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  Mastitis is considered as one of the important 
production diseases which causes huge economic losses to 
the dairy industry i.e. US$ 2.0 billion and 98.2 billion in 
USA and India, respectively (Krishnamoorthy et al., 2021). 
Losses due to mastitis are comparatively higher in 
subclinical form than the clinical form as the former is 
difficult to detect and accounts 57.9% of the total 
economic loss due to mastitis (Panchal et al., 2016). Major 
economic loss owing to subclinical mastitis (SCM) in 
dairy cattle occurs due to production loss (43.95%) 
followed by veterinary expenses (36.54%) (Sinha et al., 
2014). Krishnamoorthy et al. (2021) reported that global 
prevalence of SCM is 42% whereas in India is 45%, and it 
is higher in cattle than buffaloes (49 vs. 32%). The SCM 
also affects the raw milk constituents, which affects dairy 
farmers, producers and consumers as far as milk quality 
and price is concerned. Alteration of milk constituents may 
occur due to damage of mammary gland epithelium or 
blood milk barrier (Reis et al., 2013) during inflammation. 
Lactose is considered as most variable milk constituent 
during udder inflammation compared to other constituents 
but there was inconsistent effect of SCM on other milk 
constituents like fat, protein, solid not fat (SNF), ash and 
total solid contents in dairy bovines (Bansal et al., 2005; 
Reis et al., 2013; Bagri et al., 2018). Therefore, early 
prediction of subclinical mastitis in dairy animals could 
reduce economic losses and improve milk quality.
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 Receiver operating characteristic (ROC) analysis is 
an important statistical tool used for evaluation of 
diagnostic biomarkers to classify healthy and diseased 
state of animals based on area under curve. The ROC 
analysis is also used to develop optimum threshold value 
of diagnostic biomarkers along with the corresponding 
sensitivity, sensitivity and likelihood ratio (Patbandha et 
al., 2016). The present study aimed to predict udder health 
in Gir cows using ROC analysis of milk components such 
as milk fat, SNF, protein, lactose and ash content.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

 The present study was conducted on Gir cows 
maintained under loose housing system at Cattle Breeding 
Farm, Junagadh, Gujarat, India. A subtropical dry to sub-
humid climate prevails in the study area and receives 
average annual rainfall of 625-750 mm. Ambient 
temperature in the study area ranges from 10º C (winter) to 
40º C (summer). All managerial practices were followed 
uniformly throughout the year to reduce the environmental 
effect. The cows were fed measured quantity of seasonal 
green (@10 kg/cow/head) and ad-lib dry fodder. Mixture 
of cottonseed cake, ground maize and Amul dan was 
offered during milking to fulfill the nutrient requirement as 
per Indian Council of Agricultural Research (ICAR) 
feeding standard (ICAR, 2013). Chopped green fodder 
was distributed twice a day (10-11 am during morning and 
04-05 pm during afternoon). Cows were milked by hand *Corresponding author: patbandhavet@gmail.com
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milking twice a day at 4.00 am and 4.00 pm and calves 
were allowed to suckle for milk let down.

 Milk samples were collected from each quarter of 
apparently healthy animals at afternoon milking and milk 
compositions (fat, SNF, protein, lactose and ash) were 
analyzed immediately, using automatic milk analyzer 
‘Lactoscan’ (New Dairy Engineering and Trading 
Company Pvt. Ltd., Delhi, India). Samples were also 
tested for SCM by California Mastitis Test (CMT) and 
Somatic Cell Counts (SCC) microscopically using 
modified Newman’s stain. The milk samples which were 
CMT positive and had SCC between 2-5 lakh cells/ml 
(Dang et al., 2008; Ebrahimie et al., 2018) were considered 
as SCM.

Statistical Analysis

 Milk composition of 1160 quarter milk samples 
(452, 384 and 324 samples, respectively from early, mid 
and late lactation) were used for analysis. Prevalence of 
SCM was carried out by chi-square test. The milk 
components from healthy and infected quarters’ milk 
samples were analyzed by using t-test. The milk 

components that showed significant difference (p0.05) 

between normal and infected quarters were further 
analysed by Receiver Operating Characteristics (ROC) 
analysis to differentiate healthy and infected quarters and 
to develop optimum threshold values using Sigmaplot 
(version 11).

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Sub-clinical mastitis (SCM) incidence

 In Gir cows, out of 1160 quarters, 184 (15.86%) 
were observed positive for subclinical mastitis (SCM). 
The prevalence of SCM was 15.93% (72/452), 15.63% 
(60/384) and 16.05% (52/324), respectively during early, 
mid and late lactation phase. However, the occurrence of 
SCM was observed similar throughout the lactation period 

2(  = 0.026; df = 2; p = 0.986). The overall prevalence of 

SCM (15.86%) observed in this study is contradictory to 
Modh et al. (2017), who reported 27.83% quarter affected 
with SCM in Gir cows in Gujarat. Higher quarter wise 
prevalence of SCM was also reported in HF crossbred 
(31.16%, Sharma et al., 2018) and Jersey crossbred 
(54.65%, Pranay et al., 2017). Moreover, in indigenous 
Kangayam cattle quarter wise prevalence of SCM was 
20.5% SCM (Manokaran et al., 2020). This indicates that 
indigenous cattle are less prone to udder infection. Gir 
cattle, is an important zebu cattle (Bos indicus), well 
known for heat tolerant and disease resistance capacity due 
to unique inherent physical characteristics (Patbandha et 
al., 2020). The animals were also maintained under 

optimum nutritional and managemental practices; this 
might be attributed to lower prevalence of SCM in this 
study.

