

3. Preparation and Pre-testing of the interview schedule for finalization of the

interview schedule.

4. Personal interview with farmers, from the selected training centre of these

districts.

5. Rating scale was used to measure various aspects of the training. Data
were analyzed using descriptive statistics. The method used by Reddy et

al. (2012) was used to calculate the overall effectiveness index.
6. Composition and tabulation of data

7. Analysis of data: By application of suitable and authentic statistical tools
and methods the data was scrutinized, tabulated and analyzed to draw

meaningful conclusions and presentation of data.

3.5 Tools and ways used for data collection
3.5.1 Tools for data collection

A basic tool for the present study was structured interview schedule
(Appendix I). By personally interviewing the respondents, the data was obtained.
Assessment of the profile of dairy farmers participating in the training centre,
constraints faced by the farmer, before training and after training in the micro

training centre were studied.
3.6. Measurement of variables

On the basis of available literature on the micro training centre, and
objectives and by taking guidance from the advisory committee, members as well
as the experts from the extension discipline, the following variables were selected

for the study.
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Table 3.3 The following Parameters was used by Dairy Farmers

l?lg. Variables Measurement
A Socio-ec_onomic Profile of Trainees of Micro Training Centres
(MTCs):
a Socio-personal
1 Age (Years) Structured interview schedule
2 Education Structured interview schedule
3 Marital Status Structured interview schedule
4 Gender Structured interview schedule
5 Caste Structured interview schedule
6 Family Size Structured interview schedule
7 Family Type Structured interview schedule
8 Experience in Dairy Structured interview schedule
b Socio-economic
9 Land Holding Structured interview schedule
10 | Herd Size Structured interview schedule
11 | Milk Production (lit/day) Structured interview schedule
12 Milk Sale (lit/day) Structured interview schedule
13 | Total Annual Income Structured interview schedule
14 | Training Attended Structured interview schedule
15 | Extension Contacts Structured interview schedule
16 | Social Participation Structured interview schedule
Effectiveness of training given to | As per Reddy et al. (2012)
B the dairy farmers in Micro | through structured interview
Training Centres (MTCs) schedule
| Knowledge gened by raines of | o “icired v
schedule
Constraints perceived by trainees | A structured interview schedule
D of MTCs in implementing the | and Garrett Ranking method was

dairy technologies.

used to analyse the data

The operational definition, scoring and categorization procedure used for

the study is as follows
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3.6.1 Socio-economic profile of trainees of MTCs
3.6.1.1 Age

Age refers to the chronological age of the respondents measured in years
and responses were recorded on direct questioning and categorized as under:

Table 3.4 Classification of dairy farmers based on age

Sr.no. Category Score
1 Young age Up to 30 yrs.
2 Middle age 31to 50 yrs.
3 Old age 51 yrs. and above

3.6.1.2 Education Level

Education refers to the level of formal education completed by the
respondents in terms of standards. The score of different levels of education was

given as follows.

Table 3.5 Classification of dairy farmers based on education

Sr. No. Category Score

Illiterate (No Education) 1

Primary Standard

1

2 2
3 Secondary Standard 3
4 Higher Standard 4

3.6.1.3. Marital Status of Dairy Owner

These are the distinct options that describe a person’s relationship with
significant other in the family. The dairy owner was categorized on the basis of

their marital status and their scoring is given as follows.
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Table 3.6 Classification of dairy farmers based on marital status

Sr. No. Category Score
1 Married 1
2 Unmarried 2
3 Divorced 3
4 Widow 4
3.6.1.4 Gender

It refers to the range of characters pertaining to and differentiating

between feminity and masculinity. Accordingly, the livestock owners are

classified into two categories and their scoring is given as follows.

Table 3.7 Classification of dairy farmers based on gender

Sr. No. Category Score
1 Male 2
2 Female 1
3.6.1.5 Caste

Caste is a form of social stratification characterized by endogamy,

hereditary transmission of a style of life which often includes an occupation, ritual

status in hierarchy and customary social interaction and exclusion based on

cultural notions of purity and pollution. Accordingly, the respondents are

classified into seven categories and their scoring is given as follows.

Table 3.8 Classification of dairy farmers based on caste

Sr. No.

Category

Score

Unreserved

Scheduled Caste (SC)

Scheduled Tribes (ST)

Other Backward Classes (OBC)

Vimukta Jati and Nomadic Tribes (VJ NT)

Special Backward Classes (SBC)

N ool bh|WOW|IDN|F

Other

N0~ WODN
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3.6.1.6 Family Size

Family may be defined as the social unit consisting of one or more adults
together with the children or a group of persons that are related closely by means
of blood relationships may be as parents, children etc (www.thesaurus.com). The
family size was recorded by direct questioning. Each family member was denoted
one score. The classification of family size was done by calculating mean and

standard deviation and mentioned in the following table.

Table 3.9 Classification of dairy farmers based on family size

Sr. No Category Size
1 Small 2-4 Members
2 Medium 5-9 Members
3 Large 10-20 Members

3.6.1.7 Family Type

It refers to a person living alone or with a group of people in one house or
property. They don’t have to be related — usually share the costs e.g. food, heating
it could be a family. Accordingly, the respondents are classified into two
categories and their scoring is given as follows.

Table 3.10 Classification of dairy farmers based on family type

Sr. No. Category Score
1 Nuclear 1
2 Joint 2

3.6.1.8 Experience in Dairy Farming

It refers to the involvement of the respondent in dairy farming for a
specific period or time measured in years. The following categories were made on

the basis of mean, frequency and percentage as mentioned in the table as follows.
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Table 3.11 Classification of dairy farmers based

on experience in dairy

farming
Sr. No. Category Experience (Years)
1 Low 0-3 years
2 Medium 3.01-6 years
3 High Above 6.01 years

3.6.1.9 Land Holding

A piece of property or land held/owned or taken on lease by an individual.

Accordingly, the respondents were categorized on the basis of equal intervals

drawn from the range between the minimum and the maximum score for data by

following the minor adjustment in the medial range.

Table 3.12 Classification of dairy farmers based on land holding

Sr. No. Category Size of land holding
1 Landless 0
2 Marginal Up to 1 ha.
3 Small 1.01to 2 ha.
4 Semi-medium 2.01 to 4 ha.
5 Medium 4.01 to 10 ha.
6 Large Above 11 ha.

3.6.1.10 Herd Size

Herd size refers to the total number of milking animals i.e. cows or

buffaloes possessed by the respondents. The categorization was made as under

Table 3.13 Classification of dairy farmers based on herd size

Sr. No. Category Score
1 Low herd size 2
2 Lower medium herd size 3t05
3 Upper medium herd size 6to 10
4 Large 11 and above
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3.6.1.11 Daily milk production

Daily milk production refers to the average quantity of milk in liters
produced by the farmer in a day. The categorization of daily milk production of
the respondents was done as under

Table 3.14 Classification of dairy farmers based on daily milk production

Sr. No. Category Daily milk production
1 Low milk production Up to 20
2 Low medium milk production 2110 40
3 High medium milk production 41 to 60
4 High milk production 61 and above

3.6.1.12 Daily milk sale

It refers to the quantity of milk sold out of the total milk produced per day
by the respondent measured in liters. The daily milk sale of the respondent was

recorded by direct questioning and categorized as under

Table 3.15 Classification of dairy farmers based on daily milk sale

Sr. No. Category Daily milk sale
1 Low milk sale Upto 20
2 Low medium milk sale 21to 40
3 High medium milk sale 41 to 60
4 High milk sale 61 and above

3.6.1.13 Annual Income

Total annual income refers to the total income of the family of the
respondent in rupees derived from the main and subsidiary occupations within a
year. The total annual income was calculated on the basis of income derived from

land, dairy farming and others. The categorization and scoring were done as under
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Table 3.16 Classification of dairy farmers based on annual income

Sr. No. Category Score
1 Low income (Up to Rs. 1,50,000) 1
5 Medium income (Rs. 1,500,01 to Rs. 9
3,00,000)
3 High income (Above Rs. 3,00,001) 3

3.6.1.14 Social participation of Dairy Farmers

Social participation refers to the individual participation in the activities of
a formal or non-formal organization or the degree of involvement of respondents

in social organization as members or office bearer

The respondents were classified to their level of social participation on the
basis of none and member by assigning the score of 1 and 2. Further, respondents
were grouped into low, medium and high categories by using frequency and

percentage.

