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ABSTRACT

was caxrigd out on the availability of waste feed materials ftom waste

g places such as vegetable stalls, ftrit stalls, gocery, beef stalls' fish stalls'

.stalls, hotels aod bakery at the Era\"ur Divisional Secretariat of Batticaloa

More specially, this study dealt with identifuing availability of vegetable waste'

meat waste, fish waste ard other feed by products at the waste generating

This study was conducted using sample of one hundred and sixty ftom eight

generating places from Elavur DS division h Batticaloa District Stratified mndom

technique was used to draw the sample. A sfuctured questionnaires' personal

ervation and key informants were the methods used to collect the primary data and

data obtaingd ftom government institution and key organizations Tool of data

.anal1ris included descriptive statistics ard frequencies by using stafistical software of

SPSS. Aspeots of socioeconomic chaxacteristics of fa1mels, monthly income' quality of

f99d wast€, customer demand of feed waste, preference of feed waste to use as livestock

' feed wgre shrdied. Lack of education of the sellers and farmers' Iow\ quality of feed

waste,lackofwasteteatmentfacilitiesandlackofdemand'weremostimpodart

1

The study revealed that 95.b% of the sellers at the Eralur Divisional Secretariat of

Batticaloa district were male and 4.4o/o were femalb. The etbnicity distribution revealed

0.6% sellers were Hindu and 99.4% Muslims The ma:rimurn nunrbers of sellers

(39.38%) were in the age goup of 30-40 years where as 29'38ok' 15 63%' 13"15%'



0.63% were reported for the age group of40-50' 50-60' 25-30' <25 and > 60

respectively

level revealed that 0 5% no schaoling sellers' 11 970 primary educated

s.43.8% secondary educated sellers and 43 8% advanced level The avgrage overall

size was 3- 5 The aYerage motrtNy ircome was Rs 33'500 /= and 37 5% sellers

10-20 yeaxs well experienced Mostly available tJ'?e of waste feed was meat

73%) and frsh, vegetable, fiuil, chicken, hotel waste' bakery waste and grocery waste

3.4g%, 2.&7%, 3.22%, 21.19%, 8'/l%, 8 24% attd 1 53% respectively Mostlv

available meat waste were chicken and beei Although pineapple' apple and papaya were

commonly available ftlits waste in the stalls Pineapples waste is most prominent'

Considgring about vegetable briqjal and leafy vegetables were genemted more amount of

waste at the stalls The results revealed that 42 5% of feed waste were with intermediate

quality tevel aod other 33 1% aILd 24 AYowere with high and low-quality levels The

results revealed that 79.4o% of survey rcspondents state that farmgrs werc not demanded

feed waste, 15.6% and 57o of respondents were with intermediate aodihigh-quality levels

respectively. The results revealed that 34 4% of suvey respondents' state that fa1mels

werenotpleferedfoodwastetouseaslivestockfeedandonly3.l0%ofles?ondentsstate

, that famers wer; with highly prefeq, 31 39lo of respondents stJte that farmers were with

1

not prefer anal 31 3% of rJspondents state that famers were with less prefer' That may

he due to the lack of knowledge about amount feeil waste generation from the waste

generating places and also may be due to contamination problem of feeds'
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