Milk components

 The milk components of SCM and healthy milk 
samples during early, mid and late lactation are depicted in 
Table 1. In early lactation, there were significant reduction 
of milk SNF (p=0.008), protein (p=0.041), lactose 
(p<0.001) and ash (p=0.007) content in milk samples from 
SCM udder quarters as compared to healthy quarters. 
However, milk fat content was not affected by udder health 
status (p=0.065). A significant reduction of milk SNF 
(p<0.001), protein (p=0.004), lactose (p<0.001) and ash 
(p=0.001) percent was observed in mid lactation in SCM 
quarter milk samples. Further, significant reduction in 
milk SNF (p=0.031), protein (p=0.017) and lactose 
(p=0.037) percent was recorded in SCM milk samples 
during late lactation. Reis et al. (2013) observed 
significant effect of SCM on milk lactose, SNF and total 
solid contents in Brazilian Gir cows. However, milk fat 
and protein content were unaffected. In another study on 
Brazilian Gir cows by Araujo et al. (2018) reflected lower 
milk lactose in SCM condition than the healthy quarters; 
but other milk traits (fat, protein and total solids) remained 
similar. In present study, there were lower milk SNF, 
protein, lactose and ash content during early and mid 
lactation; whereas lower milk SNF, protein and lactose 
during late lactation in SCM quarters as compared to 
healthy quarters. In crossbred cows, Bagri et al. (2018) 
observed significant reduction of milk fat, protein, lactose, 
SNF and TS in lactating cows affected with SCM than 
healthy cows. Bansal et al. (2005) reported significant 
reduction of milk lactose in dairy cows affected with SCM 
compared to healthy cows, but such effect was not 
observed in other traits like fat and protein. This reflected 
that among different major milk constituents, lactose is the 
single trait that reduced markedly and consistently during 
udder infection in dairy cows. Thus lactose could be used 
as biomarker for identification of udder health in dairy 
cows.

Area Under Curve (AUC)

 The area under curve (AUC, reflects the accuracy to 
differentiate healthy quarters from infected quarters) for 
the milk components are presented in Table 2. The AUC 
ranged from 0.614 to 0.681 and from 0.627 to 0.649, 
respectively for different milk components in early and 
mid lactation phase. Comparison of ROC curve area 
indicated that discrimination power of milk lactose was 

2significantly higher than milk SNF (  = 7.228; df=1; 
2 2p<0.001), protein (  = 4.662; df=1; p<0.001) and ash (  = 
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trus synchronizathod that synchronizes ovulations is 
named briefly as “Ovsynch” (Pursley et al., 1995). The 
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 In tropical countries like India ticks and tick-borne 
diseases, especially bovine theleriosis, babesiosis and 
anaplasmosis, can cause sudden death of severely infected 
animals. The cattle tick Rhipicephalus (Boophilus) 
microplus is a significant vector of these deadly diseases 
(Ghosh et al., 2015). The most common method for 
controlling tick infestation is to treat the host with synthetic 
acaricides like Arsenic trioxide, organochlorines, 
organophosphates, carbamates, amidines, pyrethroids and 
ivermectins etc.  which kill the associated larvae, nymphs, 
and adults. Although this has limitations due to wide 
spread environmental pollution, increased risk of 
insecticide residue, quick development of resistance and 
parasite reoccurrence (Picinin et al., 2017).

 It has been reported that the topical treatment of 
animals with herbal acaricidal formulations is safe and less 
toxic as compared to synthetic agents (Chen et al., 2019). 
In response to the insecticides residue problems, many 
researchers attempted to develop bioint, acaricidal, and 
larvicidal and which in particular acts against Rhipicephalus 
microplus (Martins, 2006). The main objective of the 
present study was to observe the effect of Citronella oil on 
tick infested cattle on the basis of improvement in 
haemato-biochemical attributes, management of clinical 
manifestations and reduction in tick count.al Dairy Farm 
for providing infrastructure and necessary facilities to 
conduct the research.
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products supply chain refers to the blue water. Usage of 
rainwater refers to the green water and the non-consumable 
water due to deteriorative water quality refers to the grey 
water (Hoekstra et al., 2011).

 Male cattle rearing farmers were purposively 
selected for the collection of data. Selection of farmers was 
completely based on multistage sampling method (5 villages 
were selected from Hisar district on random basis, further 
10 farmers from each village were selected on random basis). 
For production of milk, both, direct (servicing, drinking 
and bathing) and indirect (through fodder and feed intake) 
is used as consumptive water. The parameters estimated 
were Blue and Green WF of cattle milk (Table 1). This 
study did not attempt estimation of Grey WF component 
given the inherent complexities and scope of study.

WF  + WF  = WFINDIRECT DIRECT MILK

Direct water consumption (WF )DIRECT

 The data on water used for drinking, servicing, mixing 
with feed and fodder, and bathing (Lt./day) was collected. 
The estimation of above-mentioned water use at the farm 
was quite difficult but data was collected by interviews of 
farmers and observation of farms (the pipe’s diameter, time 
of water run in pipe, animal numbers on the farm, volume 
of buckets or water trough used and number of times per 
day these were filled by farmer) for different seasons.