Table 3.17 Classification of dairy farmers based on social participation

Sr. No. Category Scoring
1 Low social participation 7
2 Medium social participation 8
3 High social participation 9

3.6.1.15 Extension contacts

It was defined as the degree to which an individual maintained contacts
with Livestock Development Officers, Animal Husbandry Department, Subject
Matter Specialists, Dairy Experts, Television, Radio, Newspaper, Social-Media,
etc. in order to get information and technical assistance regarding strengthening
the dairy farming. For this purpose, a schedule was developed with the help of
experts. The response was then measured on a three-point continuum scale viz.,
‘Regular Contact’, ‘Occasional Contact’ and ‘No Contact’ by assigning the scores
of 3, 2 and 1 respectively. Further, respondents were grouped into low, medium
and high categories by using frequency and percentage.

Table 3.18 Classification of dairy farmers based on extension contact
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Sr. No. Extension contacts Score
1 Low 1-10
2 Medium 11-20
3 High 21-30

3.6.1.16 Training attended

Training is a planned communication process for manpower development
to bring desired changes in knowledge, skill, practice, attitude, behavior and other
things in accordance with job requirements (Misra, 1999). A score of 2 and 1 was
given to training attended and not attended respectively.

Table 3.19 Classification of dairy farmers based on training attended

Sr. No. Training attended Score
1 Yes 2
2 No 1

3.6.2 Effectiveness of Training

The effectiveness of training involves processes happening prior to, during
and following training that contributes to the likelihood of an effect. Training
evaluation is the level of the effectiveness of training and researchers and
practitioners have assessed training impact based on outcomes (Kirkpatrick,
2005).

The method used by Reddy et al. (2012) was used to calculate the Overall
Effectiveness Index (OEI). Nine indicators were considered and for each, a score
was obtained. overall Effectiveness Index was calculated by using the formula

given below:

Overall Effectiveness Index (OEI) = Optalned scores of all nine mdwators x 100
Maximum score for all nine indicators

Effectiveness was considered on the basis of the 5 continuum scale. The

respondents have been categorized on the basis of a 5 continuum scale as follows
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Table 3.20 Classification of dairy farmers based on the effectiveness of

training
Sr. No. Category Score
1 Not Effective 1
2 Least Effective 2
3 Effective 3
4 Moderately Effective 4
5 Most Effective 5

3.6.3 Knowledge gained by trainees of the micro training centre

It refers to the level of knowledge gained by trainees of the micro training
centre. The study was done on the basis of pre and post-training knowledge of
dairy farmers. The test items consisted of selected objective questions on various
aspects of the training curriculum. The scores were converted into percentages
and average scores were worked out as per Kumar et al. (2016). The knowledge
test was administered to the respondents of the present study. Scoring was done
according to the correctness of the response of the respondents against each item.
Knowledge scores of the individuals in different aspects such as breeding,
feeding, healthcare and management were obtained by summing up scores of each
item under different aspects to get the score for pre and post knowledge score of
each respondent and the difference in knowledge gain was statistically worked out
by subtracting the aggregate mean of pre knowledge score by post knowledge
score.

3.6.4 Constraints perceived by trainees of MTCs

Constraints are difficulties or problems in the process of doing the work.
In the present study, various constraints regarding feeding constraints, health care,
breeding management and management constraints were selected by
communicating with specialists on the subject. For the present study, the
constraints were recorded by the trainees of MTCs in implementing the dairy
technologies which was assessed by the ‘Garrett Ranking” method by using an
interview schedule. The respondents were then asked to rank them in accordance
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with their order of preference. The data was tabulated and the score was measured

by using the Garrett Ranking method.

Table 3.21 Classification of dairy farmers based on constraints perceived by
trainees

Sr. No. Constraints Rank

Feeding Constraints (Rank 1-8)

Low Availability of Concentrates & Mineral Mixture in Villages

A
1. High Price of Concentrate Mixture
2
3

High Cost of Fodder

Inadequate Knowledge About the Scientific Feeding of Dairy
Animals

E

Lack of Knowledge About Process of Total Mixed Ration

Low Availability of TMR Ingredients

Lack of Knowledge About Process of Silage Making

High Cost of Chaff Cutter

Health Care (Rank 1-7)

Lack of Awareness About the Importance of Vaccination

Lack of Awareness About the Importance of Deworming

High Cost of Vaccine & Medicine

Lack of Veterinary Aids

High Cost of Treatment of Sick Animal

Lack of Knowledge in Identifying Diseases of Animal

There is a Growing Problem of Mastitis in Lactating Animal

Breeding Management (Rank 1-2)

Lack of A.l. Facility

Lack of Good Quality Semen

OidvPFIO|N|oo|A~w NP |0 N oo

Management (Rank 1-5)

Lack of Knowledge About Management of Calf, Pregnant
Animal

=

High Calf Mortality Rate

Poor Housing of Dairy Animals

Lack of Proper Knowledge About Clean Milk Production

gl

Waste Disposal is a Major Problem
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3.7. Statistical Analysis of Data

After completion of the survey, the data obtained were tabulated and
analyzed using appropriate statistical methods. Statistical tools like arithmetic
mean, standard deviation, standard error, frequency and percentage were used
along with the coefficient of correlation. The statistical analysis was done by

using appropriate tools.
3.7.1 Mean

The arithmetic mean is the quotient that sum of all the items in the series is

divided by the total number of items

It is a statistic that measures the dispersion of a dataset relative to its mean.
The standard deviation is calculated as the square root of variance by determining
each data points deviation relative to the mean.

3.7.2 Frequency and Percentage

The frequency of a particular value is the number of times the data value

occurs.

The percentage is calculated by taking the frequency in the category
divided by the total number of respondents and multiplying it by 100.

3.7.3 Garret Ranking

The respondents are asked to assign ranks for all factors and the outcomes
of such ranking have been converted into score values with the help of the

following formula

Percent position= 100 (Rij- 0.5)/N;j

Where,

Rij= rank given for the ith variable by jth respondents

Nj= number of variables
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The value of Rij is then multiplied by the Garret value to determine the
total Garret score. The average Garret score is then calculated by dividing the total
garret score by the number of alternatives. The alternative ranking is done based
on the highest average value.
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Plate: 4.9 Group Photo of trainees at MTC Kamnapur Ghusali, Amravati



RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The following section presents the data that was gathered for the study
“Knowledge Gained by Dairy Farmers Through Micro Training Centres (MTCs)”
through the use of surveys, personal observations and pertinent secondary data.
The data were tabulated, analyzed and presented in ways that accurately depicted
the results. The findings were then discussed in the context of prior research. The

following headings and subheadings present these findings.