WF  = Drinking water + Bathing water + Service waterDIRECT

Indirect water consumption (WF )INDIRECT

 Indirect water =   x  × CWUi i i

 x  = consumption of ‘i’ concentrate/roughage (kg) by i

the cattle. It was measured using the weighing balance. 
CWU  = The Consumptive Water Use of ‘i’ concentrate/ i

3roughage resource expressed in m /kg.

 The crop water requirement by crop is required to 
calculate the indirect WF (blue and green water components). 
Crop water demand is the sum of ETp across a crop’s four-
stage development cycle. (Allen et al., 1998). For the 
present study, data reported from Sirohi et al. (2013) for 
Haryana specific feed and fodder crops was selected as 
Secondary data source.

WF  = WF  + WF  + WFINDIRECT DRY-FODDER GREEN-FODDER CONCENTRATE

RESULT AND DISCUSSION

The Production System

 Male farmers selection was done purposively 

because males of the family are responsible to take decisions 

and actions for animal rearing practices in the research 

area. Significant aspects of farms and homes are summarised 

in Table 2. Adequate quantity of concentrates, agricultural 

by-product, green grass and fodder as feed was available in 

animals’ stalls. Availability of green forage was totally 

dependent on the season. Lactating cattle were the potent 

recipients of the costlier food like concentrates.

Direct Water Use

 In order to have sensible estimates of the direct water 
consumption, the information was collected for summer, 
humid and winter season (Table 3). The total direct water 

-1use was calculated 134 Lt. day . However, the previous 
study judged the wide volumes of direct water use from 

-1 -1100 Lt. day  (Singh et al., 2004) to 64 Lt. day  (Chapagain 
and Hoekstra, 2003) for lactating Indian dairy cattle. 
Similarly, Sirohi et al. (2013) reported blue WF from direct 

-1 -1use of 85 Lt. day  from Karan Fries and 80 Lt. day  from 
Sahiwal and Tharparkar at organized dairy farms. The 
researchers also estimated direct water use for unorganized 

-1dairy farms being 66 Lt. day  for local and cross bred cattle 
(ibid). Although, different practices, species, recall errors 
etc, can be considered as sources of variation, but suggesting 
the reasons for varying reports will be merely speculative, 
at least, at this stage. Therefore, further studies to accurately 
estimate water use are advocated. Interestingly, it was 
found that no water was used for service during summer 
season as owner shifted their animals to dry and sandy land. 
This, perhaps, is a sign of lack of adequate water availability. 
The respondent farmers preferred not to bathe their animals 
in winter season. Although the variations in the available 
literature and findings of the study are not very wide, but 
there is scope of further studies or larger scale to estimate 
water usage for animals in different parts of the state and 
country which will pave way for appropriate water 
management steps.

Indirect Water Use

 The term “indirect WF” usually relates to the water 
use as well as pollution which may be linked to the producer’s 
other (non-water) inputs. (Hoekstra et al., 2011). In this 
study, grey component of WF was not studied. Many other 
researchers have earlier avoided estimating grey component 
(Example, Murphy et al., 2017; Ibidhi and Salem, 2020 
and Bansod, 2012). Perhaps, the complexities involved in 
estimating the grey component makes it a difficult task. 
However, it cannot be ignored that water pollution due to 
animal and their product is an area of concern. Therefore, it 
is suggested that attempts should be made for estimating 
grey water component also.

 The estimation of Indirect water uses attributable to 
feed and fodder consumed was done by using secondary 
data reported by Sirohi et al. (2013). There is a wide variety 
in the amount of water found in the foods eaten (performed 
water) based on the feed’s moisture content, 90% or more 
in succulent crops or little as 5% in dry crops (Zinash et al., 
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  Studies have shown that livestock raising, together 
with other agricultural operations like cultivating animal 
feeding crop or fodder, drinking, washing, and animal 
products processing, uses a lot of fresh water. Additionally, 
it is well-known that the availability of water resources and 
the global hydrological cycle would be impacted by a 
warming planet. There is a potential for a two- to threefold 
increase in animal water consumption if temperatures rise, 
and the livestock industry accounts for around 8% of 
worldwide human water demand (Nardone et al., 2010). 
Due to water scarcity and customer worries about the 
environmental implications of livestock agriculture, 
quantifying the water usage of animal products has been 
more popular over the last 2 decades (Legesse et al., 2017). 
Because of the growing concern about water shortages, 
water footprints have been recognised as a crucial 
indication of the long-term viability of our current 
methods of producing food. The livestock business has 
critical shortfalls in providing the food demands of a 
growing human population without negatively impacting 
water resources, which is why WF assessment throughout 
the full value chain of animal products is gaining 
significance (Zonderland-Thomassen et al., 2014).

 Hoekstra and Hung (2002) used the term “Water 
Footprint” (WF) to describe a method of measuring a 
person’s or a company’s freshwater consumption that 
takes into account both their direct and indirect water 
usage. The amount of total water used in manufacturing a 

product is the products WF. It has been argued that, if the 
Water Footprint for milk is estimated at nation level, China 
has the maximum Water Footprint 1257 Lt/kg, followed by 
India 1060 Lt/kg and Netherland has the least Water 
Footprint 494 Lt/kg (Mekonnen and Hoekstra, 2012). WF 
is now widely recognised as a key measure of food production 
systems’ long-term viability. Due to the availability of very 
limited literature, we planned to assess the Water Footprint 
of lactating cow’s milk produced at smallholder farms. In 
view of the foregoing, this manuscript gives a brief 
account of performed study.

METHODOLOGY

 This study was accomplished in the Hisar district of 
Haryana, which is categorised as hot arid eco-sub-region 
lying in transgangetic plain region (western-agro-climatic 
zone). The volumetric WF technique given by Hoekstra et 
al. (2011) and the Life Cycle Assessment (LCA) established 
in the ISO standards are two examples of widely 
acknowledged ideas of WF. The volumetric WF technique 
is growing in popularity because it provides an all-
encompassing evaluation of usage of water, pollution 
associated with the production or consumption (Owusu-
Sekyere et al., 2017), and generates information and aids 
in water management (Palhares, and Pezzopane, 2015). 
Water footprint accounting for smallholder cattle farms 
was evaluated using the volumetric WF approach proposed 
by Hoekstra et al. (2011). Green water, grey water, and 
blue water are the elements that make up a water footprint. 
Water consumed from groundwater and surface, along the *Corresponding author: ektamahi103@gmail.com
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ABSTRACT

 With the huge cattle population and poor production management system in the country, environment can be affected by negative factors, 
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of WF of milk, methodology suggested by Water Footprint Network was relied. Both blue and green water estimations were made using both primary 
and secondary data. The Water Footprint was estimated as 1391.37 Lt. water/ Lt. milk. The indirect blue water constituted major water use with direct 
water use being estimated as 134.03 Lt./day/lactating animal. The findings of the present article might prepare foundation for other research in future 
that examine the cause of multi-functionality upon the WF of milk produced at smallholder farms across the country. Sustainable dairy farming may 
benefit from the WF approach to measuring the amount of water used in milk production. In order to get more accurate readings of the WF of milk, 
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Chapagain and Hoekstra (2004) and Amarsinghe et al. 
(2011) have reported all India average of total Water 

3Footprint of milk to be 1369 and 1789 m /ton, respectively.

 The question of how India will satisfy its rapidly 
growing need for food and water has risen to the forefront 
of global supply and demand estimates in recent years. The 
consequences of severe weather occurrence heavily affect 
the water availability for agricultural production. Fodder 
and Feed may be impacted as a result of this. Ninety percent 
of India’s water withdrawals go to agriculture (Amarasinghe 
et al., 2007), with groundwater being the source of irrigation 
for sixty-three percent of the irrigated land (GOI, 2010). 
Groundwater consumption has become unsustainable in 
several locations, threatening the viability of the highly 
efficient feed crops and milk yield. There is a compelling 
argument for reducing the WF of milk to increase 
sustainability as milk production in the nation becomes 
more water-intensive and demanding.

 If integrated research and development doesn’t lead 
to much greater water-use efficiency, then the projected 
growth in food consumption in developing nations over 
the future years would require a considerable need for 
extra agricultural water. Lately, it is advised that prime 
target should be to achieve high productivity in Indian 
lactating dairy cattle. But it must also ensure that this 
doesn’t disturb the smallholder production systems being 
practised at village level, also careful consideration must 
be given to other environmental concerns. There is huge 
requirement for vast assessment of such environmental 
impacts in order to reach at reliable solutions and it is 
believed that the easiest ways are tough to find.

CONCLUSION

 Dairy farmers have started to worry about climate 
change since it is altering rainfall patterns and water 
availability. The most significant indirect contributor is 
agricultural water usage, which may be drastically 
decreased. Milk production could be possible in a more 
water-sustainable manner if certain conditions are met, 
such as high agricultural productivity, low CWU, good 
nutritional value forage/fodder crops, optimal pattern of 
animals feeding, and procedures that save water. This 
would result in a lesser WF.
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blue water use, respectively. Thus, the estimated total indirect 
3 -1water use was 10.343 m  day . In term of percentage, it is 45% 

as green and 55% as blue water use. However, methodological 
problems confound the issue of CWU by the cotton crop. 
Further studies to reliably estimate water use in cotton crops 
are thus advocated.

 Yet, it can be seen that it is the indirect water use that 
largely accounts for greater proportion water use for animals. 
Deutsch et al. (2010) have also argued that globaly rise in 
animals feed production will further lead to much higher 
water consumption as majority of water consumption is 
associated with feed and fodder production for farm animals. 
Mekonnen and Hoekstra (2011) assessed that for the period 
1996-2005, WF for the global crop production was 7404 

3 -1Gm  yr .

Total Water Footprint

 The present research work revealed that the total 
consumptive water for lactating cattle was 1391.37 Lt. 
water/Lt. milk. In the estimates, major share is due to indirect 
blue water use (Table 3). This is probably due to the fact that 
Hisar is classified as hot arid district of Haryana and receives 

low rainfall. The average rainfall is  450 mm/year. Because 

of which, a greater reliance on irrigation for crops becomes 
crucial. However, the WF per tonne of feed is higher in 
Netherlands and the United States, and this fact cannot be 
overlooked (Mekonnen and Hoekstra, 2012). The 
worldwide average of total WF of milk for grazing system 

3 3
was 1191 m /ton, with 1087 m /ton contribution from green 

3water, and 56 m /ton from blue water (ibid). Contrarily, 

2002). A crop’s water needs are based on the average ETp 
throughout the course of its 4 growth stages (initial, 
development, mid and late stage). Environmental factors, 
management, crop, and weather, all influence the 
evapotranspiration of crops. Table 4 summarizes the 
estimated green and blue WF of on the basis of feed and 
fodder consumed by cattle. In the present study, the crop 
water requirement was highest for cotton crop due to high 
ETp for the locale of the study. The CWU of crops were 
furnished to primary and by-products (Ground nut cake, 
wheat straw, paddy straw, cotton seed and cotton seed cake).