4.1  To study the socio-economic profile of trainees of Micro Training Centre
(MTCs).

4.2 To assess the effectiveness of training given to the dairy farmers in Micro
Training Centres (MTCs).

4.3  To study knowledge gained by trainees of Micro Training Centres (MTCs).

4.4  To ascertain the constraints perceived by trainees of MTCs in implementing

the dairy technologies.

The results of given objectives are discussed below:

4.1 To study the socio-economic profile of trainees of Micro Training Centre
(MTCs).

411 Age

The dairy farmers are classified into different age group and their

frequency are presented in Table No. 4.1 and Figure 4.1.

Table 4.1 Classification of dairy farmers based on age group

N=240

Variable Category Frequency Percentage (%)
Young age (18-30 yrs.) 26 10.83
Age Middle age (31-50 yrs.) 153 63.75
Old age (51 and above) 61 25.42
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The age of dairy farmers is a significant component in decision-making
since obtaining and applying knowledge in dairy farming has a direct impact on

the profitability of their separate enterprises.

It is observed from table 4.1 that the majority (63.75 %) of the dairy
farmers were of middle age i.e. between the age group 31 to 50 years, 25.42 %
were of old age group i.e. 50 years and above and a few percentages of the
respondents belong to the young age group i.e. 18 to 30 years. Here, respondents
who fell into the middle age group range (31 to 50 years) made up a bigger
portion of the sample. This may suggest that dairy farming is a primary or
secondary occupation for the middle-aged population. This finding is in line with
Kumar (2020) who reported that majority of dairy farmers (63%) belongs to the
middle age group and is close confirmatory with the results of Kalaivani et al.
(2017).

4.1.2 Education

Education of dairy farmers is categorized into four categories and their
frequencies are presented in Table No. 4.2 and Figure 4.2.

Table 4.2 Classification of dairy farmers based on education

N=240
Variable Category Frequency Percentage (%0)
Iliterate 13 5.42
. Primary 86 35.83
Education
Secondary 122 50.83
Higher 19 7.92

The data in the above table clearly indicated that the majority of the dairy
farmers (50.83%) were educated up to secondary school followed by primary
education (35.83%), Higher secondary (7.92%) and the remaining 5.42 per cent of

the dairy farmers were illiterate.

According to the findings, the majority of dairy farmers completed
secondary education. This could be because of the schooling facilities offered in

rural areas, as well as the different educational awareness activities conducted to

49




Age

m 18-30
m 31-50

51 and above

Fig 4.1 Classification of dairy farmers based on age

Education

M illatrate
M Primary
= Secondary

" Higher

Fig 4.2 Classification of dairy farmers based on education



develop a desire for education and to emphasize the value of education.
Only 5.42 per cent of dairy farmers in dairy farming were illiterate. This
illustrates that one of the most crucial components of participating in dairy

farming is one’s working educational level.

In line with current survey, dairy farmers education level was indicated as
secondary educated Koli et al. (2019) who reported that majority of the dairy
farmers (50%) were educated up to secondary school and it is slightly different
with the result of rai et al. (2017) who reported that 32.50 per cent of the dairy

farmer were educated up to primarily schooling.
4.1.3 Marital Status

The marital Status of dairy farmers is categorized and their frequencies are
presented in Table No. 4.3 and Figure 4.3.

Table 4.3 Classification of dairy farmers based on marital status

N=240
Variable Category Frequency Percentage (%0)
Married 214 89.17
] Unmarried 26 10.83
Marital Status 5
Divorced 0 0.00
Widow 0 0.00

According to Table 4.3, the majority of respondents (89.17%) were
married, while the remaining 10.83 per cent were unmarried and none of them
were divorced or widow. The male family head responders could explain the

current finding, according to a common observation from the study area.

The finding of this study are in conformity with the studies of Girei et al.
(2014) and Mumba et al. (2012), who stated more than half of the respondents

were married.
414 Gender

The gender of the dairy farmers is categorised and their frequencies are

presented in Table No. 4.4 and Figure 4.4.
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Table 4.4 Classification of dairy farmers based on gender

N=240
Variable Category Frequency Percentage (%0)
Female 10 4.17
Gender
Male 230 95.83

It is clearly indicated in Table 4.4 that majority of the respondents
(95.83%) were male, with only 4.17 per cent of respondents were female. It is
quite interesting to note that, despite the fact that women do the majority of
animal husbandry work, female respondents in dairy farming are only 4.17 per

cent.

According to the report, men still make the bulk of decisions in rural
regions regarding the sale or acquisition of a new animal in the herd. The
dominance of men in business can be linked to tradition, culture, taboos, and
beliefs that prevent women from participating in marketing activities held at

locations far from their homes.

Maurya et al. (2021) and Rai et al. (2017) It was also reported that dairy

animal marketing is primarily a male-dominated industry.
4.1.5 Category

The category of dairy farmers was classified into their respective

categories and their frequencies are presented in Table No. 4.5 and Figure 4.5.

Table 4.5 Classification of dairy farmers based on category

N=240

Variable Category Frequency Percentage (%)
Open 49 20.42
SC 33 13.75
ST 9 3.75
Category OBC 135 56.25
VINT 9 3.75
SBC 3 1.25
Other 2 0.83
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According to Table 4.5, the majority of respondents (56.25%) belong to
Other Backward Classes (OBC), followed by Open (20.42%), Schedule Caste
(13.75%), scheduled tribes (3.75%), VINT (3.75%), SBC (1.25%) and few in
other categories (0.83%).

This observation is in line with the research of Kumar et al. (2020) and
Atreya et al. (2018).

4.1.6 Family Size

The family size of dairy farmers was classified into their respective

categorized and their frequencies are presented in Table No. 4.6

Table 4.6 Classification of dairy farmers based on family size

N=240
Variable Category Frequency Percentage (%0)
Small 79 32.92
o Medium 146 60.83
Family Size
Large 15 6.25

Above Table 4.6 and Figure 4.6 reveals that the majority of the
respondents (60.83%) had a medium family size, followed by small (32.92%) and
large-sized families (6.25%).

The majority of respondents (60.83%) belong to medium families, which
could be attributed to growing tendencies to live in nuclear family and also the

effect of increased awareness of family planning programs in rural areas.

This observation is in line with Atreya et al. (2018), Gour et al. (2016) and
Singh et al. (2021).

4.1.7 Family Type

Family type of dairy farmers was classified is categorized into two

categories and their frequencies are presented in Table No. 4.7 and Figure 4.7.
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Table 4.7 Classification of dairy farmers based on family type

N=240
Variable Category Frequency Percentage (%)
) Nuclear 60 25.00
Family Type -
Joint 180 75.00

Table 4.7 clearly indicated that a three fourth of the respondents were from
the joint families and rest one fourth had nuclear families. The findings of this
study in line with the report of Dwivedi et al. (2014) and Rathod et al. (2011).

4.1.8 Experience in dairy farming

Experience in dairy farming was classified is characterized into three

categories and their frequencies are presented in Table No. 4.8 and Figure 4.8.

Table 4.8 Classification of dairy farmers based on experience in dairy

farming
N=240
Variable Category Frequency Percentage (%)
Low 89 37.08
Experience in Medium 110 45.83
dairy farming
High 41 17.08

Information presented in Table 4.8 indicated that the majority of the
respondents (45.83%) had medium experience in dairy farming, followed by
37.08 per cent were low experience and the rest 17.08 per cent had high

experience in dairy farming.