 When the values reported by Sirohi et al. (2013) are 
taken into account, the consumptive water use by crop has 

3 -1contribution of 4.684 and 5.659 m  day  from green and 

-1 -1Table 3. Total consumptive water for lactating cattle (Lt. head  day )

-1 -1WF Component Type Water use Season (Lt. head  day ) (Mean ± SD) Estimated
      average

-1 -1   Summer Humid Winter (Lt. head  day )

Blue Water Direct Drinking water 72.48 ± 25.95 34.66 ± 12.79 48.85 ± 18.64 51.99
  Bathing water 40.09 ± 20.89 56.5 ± 26.11 0 51.48
  Servicing water 0 7.36 ± 6.78 13.36 ± 6.49 13.84
  Water in feed - - - 16.72
 Indirect Irrigation water - - - 5659
Green Water Indirect Soil moisture - - - 4684

  Total    10477.03

Table 2. Farms milk production and respondents’ family 
status

Sr. No. Characteristics Mean ± SD

1. Cultivable land (acres) 3.33 ± 1.32

2. Animal’s Lactation Number  2.81 ± 0.22

3. Family member strength 5.8 ± 0.21

4. Average Milk Yeild (Lt. / animal /day) 7.51 ± 0.91

5. Animal’s Age (years) 5.33 ± 0.15

Table 4. Blue and Green Water Footprint of feed and fodder 
crops for lactating cattle

3 3Sr. No. Feed type Crop GWP (m ) BWP (m )

1. Dry fodder Wheat straw 0.009 0.394
  Paddy straw 0.009 0.021
2. Green fodder Sorghum 0.036 0.029
  Barseem 0.0003 0.031
  Maize 0.004 0.006
  Oats 0.0006 0.026
  Local grass 0.0005 0.020
3. Concentrate Cotton seed 0.0051 0.276
  Ground nut cake 1.080 0.377
  Wheat bran 0.022 1.07
  Cotton seed cake 3.514 3.13
  Pearl millet grain 0.003 0.186
  Wheat flour 0.001 0.093

  Total 4.684 5.659

Table 1. Components of Water Footprint in Milk Production

WF  Direct water footprint Indirect waterMILK

 (WF ) footprintDIRECT

  (WF )INDIRECT

Element Source Type of use Type of use

Green Water Effective - CWU from soil
 rainfall  moisture in fodder
   and other feed crops

Blue Water Irrigation Drinking, bathing, CWU from irrigation
  servicing and mixing water in crop
  with feed and fodder. production.
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  Mastitis is considered as one of the important 
production diseases which causes huge economic losses to 
the dairy industry i.e. US$ 2.0 billion and 98.2 billion in 
USA and India, respectively (Krishnamoorthy et al., 2021). 
Losses due to mastitis are comparatively higher in 
subclinical form than the clinical form as the former is 
difficult to detect and accounts 57.9% of the total 
economic loss due to mastitis (Panchal et al., 2016). Major 
economic loss owing to subclinical mastitis (SCM) in 
dairy cattle occurs due to production loss (43.95%) 
followed by veterinary expenses (36.54%) (Sinha et al., 
2014). Krishnamoorthy et al. (2021) reported that global 
prevalence of SCM is 42% whereas in India is 45%, and it 
is higher in cattle than buffaloes (49 vs. 32%). The SCM 
also affects the raw milk constituents, which affects dairy 
farmers, producers and consumers as far as milk quality 
and price is concerned. Alteration of milk constituents may 
occur due to damage of mammary gland epithelium or 
blood milk barrier (Reis et al., 2013) during inflammation. 
Lactose is considered as most variable milk constituent 
during udder inflammation compared to other constituents 
but there was inconsistent effect of SCM on other milk 
constituents like fat, protein, solid not fat (SNF), ash and 
total solid contents in dairy bovines (Bansal et al., 2005; 
Reis et al., 2013; Bagri et al., 2018). Therefore, early 
prediction of subclinical mastitis in dairy animals could 
reduce economic losses and improve milk quality.

Haryana Vet. (December, 2023) 62(2), 68-71 Research Article

 Receiver operating characteristic (ROC) analysis is 
an important statistical tool used for evaluation of 
diagnostic biomarkers to classify healthy and diseased 
state of animals based on area under curve. The ROC 
analysis is also used to develop optimum threshold value 
of diagnostic biomarkers along with the corresponding 
sensitivity, sensitivity and likelihood ratio (Patbandha et 
al., 2016). The present study aimed to predict udder health 
in Gir cows using ROC analysis of milk components such 
as milk fat, SNF, protein, lactose and ash content.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

 The present study was conducted on Gir cows 
maintained under loose housing system at Cattle Breeding 
Farm, Junagadh, Gujarat, India. A subtropical dry to sub-
humid climate prevails in the study area and receives 
average annual rainfall of 625-750 mm. Ambient 
temperature in the study area ranges from 10º C (winter) to 
40º C (summer). All managerial practices were followed 
uniformly throughout the year to reduce the environmental 
effect. The cows were fed measured quantity of seasonal 
green (@10 kg/cow/head) and ad-lib dry fodder. Mixture 
of cottonseed cake, ground maize and Amul dan was 
offered during milking to fulfill the nutrient requirement as 
per Indian Council of Agricultural Research (ICAR) 
feeding standard (ICAR, 2013). Chopped green fodder 
was distributed twice a day (10-11 am during morning and 
04-05 pm during afternoon). Cows were milked by hand *Corresponding author: patbandhavet@gmail.com
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ABSTRACT

 The aim of this study was to predict udder health using Receiver Operating Characteristics (ROC) analysis of milk components such as milk 
fat, solid not fat (SNF), protein, lactose and ash content. Quarter milk samples (n=1160) were collected from apparently healthy animals and screened 
for subclinical mastitis (SCM) using California Mastitis Test (CMT) and Somatic Cell Counts (SCC) as a gold standard test. Milk samples were 
analysed for milk components such as milk fat, SNF, protein, lactose and ash percent. Result showed 15.93, 15.63 and 16.05% SCM quaters in Gir 
cows during early, mid and late lactation phase, respectively. Significant reduction in milk SNF, protein and lactose were observed in SCM during 
early, mid and late lactation phase. The ROC analysis of milk components indicated that SCM of quarter could be predicted using milk components 
but with low accuracy. Among different milk components, the area under ROC curve to differentiate healthy and SCM quarters was highest for milk 
lactose (AUC=0.681, p<0.001) in early lactation. Taken together it may be concluded that milk lactose could be used as a biomarker and non-invasive 
tool to predict udder health status in Gir cows.
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milking twice a day at 4.00 am and 4.00 pm and calves 
were allowed to suckle for milk let down.

 Milk samples were collected from each quarter of 
apparently healthy animals at afternoon milking and milk 
compositions (fat, SNF, protein, lactose and ash) were 
analyzed immediately, using automatic milk analyzer 
‘Lactoscan’ (New Dairy Engineering and Trading 
Company Pvt. Ltd., Delhi, India). Samples were also 
tested for SCM by California Mastitis Test (CMT) and 
Somatic Cell Counts (SCC) microscopically using 
modified Newman’s stain. The milk samples which were 
CMT positive and had SCC between 2-5 lakh cells/ml 
(Dang et al., 2008; Ebrahimie et al., 2018) were considered 
as SCM.

Statistical Analysis

 Milk composition of 1160 quarter milk samples 
(452, 384 and 324 samples, respectively from early, mid 
and late lactation) were used for analysis. Prevalence of 
SCM was carried out by chi-square test. The milk 
components from healthy and infected quarters’ milk 
samples were analyzed by using t-test. The milk 

components that showed significant difference (p0.05) 

between normal and infected quarters were further 
analysed by Receiver Operating Characteristics (ROC) 
analysis to differentiate healthy and infected quarters and 
to develop optimum threshold values using Sigmaplot 
(version 11).

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Sub-clinical mastitis (SCM) incidence

 In Gir cows, out of 1160 quarters, 184 (15.86%) 
were observed positive for subclinical mastitis (SCM). 
The prevalence of SCM was 15.93% (72/452), 15.63% 
(60/384) and 16.05% (52/324), respectively during early, 
mid and late lactation phase. However, the occurrence of 
SCM was observed similar throughout the lactation period 

2(  = 0.026; df = 2; p = 0.986). The overall prevalence of 

SCM (15.86%) observed in this study is contradictory to 
Modh et al. (2017), who reported 27.83% quarter affected 
with SCM in Gir cows in Gujarat. Higher quarter wise 
prevalence of SCM was also reported in HF crossbred 
(31.16%, Sharma et al., 2018) and Jersey crossbred 
(54.65%, Pranay et al., 2017). Moreover, in indigenous 
Kangayam cattle quarter wise prevalence of SCM was 
20.5% SCM (Manokaran et al., 2020). This indicates that 
indigenous cattle are less prone to udder infection. Gir 
cattle, is an important zebu cattle (Bos indicus), well 
known for heat tolerant and disease resistance capacity due 
to unique inherent physical characteristics (Patbandha et 
al., 2020). The animals were also maintained under 

optimum nutritional and managemental practices; this 
might be attributed to lower prevalence of SCM in this 
study.

Milk components

 The milk components of SCM and healthy milk 
samples during early, mid and late lactation are depicted in 
Table 1. In early lactation, there were significant reduction 
of milk SNF (p=0.008), protein (p=0.041), lactose 
(p<0.001) and ash (p=0.007) content in milk samples from 
SCM udder quarters as compared to healthy quarters. 
However, milk fat content was not affected by udder health 
status (p=0.065). A significant reduction of milk SNF 
(p<0.001), protein (p=0.004), lactose (p<0.001) and ash 
(p=0.001) percent was observed in mid lactation in SCM 
quarter milk samples. Further, significant reduction in 
milk SNF (p=0.031), protein (p=0.017) and lactose 
(p=0.037) percent was recorded in SCM milk samples 
during late lactation. Reis et al. (2013) observed 
significant effect of SCM on milk lactose, SNF and total 
solid contents in Brazilian Gir cows. However, milk fat 
and protein content were unaffected. In another study on 
Brazilian Gir cows by Araujo et al. (2018) reflected lower 
milk lactose in SCM condition than the healthy quarters; 
but other milk traits (fat, protein and total solids) remained 
similar. In present study, there were lower milk SNF, 
protein, lactose and ash content during early and mid 
lactation; whereas lower milk SNF, protein and lactose 
during late lactation in SCM quarters as compared to 
healthy quarters. In crossbred cows, Bagri et al. (2018) 
observed significant reduction of milk fat, protein, lactose, 
SNF and TS in lactating cows affected with SCM than 
healthy cows. Bansal et al. (2005) reported significant 
reduction of milk lactose in dairy cows affected with SCM 
compared to healthy cows, but such effect was not 
observed in other traits like fat and protein. This reflected 
that among different major milk constituents, lactose is the 
single trait that reduced markedly and consistently during 
udder infection in dairy cows. Thus lactose could be used 
as biomarker for identification of udder health in dairy 
cows.