With reference to the above table, it could be concluded that the farmers in
the medium category have basic knowledge about dairy farming but they want to
get scientific knowledge about dairy farming to increase their profit. The findings
of this study align with the report of Vekariya et al. (2016) and Kalaivani et al.
(2017).
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Fig 4.6 Classification of dairy farmers based on their family size
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4.1.9 Land Holding

Land holding of dairy farmers is categorized into six categories and their

frequencies are presented in Table No. 4.9 and Figure 4.9.

Table 4.9 Classification of dairy farmers based on land holding

N=240

Variable Category Frequency Percentage (%0)
Landless 20 8.33
Marginal 0 0.00
Land Small 7 2.92
Holding Semi-medium 75 31.25
Medium 135 56.25
Large 3 1.25

From Table 4.9 it is evident that the majority of respondents possess
medium land holding (56.25%), followed by semi-medium (31.25%), landless
(8.33%), small land holding (2.92%) and very few are large land holding (1.25%).
Land is regarded as a key socio-economic indicator in the agriculture sector and
rural development. The farm’s production procedures and livestock enterprise

volume are mostly determined by farm size.

The findings of this study are in line with the reports of Roy et al. (2013)
who found that 66.66 per cent of respondents had medium land holding.

4.1.10 Herd Size

Herd size of dairy farmers was classified into their respective categories

and their frequencies are presented in Table No. 4.10

Table 4.10 Classification of dairy farmers based on herd size

N=240
Variable Category Frequency Percentage (%)
Low herd size 0 0.00
) Lower medium herd size 2 0.83
Herd size Upper medium herd size 28 11.67
Large 210 87.50
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Table 4.10 and figure 4.10 clearly indicates that the majority of the
respondents had a large herd size (87.50%), followed by an upper medium herd
size (11.67%) and a few dairy farmers had lower herd sizes (0.83%). Above
findings are in contrast to results reported by Kalaivani et al. (2017) and Lohakare
et al. (2015) who found the majority of farmers with low and medium herd sizes.
The possible reason for the great variation is the due increasing number of
livestock day by day and use of scientific managemental practices followed by
farmers to get maximum economic profit by rearing large numbers of cows and
buffalo.

4.1.11 Daily Milk Production

Daily milk production refers to the average quantity of milk in litres
produced by the farmer in a day. The categorization of daily milk production of
the respondents was done and is presented in Table No. 4.11 and Figure 4.11 as

under

Table 4.11 Classification of dairy farmers based on daily milk production

N=240
Variable Category Frequency | Percentage (%0)
Low milk production 8 3.33
Low medlum milk 59 91 67
Milk production
Production i i i
High medlu_m milk 104 43.33
production
High milk production 76 31.67

As observed from Table 4.11, the majority of the dairy farmers had high-
medium milk production (43.33%), followed by high milk production (31.67%),
low medium milk production (21.67%) and the rest 3.33 per cent dairy farmers
reported low milk production. More milk production reported by these dairy
farmers could be linked to more milking animals and good remunerative price to
the milk and proper payment given by the Mother Dairy collection units where
these farmers are pourers. This observation is in line with Kalaivani et al. (2017)
and Rai et al. (2017).
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4.1.12 Daily Milk Sale

It refers to the quantity of milk sold out of the total milk produced per day

by the respondent measured in liters. The daily milk sale of the respondent was

recorded by direct questioning and was categorized as under

Table 4.12 Classification of dairy farmers based on daily milk sale

N=240

Variable Category Frequency Percentage (%)
Low milk sale 10 4.17
Daily Milk Low medium milk sale 50 20.83
Sale High medium milk sale 111 46.25
High milk sale 69 28.75

As observed from Table No. 4.12 and Figure 4.12 majority of the dairy
farmers had high medium milk sales (46.25%), followed by high milk sales
(28.75%), low medium milk sales (20.83%) and few respondents had low milk
sales (4.17%). Thus, high-medium milk sold by dairy farmers comprised a
majority (46.22%) of the population. High milk sales could be attributed to
availability high milk production breed like crossbred of HF and Jersey dairy
animals, a good remunerative price for milk, and timely payment by Mother
Dairy. This study is reported in line with Kalaivani et al. (2017).

4.1.13 Annual Income

Annual income of dairy farmers was classified into three categories and

their frequencies are presented in Table No. 4.13 and Figure 4.13

Table 4.13 Classification of dairy farmers based on annual income

N=240
Category Frequency | Percentage (%0)
Low income (Up to Rs. 1,50,000) 81 33.75
Medium income (Rs. 1,500,01 to Rs.
3,00,000) 150 62.5
High income (Above Rs. 3,00,001) 9 3.75
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It is evident from Table No. 4.13 that majority of dairy farmers (62.5%)
were in the medium-income group, followed by the low-income group (33.75%)
and the remaining had the high-income group (3.75%). Most of the farmers had
medium landholding because of that their income could be in the medium range.

To increase their revenue they are taking an interest to grow in dairy farming.

This report is in line with the report of Shahjar et al. (2018) and Kalaivani
et al. (2017) who had concluded that income levels were up to Rs. 1-2.5 lakh. The
present finding is contradictory to Atreya et al. (2018) and Kumar et al. (2020)

who reported that majority of farmers had low annual income.

4.1.14 Training Attended

Training attended by dairy farmers were classified into two categories and
their frequencies are presented in Table No. 4.14 and Figure 4.14.

Table 4.14 Classification of dairy farmers based on training attended

N=240
Variable Category Frequency Percentage (%)
Attended No 0 0

The result in the above table indicated that cent per cent dairy farmers had
attended at least one training on animal husbandry related subjects either from the
field workers of Mother Dairy or from other organization. The findings of this
study are in conformity with the report of Kumar et al. (2020) and Karthik et al.
(2021).

4.1.15 Extension Contact

Extension contact of dairy farmers was classified into their respective

categories and their frequencies are presented in Table No0.4.15 and Figure 4.15.
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Table 4.15 Classification of dairy farmers based on extension contact

N=240
No contact Occasional Regular
Category Frequency Per‘(’(‘f/': )tage Frequency Per@?/: )tage Frequency Pert(:(()e/:)t age
LDO 12 5 161 67.08 67 27.92
Animal 224 93.33 16 6.67 0 0.00
Husbandry
Subject
Matter 0 0.00 240 100 0 0.00
Specialist
oary 190 79.17 50 20.83 0 0.00
xpert
Television 8 3.33 67 27.92 165 68.75
Radio 94 39.17 65 27.08 81 33.75
Newspaper 81 33.75 126 52.50 33 13.75
Social 44 18.33 41 17.08 155 64.58
Media

To analyse the information source use of dairy farming techniques, they
were given a list of parameters in the form of a structured interview schedule was
used to rate each parameter on a three-point scale ranging from no contact to

occasional contact to regular contact.

After observation of Table 4.15, it is confirmed that among all the
mentioned categories, majority of the dairy farmers (68.75%) have used television
regularly for information seeking followed by social media (64.58%) whereas the
least contact was noticed in case of the subject matter specialist category. Within
the given range of occasional contact, it was observed that the maximum number

of people were in contact with Livestock Development Officers (67.08%).
4.1.16 Social Participation

Social participation of dairy farmers was classified into their respective
categories and their frequencies are presented in Table No0.4.16 and Figure 4.16.

Table 4.16 Classification of dairy farmers based on the social participation

N= 240
Variable Category Frequency | Percentage (%)
Low social participation 114 47.50
Social . . L
Participation Medium social participation 40 16.67
High social participation 86 35.83
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The data in the Table No. 4.16, indicates that majority of the dairy farmers
had low social participation (47.50%), followed by 35.83 per cent having high
social participation while rest 16.67 per cent of the dairy farmers had medium
social participation. The majority of respondents had poor social participation,
which might be attributed to a lack of awareness and limited time available for
active social participation due to the workload on the dairy farmers. These
findings correlate with the findings of Vekariya et al. (2016) and Maurya et al.
(2021).

4.2 To assess the effectiveness of training given to dairy farmers in Micro
Training Centre (MTCs)

Effectiveness was considered on the basis of the 5continuum scale viz.,
‘Not Effective’, ‘Least Effective’, ‘Effective’, ‘Moderately Effective’ and ‘Most
Effective’ by assigning the scores of 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 respectively.

Table 4.17 Classification of dairy farmers based on the effectiveness on
different aspects of training

N= 240

Variable Content / Particulars Mean Score
Coverage of Training Objectives 4.23
Relevance of the Course 4.90
Practical Exposure 3.69
Effectiveness Presentation at the Level of Trainees 4.97
Feedback of Clarity of Explanation 4.37
Training Handling of Sessions 4.00
Facilities for Training 4.80
Boarding Facilities 4.20
Training Environment 4.25

It is observed from Table 4.17 that the highest mean score of the feedback
given by dairy farmers based on Presentation at the Level of Trainees (4.97)
followed by Relevance of the Course (4.90), Facilities for Training (4.80), Clarity
of Explanation (4.37), Training Environment (4.25), Coverage of Training
Obijectives (4.23), Boarding Facilities (4.20), Handling of Sessions (4.00) and the
lowest mean score was for Practical Exposure (3.69) each. The Overall Effective
Index Mean Score was 87.58 for the effectiveness on different aspects of training

components.
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Plate: 4.10 Photograph showing use of chaff cutter at MTC Bina, Nagpur

Plate: 4.12 Fodder demonstration unit at MTC Bina, Nagpur



Trainers provided concise explanations throughout the training, which was
conducted in the local language (Marathi) to ensure participants understood the
concepts. They also gave a good explanation about relevant topics which are
really hard to understand for farmers and useful for overcoming losses during
effective dairy farming because of which farmers clearly understood relevant
topics. Good facilities for training viz. classroom facility with chairs, television,
educational posters, food, refreshment and good clean environment and loose
housing for dairy animals. Trainer covered most necessary topics in deep and
some which are less necessary were covered briefly due to less time so the session

handling experience was overall good.

The finding of this study was in accordance with Kobba et al. (2020) who
had observed the relevance of training and clarity of explanation (4.5),
Presentation at the Level of Trainees (4.3), coverage of training objective (4.2),
Handling of Sessions (4.1), Practical Exposure (4.0), Boarding facilities (4.0), and
facilities for Training (3.9). Reddy et al. (2012) and Kumar et al. (2016) also

showed nearby similar results.

4.3 To study knowledge gained by trainees of Micro Training Centres
(MTCs)

The study was done on the basis of Pre and Post-training knowledge of

dairy farmers.

Table 4.18 Classification of the dairy farmers based on knowledge gained

N=240
Sample /No. | Before After Mean | Standard
Place of Training Training Gain | Deviation
Observation Mean Mean
MTC, Jogaheti
YA 80 55.84 96.56 40.72 7.15
MTC, Bina, 80 56.45 95.23 38.78 7.02
Nagpur
MTC, Kamnapur
Ghusali, 80 59.03 97.29 3826 | 774
Amravati
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From Table No. 4.18, it is observed that the dairy farmers attending the
training at MTC, Wardha showed the maximum gain in knowledge at a mean
score of 40.72 per cent followed by 38.78 per cent and 38.26 per cent for farmers
trained at MTC, Nagpur and MTC, Amravati respectively.

These findings correlate with the findings of Marriammal et al. (2018)
who had found overall knowledge level of women dairy farmers was moderate
(48.33%), followed by good (27.34%) and poor (24.33%) and near similar results
were reported by Kobba et al. (2020) and Kumar et al. (2016) too.

4.4 To ascertain the constraints encountered by dairy farmers

Constraints are difficulties or problems in the process of doing the work.
In the present study, various constraints regarding feeding constraints, health care,
breeding management and management constraints were selected by
communicating with specialists on the subject. For the present study, the
constraints in implementing the dairy technologies were recorded for trainees of
MTCs. The data was analysed by applying the ‘Garrett Ranking’ method. The
respondents were questioned to rank the constraints in accordance with their order

of preference.
4.4.1 Feeding Constraints

Table 4.19 Classification of constraints of feeding faced by the dairy farmers

N=240
Sr. No. | Feeding Constraints (Rank 1-8) Mean Score Rank

1 High price of concentrate mixture 62.02 2

2 Lc_>w avgllaplllty of concentrates and mineral 48.25 5
mixture in villages

3 High cost of fodder 60.29 3

4 Inad_equate !mowl_edge about the scientific 7915 1
feeding of dairy animals

5 Lag:k of knowledge about process of total mixed 3762 6
ration

6 Low availability of TMR ingredients 32.94 7

7 Laclf of knowledge about process of silage 28.45 8
making

8 High cost of chaff cutter 52.62 4
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Plate: 4.13 Photograph showing personal interview of respondent at MTC Bina, Nagpur




It is clearly evident from Table 4.19 that the inadequate knowledge about
the scientific feeding of dairy animals with a mean score of 79.15 is the foremost
constraint faced by dairy farmers followed by the high price of concentrate
mixture, high cost of fodder, high cost of chaff cutter, low availability of
concentrates and mineral mixture in villages, lack of knowledge about the process
of total mixed ration, low availability of TMR ingredients and lack of knowledge

about the process of silage making.

Inadequate knowledge about scientific feeding could be due to less
availability of sources of information and due to the fact that many good quality
products are available in villages those which are required in different amount for
various physiological function viz. maintenance, growth, milk production and
reproduction of livestock. The high price of concentrate mixture is due to less
knowledge about household concentrate mixture preparation. Some farmers were
found incapable to produce an ample amount of fodder for their livestock that’s

why fodder cost was increased.

The finding of this study is in accordance with Tailor et al. (2012), Gupta
et al. (2019) and Kumar et al. (2012).

4.4.2 Health Constraints

Table 4.20 Classification of constraints of health faced by the dairy farmers

N=240
Sr. No. Health Care (Rank 1-7) Mean Rank
Score

1 Lack_ of awareness about the importance of 3351 5
vaccination

5 Lack of awareness about the importance of 2187 7
deworming

3 High cost of vaccine and medicine 73.35 1

4 Lack of veterinary aids 71.12 2

5 High cost of treatment of sick animal 56.85 3

5 La_ck of knowledge in identifying diseases of 43.95 5
animal

7 There is a growing problem of mastitis in 49.40 4
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It is clearly evident from Table 4.20 that the highest mean score was for
the high cost of vaccines and medicine (73.35) and thus was rated as the topmost
health constraints faced by dairy farmers followed by lack of veterinary aids, high
cost of treatment of the sick animal, there is a growing problem of mastitis in
lactating animal, lack of knowledge in identifying diseases of animal, lack of
awareness about the importance of vaccination and lack of awareness about the
importance of deworming. High Cost of Vaccine and Medicine and veterinary
care could be attributed to the growing incidences of the various animal diseases

seen in the recent times.