Area Under Curve (AUC)

 The area under curve (AUC, reflects the accuracy to 
differentiate healthy quarters from infected quarters) for 
the milk components are presented in Table 2. The AUC 
ranged from 0.614 to 0.681 and from 0.627 to 0.649, 
respectively for different milk components in early and 
mid lactation phase. Comparison of ROC curve area 
indicated that discrimination power of milk lactose was 

2significantly higher than milk SNF (  = 7.228; df=1; 
2 2p<0.001), protein (  = 4.662; df=1; p<0.001) and ash (  = 
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trus synchronizathod that synchronizes ovulations is 
named briefly as “Ovsynch” (Pursley et al., 1995). The 
study was aimed to evaluate the efficacy of different 
methods of estrus sync
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 In tropical countries like India ticks and tick-borne 
diseases, especially bovine theleriosis, babesiosis and 
anaplasmosis, can cause sudden death of severely infected 
animals. The cattle tick Rhipicephalus (Boophilus) 
microplus is a significant vector of these deadly diseases 
(Ghosh et al., 2015). The most common method for 
controlling tick infestation is to treat the host with synthetic 
acaricides like Arsenic trioxide, organochlorines, 
organophosphates, carbamates, amidines, pyrethroids and 
ivermectins etc.  which kill the associated larvae, nymphs, 
and adults. Although this has limitations due to wide 
spread environmental pollution, increased risk of 
insecticide residue, quick development of resistance and 
parasite reoccurrence (Picinin et al., 2017).

 It has been reported that the topical treatment of 
animals with herbal acaricidal formulations is safe and less 
toxic as compared to synthetic agents (Chen et al., 2019). 
In response to the insecticides residue problems, many 
researchers attempted to develop bioint, acaricidal, and 
larvicidal and which in particular acts against Rhipicephalus 
microplus (Martins, 2006). The main objective of the 
present study was to observe the effect of Citronella oil on 
tick infested cattle on the basis of improvement in 
haemato-biochemical attributes, management of clinical 
manifestations and reduction in tick count.al Dairy Farm 
for providing infrastructure and necessary facilities to 
conduct the research.
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Fig. 1. Dead male foal with fetal membrane after delivery

21

products supply chain refers to the blue water. Usage of 
rainwater refers to the green water and the non-consumable 
water due to deteriorative water quality refers to the grey 
water (Hoekstra et al., 2011).

 Male cattle rearing farmers were purposively 
selected for the collection of data. Selection of farmers was 
completely based on multistage sampling method (5 villages 
were selected from Hisar district on random basis, further 
10 farmers from each village were selected on random basis). 
For production of milk, both, direct (servicing, drinking 
and bathing) and indirect (through fodder and feed intake) 
is used as consumptive water. The parameters estimated 
were Blue and Green WF of cattle milk (Table 1). This 
study did not attempt estimation of Grey WF component 
given the inherent complexities and scope of study.

WF  + WF  = WFINDIRECT DIRECT MILK

Direct water consumption (WF )DIRECT

 The data on water used for drinking, servicing, mixing 
with feed and fodder, and bathing (Lt./day) was collected. 
The estimation of above-mentioned water use at the farm 
was quite difficult but data was collected by interviews of 
farmers and observation of farms (the pipe’s diameter, time 
of water run in pipe, animal numbers on the farm, volume 
of buckets or water trough used and number of times per 
day these were filled by farmer) for different seasons.

WF  = Drinking water + Bathing water + Service waterDIRECT

Indirect water consumption (WF )INDIRECT

 Indirect water =   x  × CWUi i i

 x  = consumption of ‘i’ concentrate/roughage (kg) by i

the cattle. It was measured using the weighing balance. 
CWU  = The Consumptive Water Use of ‘i’ concentrate/ i

3roughage resource expressed in m /kg.

 The crop water requirement by crop is required to 
calculate the indirect WF (blue and green water components). 
Crop water demand is the sum of ETp across a crop’s four-
stage development cycle. (Allen et al., 1998). For the 
present study, data reported from Sirohi et al. (2013) for 
Haryana specific feed and fodder crops was selected as 
Secondary data source.

WF  = WF  + WF  + WFINDIRECT DRY-FODDER GREEN-FODDER CONCENTRATE

RESULT AND DISCUSSION

The Production System

 Male farmers selection was done purposively 

because males of the family are responsible to take decisions 

and actions for animal rearing practices in the research 

area. Significant aspects of farms and homes are summarised 

in Table 2. Adequate quantity of concentrates, agricultural 

by-product, green grass and fodder as feed was available in 

animals’ stalls. Availability of green forage was totally 

dependent on the season. Lactating cattle were the potent 

recipients of the costlier food like concentrates.