The findings of this study are in consonance with the report of Meena et
al. (2017), Singh et al. (2015) and Rajadurai et al. (2018).

4.4.3 Breeding Constraints

Table 4.21 Classification of constraints of breeding faced by the dairy

farmers N=240
Sr. No. | Breeding Constraint (Rank 1-2) Mean Score Rank
1 Lac_k_ of artificial insemination (Al) 37 5
facility
2 Lack of good quality semen 63 1

It is clearly evident from Table 4.21 that the major breeding constraint
faced by dairy farmers was the lack of good quality semen with a mean score of
63 followed by the lack of A.l. facility with a mean score of 37. Lack of good
quality semen is the major constraint because of a smaller number of frozen
semen labs in the rural areas and the majority of the farmers are unaware of the

importance of good quality semen.

Although good quality semen was provided but due to a lack of
knowledge about storage facilities and management of good quality semen, they
were unable to utilize it in a scientific manner. On the other hand, due to limited
number of field veterinarians in remote areas, the availability of Al facilities were

affected in remote areas.
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The findings of this study are near similar to that of Shisode et al. (2009)
and Rajadurai et al. (2018).

4.4.4 Managemental Constraints

Table 4.22 Classification of Constraints of management faced by the dairy

farmers N=240
Sr. No. | Management (Rank 1-5) Mean Score Rank

Lack of knowledge about the management of calf

1 . 57.25 2
and pregnant animal

2 High calf mortality rate 52.29 3

3 Poor housing of dairy animals 37.77 4
Lack of proper knowledge about clean milk

4 . 75 1
production

5 Waste disposal is a major problem 27.5 5

As absorbed from above Table 4.22 lack of proper knowledge about clean
milk production was a major constraint among the routine management practices
with a mean score of 75, followed by lack of knowledge about the management of
calf, pregnant animals, high calf mortality, poor housing of dairy animals and
waste disposal. As clean milk production is a scientific concept and it had many
steps, farmers were unable to follow the protocols due to lack of knowledge.
Farmers were not aware of the nutritional requirement of pregnant animals and
calves. They were lacking knowledge about caring and managemental practices
that should be carried out during the pregnancy of animals. In the case of
management of calves, farmers lacked information about calf starter, weaning,

colostrum feeding and care and management.

The findings of the study are in alignment with the report of Meena et al.
(2017) and Tailor et al. (2012).
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

One of the fastest growing parts of India's agricultural economy is the
dairy sector. Growth of the dairy sector is expanding despite of the fact that
investment in this area has been low. Dairy development in India has significantly
increased milk output, improved nutritional standards, promoted jobs, and
increased money flow in rural regions. Slow dairy development could be caused
by lack of scientific dairy management practices or lack of information. To boost
the milk production, the National Dairy Development Board began Operation
Flood in 1970, ushering the White Revolution. It was responsible for saving the
dairy sector from extinction. Conducting training for dairy farmers is a simple
way to improve their knowledge of scientific dairy practices. Many researchers
found positive impact of scientific training on dairy farmers. Micro Training
Centre (MTC) which is established by the Maharashtra Animal and Fishery
Sciences University (MAFSU), Nagpur with the financial assistance of the
National Dairy Development Board (NDDB), Anand is one such mechanism to
ensure farmer to farmer cross learning. The progressive farmer provides training
to the beneficiary dairy farmers of Mother Dairy. This training is given at their
respective farm site. The rationale for this training is that the one who is trained in

MTCs will spread his knowledge to other local dairy farmers.

Hence, to understand Knowledge Gained by Dairy Farmers Through
Micro Training Centres (MTCs): A Summative Evaluation was planned with the

following specific objectives.

Objectives:

1. To study the socio-economic profile of trainees of Micro Training Centres
(MTCs).

2. To assess the effectiveness of training given to the dairy farmer in Micro
Training Centres (MTCs).

3. To study knowledge gained by trainees of Micro Training Centres
(MTCs).
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4. To ascertain the constraints perceived by trainees of MTCs in
implementing the dairy technologies.

The present study was carried out in the purposively selected Nagpur,
Wardha and Amravati district of Vidarbha region of Maharashtra. Data was
collected from the three Micro Training Centres (MTCs) established in these
districts. Thus, it was assumed that the number of dairy farmers involved in dairy
farming will also be available sufficiently from these districts.

From each Micro Training Centre (MTC), 80 Dairy farmers were selected
(3 X 80 = 240). Thus, a total of 240 farmers were randomly selected for the final
study with the help of a structured interview schedule with personal dialogue

methods and observations.

From the survey of farmers engaged in dairy farming and who were

trained in these MTCs’, the following salient major findings were observed.

1. Majority of the dairy farmers (63.75 %) were from middle age group i.e.
between the age group 31 to 50 years followed by 25.42 per cent were in
the old age group i.e. 50 years and above and remaining 10.83 per cent of

the respondents belong to the young age group i.e. 18 to 30 years.

2. Majority of the dairy farmers (50.83%) were educated up to secondary
school followed by primary education (35.83%), Higher secondary
(7.92%) and the remaining 5.42 per cent of the dairy farmers were
illiterate.

3. Majority of the respondents (89.17%) were married, while the remainder

10.83 per cent were unmarried and none of them were divorced or widow.

4. Majority of the respondents (95.83%) were male, with only 4.17 per cent

of respondents were female.

5. Majority of respondents (56.25%) belong to Other Backward Classes
(OBC), followed by Unreserved (20.42%), Schedule Caste (13.75%),
scheduled tribes (3.75%), VINT (3.75%), SBC (1.25%) and few in other
categories (0.83%).
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Study reveals that the majority of the respondents (60.83%) had a medium
family size, followed by small (32.92%) and large-sized families (6.25%).

Clearly indicated that a three fourth of the respondents were from the joint

families and the rest one fourth had nuclear families.

Majority of the respondents (45.83%) had medium experience in dairy
farming, followed by 37.08 per cent were with low experience and the rest
17.08 per cent had high experience in dairy farming.

Majority of respondents possess medium landholding (56.25%), followed
by semi-medium (31.25%), landless (8.33%), small landholding (2.92%)
and very few had large landholding (1.25%).

Majority of the respondents had a large herd size (87.50%), followed by
upper medium herd size (11.67%) and a few dairy farmers had lower herd
sizes (0.83%).

Majority of the dairy farmers had high-medium milk production (43.33%),
followed by high milk production (31.67%), low medium milk production
(21.67%) and the rest 3.33 per cent dairy farmer reported low milk
production.

Majority of the dairy farmers had high medium milk sales (46.25%),
followed by high milk sales (28.75%), low medium milk sales (20.83%)

and few respondents had low milk sales (4.17%).

Majority of dairy farmers (62.5%) were in the medium-income group,
followed by the low-income group (33.75%) and the remaining had high-
income (3.75%).

Indicated that cent per cent dairy farmers had attended at least one training
on animal husbandry related subjects either from the field workers of
Mother Dairy or from other organization.

Majority of the dairy farmers (68.75%) have used television regularly for

information seeking followed by social media (64.58%) whereas the least
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

contact was noticed in case of the subject matter specialist category.
Within the given range of occasional contact, it was observed that the
maximum number of people were in contact with Livestock Development
Officers (67.08%).

Indicates that majority of the dairy farmers had low social participation
(47.50%), followed by 35.83 per cent having high social participation
while rest 16.67 per cent of the dairy farmers had medium social
participation.

The highest mean score about the effectiveness of training indicated that
the highest mean score was given for presentation/training imparted by the
MTCs farmer (4.97) followed by Relevance of the Course (4.90),
Facilities for Training (4.80), Clarity of Explanation (4.37), Training
Environment (4.25), Coverage of Training Objectives (4.23) Boarding
Facilities (4.20), Handling of Sessions (4.00) and the lowest mean score
was for Practical Exposure (3.69). The Overall Effective Index Mean
Score was (87.58) for the effectiveness on different aspects of training
components.

It is observed that the dairy farmers attending the training at MTC,
Wardha showed the maximum gain in knowledge at a mean score of 40.72
per cent followed by 38.78 per cent and 38.26 per cent for farmers trained
at MTC, Nagpur and MTC, Amravati respectively.

It is clearly evident that inadequate knowledge about the scientific feeding
of dairy animals with a mean score of 79.15 is the foremost constraint
faced by dairy farmers followed by the high price of concentrate mixture,
high cost of fodder, high cost of chaff cutter, low availability of
concentrates and mineral mixture in villages, lack of knowledge about the
process of total mixed ration, low availability of TMR ingredients and lack
of knowledge about the process of silage making.

The highest mean score was for the high cost of vaccines and medicine
(73.35) and thus was rated as the topmost health constraint faced by dairy
farmers followed by lack of veterinary aids, high cost of treatment of the

sick animal, there is a growing problem of mastitis in lactating animal,
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21.

22.

lack of knowledge in identifying diseases of animal, lack of awareness
about the importance of vaccination and lack of awareness about the

importance of deworming.

The major breeding constraint faced by dairy farmers was the lack of good
quality semen with a mean score of 63 followed by the lack of A.l. facility

with a mean score of 37.

Observed the lack of proper knowledge about clean milk production was a
major constraint among the routine management practices with a mean
score of 75, followed by lack of knowledge about the management of calf,
pregnant animals, high calf mortality, poor housing of dairy animals and

waste disposal.

69



CONCLUSIONS

From the above survey of farmers from three different places, the

following observations were noted.

1. Participation of females in dairy farming training was found to be
very low as compared to male farmers, although female farmers

are actively involved in the livestock rearing practices.

2. Dairy owners are usually concerned about the health and
production of their livestock so they preferable seek the help of
professionals to get their queries solved and attain training to gain

knowledge related to aspects of their farming.

3. Farmers after receiving training from MTC’s had good experience
and got benefitted from it and farmers who were trained by
professionals had good bonding, which will help to face and

overcome the future problems for the dairy farming.

4. It was noticed that training by professionals and expert faculty at
MTC’s had direct impact on farming perspective in rearing their
livestock to attain their production at the peak level and uplift their

economic growth,

SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

Similar studies having good samples size should be planned to get a
comprehensive idea of livestock rearing practices being adopted by farmers which
are trained by MTC’s farmers. These findings could be compared with the non-
trained farmers for assessment of the impact of these MTCs. This will give more
clear idea about the expansion of such novel extension approach for the dairy
farmers. Further, these MTCs can be studied for their social auditing and its
impact on the development of dairy farmers and livestock production in the

project area.
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RespondentNo:
DEPARTMENT OF VETERINARY & ANIMAL HUSBANDRY EXTENSION
NAGPUR VETERINARY COLLEGE, NAGPUR

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

KNOWLEDGE GAINED BY DAIRY FARMERS THROUGH MICRO
TRAINING CENTRES (MTCs): A SUMMATIVE EVALUATION

A) SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS OF TRAINEES (DAIRY FARMERS) OF MTCs

Place of Training/Micro Training Centre (MTC):

1. Name of Dairy Farmer:

2. Village: Tahsil: District:

3. Age:

4. Category: A)Open B)SC C)ST D)OBC E)VINT F)SBC G)
Other

5. Family Size:

Male Female Child Total

6. Educational Level:

Illiterate Primary Secondary Higher

7. Gender: Male / Female / Transgender

8. Marital Status: Married / Unmarried / Divorced / Widow
9. Family Type: Nuclear / Joint

10. Occupation: Farmer / Service / Business / Landless Labour

11. Do you have Agricultural Land? (Yes/No) If Yes, area:
acre.

12. Irrigated Land: acre. Non-Irrigated Land:
acre.

13. Area under fodder cultivation: acre.

14. Herd Size:

Dairy Animal Male Female Calf / Kids Total

Cattle

Buffalo

Goat / Sheep

Total

15. Total Milking Animals: a) Cow: b) Buffalo:




16. Daily Milk Production:
17. Daily Milk Sale:

18. Disposal of Milk: A) Self-Consumed
B) Marketing of Milk (Direct Consumer/Restaurant/Dairy Cooperatives/Other )

19. Source of Income:

litres/day
litres/day

Animal

Agriculture Business Service Other
Husbandry
Rs. Rs. Rs. Rs. Rs.
20. Total Annual Income (Approximately): Rs.
21. Experience in Dairy Farming: years.

22. Extension Contact:

Sr. No.

Extension Contact

Regular Contact

Occasional Contact | No Contact

LDO

Animal Husbandry
Department

Subject Matter Specialist

Dairy Expert

T.V.

Radio

Newspaper

o No|o|sw N e

Social Media

23. A.H. Oriented Training Attended: Yes/ No

24. Social Participation of Dairy Farmers:

If Yes, No. of Days / Duration: day.

Sr.
No.

Social Participation

None

Member

Office Bearer

1.

Gram Panchayat

Panchayat Samiti

Zilla Parishad

Co-operative Societies

Self Help Groups (SHGS)

oG |wiN

Youth Club / Mandal

B) EFFECTIVENESS OF TRAINING: (5 Point Continuum Scale)

Sr.
No.

Content / Particulars

Most Moderately
Effective | Effective

Effective

Least Not
Effective | Effective

=

Coverage of Training
Obijectives

Relevance of the Course

Practical Exposure

Presentation at the Level
of Trainees

Clarity of Explanation

Handling of Sessions

Facilities for Training

Boarding Facilities

O XN o A~ W

Training Environment




Xi

D) Constraints perceived by trainees of MTCs:

Sr. No. Constraints Rank

Feeding Constraints (Rank 1-8)

High Price of Concentrate Mixture

Low Availability of Concentrates and Mineral Mixture in
Villages

High Cost of Fodder

Inadequate Knowledge about the Scientific Feeding of Dairy
Animals

Lack of Knowledge about the Process of Total Mixed Ration

Low Availability of TMR Ingredients

Lack of Knowledge about the Process of Silage Making

High Cost of Chaff Cutter

Health Care (Rank 1-7)

Lack of Awareness About the Importance of Vaccination

Lack of Awareness About the Importance of Deworming

High Cost of Vaccine & Medicine

Lack of Veterinary Aids

High Cost of Treatment of Sick Animal

Lack of Knowledge in Identifying Diseases of Animal

There is a Growing Problem of Mastitis in Lactating Animal

Breeding Management (Rank 1-2)

Lack of A.l. Facility

Lack of Good Quality Semen

Management (Rank 1-5)

Lack of Knowledge About Management of Calf, Pregnant
Animal

High Calf Mortality Rate

Poor Housing of Dairy Animals

Lack of Proper Knowledge About Clean Milk Production

giaiwin P O ONo|uMwN P TE|oNoo] &~ (W N (PP

Problem in the Disposal of Waste

C) Knowledge Gained by Trainees of Micro Training Centre (MTCs) (3 Point
Continuum)
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Questionnaire
Name: MTC Village:

1) What are the different varieties of fodder?
a) Maize b) Jowar c) Berseem d) All of the above
2) How much amount of colostrum we should feed to the calf?

a) 10% of body weight  b)15%of body weight c) more than 15% of body
weight

3) After how many hours of birth, a newly born calf should be feed
colostrum?

a) within 1-2 hours b) within 3-4 hours c) more than 4 hours

4) How much additional concentrate feed should be given to a pregnant cow/
buffalo at 7-8 months of pregnancy?

a) 1 kg concentrate feed b) 1.5 kg concentrate feed c) 2kg
concentrate feed

5) How do you take care of the pregnant animal?

a) Separate the pregnant animal from the rest of the animals b) Prevent a
pregnant animal from being injured by slipping on a stable floor c) Both a and
b

6) After how many days of insemination, cow or buffalo should be checked
for pregnancy?

a) Between 45-60 days b) Between 61-90 days c) More than 90
days

7) Time of insemination in cattle or buffalo?

a) Between 12-18 hours after the onset of heat  b) Between 18-24 hours after
the onset of heat ¢) Immediately after the onset of heat d) After 24
hours of the onset of heat

8) After how many days does cattle/ buffalo repeats its heat cycle?
a) 21 days b)14 days c) 30 days

9) When should cow or buffalo be served after calving?

a) Within 60- 90 days b) 90-120 days c) More than120 days

10) how much time does a cow or buffalo usually take to drop the placenta
after calving?
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a) After 12-24 hours b) After 24 hours c) After 36 hours
11) What is the ration of heifer?

a) Required less amount of nutrient for its growth b) Require additional
nutrients for its growth c) Same concentration as a maintenance ration for
its growth

12) At what age heifer shows its first heat?

a) 15 months b) 12-14 months c) 18 months d) 20
months

13) What is balance feeding?

a) Feeding of various feed ingredients in proportionate quantity according to the
age and body weight of an animal

b) Feeding of green fodder and concentrate c) Feeding of concentrate
mixture

14) Ration For Lactating Animals above 5 litre/day of milk?

a) 1 kg concentration for 3ltr. extra milk b) 1kg concentrate for 2Itr.
extramilk  c) 1kg concentrate for 1ltr. extra milk

15) In which form a mineral mixture should be given?

a) Mineral brick b) Powder form c) Liquid form d) All of the
above

16) How to prepare a total mixed ration?

a) Green fodder + dry fodder + concentrate b) Green fodder +
concentrate c) Dry fodder + concentrate d) Dry
fodder + green fodder

17) Which is the best fodder for the preparation of silage?
a) Maize b) Lucerne+ Berseem c) Napier d) other fodder
18) Objective of Silage Making?

a) To preserve green fodder b) To preserve dry fodder
c) To preserve concentrate d) To preserve green & dry fodder

19) Time is required for silage making?
a) 30-45 days b) 60-80 days c) 80- 100 days d) Above 100 days
20) Different Ingredients in Silage Making?
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a) Green Fodder, Salt, Molasses b) Dry Fodder, Green Fodder, Salt
¢) Salt & Green Fodder

21) Benefits of Total Mixed Ration & Silage in the Feed?
a) Minimum Wastage of Feed b) Easy for Digestion c)Botha &b
22) Benefits of Chaffed Feed?

a) To minimize the feed wastage b) It saves the energy of the
animal c¢) To increase the palatability of feed d) All of the above

23) Minerals are essential for?

a) Growth b) Production c) Reproduction  d) All of the above
24) Most suitable time for deworming is?

a) Before vaccination b) Pre-monsoon c)Botha&b
25) Vaccination is used to?

a) To prevent the disease b) To produce active immunity c) Botha &
b

26) What are the symptoms of mastitis?

a) Hot, painful and swelling of the udder b) Change the color of milk to
yellowish or brownish c) Flakes/clots found in milk d) All of the
above

27) CMT test is used for the diagnosis of?

a) Mastitis  b) Brucella c) Foot & Mouth Disease d) Haemorrhagic
Septicemia

28) Methods for prevention of mastitis involve?

a) Udder Cleaning b) Teat Dipping  c) Complete milking d) All of the
above

29) What are the types of housing systems?
a) Loose Housing b) Head-To-Head c¢) Tail-To-Tail d) All of the above

30) How much dry period one should allow for a lactating, pregnant cattle/
buffalo?

a) 51-60 days b) 41 -50 days c) 31-40 days
31) Steps in Clean Milk Production Practices include?

a) Udder Cleaning b) Mopping with Cotton Cloth c) Teat Dipping in
KMNO4 d) Daily Wash Milking Animal e) All
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32) Which method do you follow for cleaning the milk pail?

a) Rinse the pail with a weak detergent solution and then wash with warm water
b) Wash the pail with warm water c) Wash the pail with ordinary water

33) Which method do you follow for milking?

a) FullHand  b) Knuckling  c¢) Stripping  d) Machine milking e) all of
the above

34) For how much time animal should be kept standing after milking?

a) Keep it standing for 15-30 minutes by offering feed b) Keep it standing
for 30 min to 1 hour c) Keep it standing for more than 1 hour by offering
feed

35) How do you dispose of cow/buffalo dung?

a) Biogas production b) Fertilizer c) To make land fertile d) All of
the above

36) Biogas can be produced from?

a) Waste b) Dung c¢) Cow urine d) All of these
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Nagpur, Wardha and Amravati districts of Maharashtra. Three Micro Training
centres established by the Maharashtra Animal and Fishery Sciences University
with the financial support of National Dairy Development Board, Gujrat were
selected for studying the dairy farmers being trained through these MTCs.

Randomly selected 80 dairy farmers from each MTCs were included to
make the final sample of 240 respondents. A pre-tested structured interview
schedule was employed in conjunction with personal interview approaches,

observations, and information from study reports.

The findings revealed that the majority of the respondents were from
middle age group (63.75 %), with education up to secondary school (50.83%),
were males (95.83%) from OBC category (56.25%), with medium family size
(60.83%), having joint families (75.00%), were married (86.70%), with medium
land holding (56.25%), had large herd size (87.50%), with high medium milk
production (43.33%), milk sale (46.25%), were from medium annual income
group (62.5%), relying on television for extension contact (68.75%), with cent
percent of them attending an animal husbandry related training.

Regarding the effectiveness of training it is indicated that the highest mean
score was given for presentation/training imparted by the MTCs farmer (4.97)
followed by Relevance of the Course (4.90), Facilities for Training (4.80), Clarity
of Explanation (4.37), Training Environment (4.25), Coverage of Training
Obijectives (4.23) Boarding Facilities (4.20), Handling of Sessions (4.00) and the
lowest mean score was for Practical Exposure (3.69). The Overall Effective Index
Mean Score was (87.58) for the effectiveness on different aspects of training

components.

The dairy farmers attending the training at MTC, Wardha showed the
maximum gain in knowledge at a mean score of 40.72 per cent followed by 38.78
per cent and 38.26 per cent for farmers trained at MTC, Nagpur and MTC,
Amaravati respectively.
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Major constraints reported by dairy farmers were inadequate knowledge
about the scientific feeding of dairy animals, high cost of vaccines and medicine,
lack of good quality semen and inadequate knowledge about clean milk
production.
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