Direct Water Use

 In order to have sensible estimates of the direct water 
consumption, the information was collected for summer, 
humid and winter season (Table 3). The total direct water 

-1use was calculated 134 Lt. day . However, the previous 
study judged the wide volumes of direct water use from 

-1 -1100 Lt. day  (Singh et al., 2004) to 64 Lt. day  (Chapagain 
and Hoekstra, 2003) for lactating Indian dairy cattle. 
Similarly, Sirohi et al. (2013) reported blue WF from direct 

-1 -1use of 85 Lt. day  from Karan Fries and 80 Lt. day  from 
Sahiwal and Tharparkar at organized dairy farms. The 
researchers also estimated direct water use for unorganized 

-1dairy farms being 66 Lt. day  for local and cross bred cattle 
(ibid). Although, different practices, species, recall errors 
etc, can be considered as sources of variation, but suggesting 
the reasons for varying reports will be merely speculative, 
at least, at this stage. Therefore, further studies to accurately 
estimate water use are advocated. Interestingly, it was 
found that no water was used for service during summer 
season as owner shifted their animals to dry and sandy land. 
This, perhaps, is a sign of lack of adequate water availability. 
The respondent farmers preferred not to bathe their animals 
in winter season. Although the variations in the available 
literature and findings of the study are not very wide, but 
there is scope of further studies or larger scale to estimate 
water usage for animals in different parts of the state and 
country which will pave way for appropriate water 
management steps.

Indirect Water Use

 The term “indirect WF” usually relates to the water 
use as well as pollution which may be linked to the producer’s 
other (non-water) inputs. (Hoekstra et al., 2011). In this 
study, grey component of WF was not studied. Many other 
researchers have earlier avoided estimating grey component 
(Example, Murphy et al., 2017; Ibidhi and Salem, 2020 
and Bansod, 2012). Perhaps, the complexities involved in 
estimating the grey component makes it a difficult task. 
However, it cannot be ignored that water pollution due to 
animal and their product is an area of concern. Therefore, it 
is suggested that attempts should be made for estimating 
grey water component also.

 The estimation of Indirect water uses attributable to 
feed and fodder consumed was done by using secondary 
data reported by Sirohi et al. (2013). There is a wide variety 
in the amount of water found in the foods eaten (performed 
water) based on the feed’s moisture content, 90% or more 
in succulent crops or little as 5% in dry crops (Zinash et al., 
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  Studies have shown that livestock raising, together 
with other agricultural operations like cultivating animal 
feeding crop or fodder, drinking, washing, and animal 
products processing, uses a lot of fresh water. Additionally, 
it is well-known that the availability of water resources and 
the global hydrological cycle would be impacted by a 
warming planet. There is a potential for a two- to threefold 
increase in animal water consumption if temperatures rise, 
and the livestock industry accounts for around 8% of 
worldwide human water demand (Nardone et al., 2010). 
Due to water scarcity and customer worries about the 
environmental implications of livestock agriculture, 
quantifying the water usage of animal products has been 
more popular over the last 2 decades (Legesse et al., 2017). 
Because of the growing concern about water shortages, 
water footprints have been recognised as a crucial 
indication of the long-term viability of our current 
methods of producing food. The livestock business has 
critical shortfalls in providing the food demands of a 
growing human population without negatively impacting 
water resources, which is why WF assessment throughout 
the full value chain of animal products is gaining 
significance (Zonderland-Thomassen et al., 2014).

 Hoekstra and Hung (2002) used the term “Water 
Footprint” (WF) to describe a method of measuring a 
person’s or a company’s freshwater consumption that 
takes into account both their direct and indirect water 
usage. The amount of total water used in manufacturing a 

product is the products WF. It has been argued that, if the 
Water Footprint for milk is estimated at nation level, China 
has the maximum Water Footprint 1257 Lt/kg, followed by 
India 1060 Lt/kg and Netherland has the least Water 
Footprint 494 Lt/kg (Mekonnen and Hoekstra, 2012). WF 
is now widely recognised as a key measure of food production 
systems’ long-term viability. Due to the availability of very 
limited literature, we planned to assess the Water Footprint 
of lactating cow’s milk produced at smallholder farms. In 
view of the foregoing, this manuscript gives a brief 
account of performed study.

METHODOLOGY

 This study was accomplished in the Hisar district of 
Haryana, which is categorised as hot arid eco-sub-region 
lying in transgangetic plain region (western-agro-climatic 
zone). The volumetric WF technique given by Hoekstra et 
al. (2011) and the Life Cycle Assessment (LCA) established 
in the ISO standards are two examples of widely 
acknowledged ideas of WF. The volumetric WF technique 
is growing in popularity because it provides an all-
encompassing evaluation of usage of water, pollution 
associated with the production or consumption (Owusu-
Sekyere et al., 2017), and generates information and aids 
in water management (Palhares, and Pezzopane, 2015). 
Water footprint accounting for smallholder cattle farms 
was evaluated using the volumetric WF approach proposed 
by Hoekstra et al. (2011). Green water, grey water, and 
blue water are the elements that make up a water footprint. 
Water consumed from groundwater and surface, along the *Corresponding author: ektamahi103@gmail.com
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Chapagain and Hoekstra (2004) and Amarsinghe et al. 
(2011) have reported all India average of total Water 

3Footprint of milk to be 1369 and 1789 m /ton, respectively.

 The question of how India will satisfy its rapidly 
growing need for food and water has risen to the forefront 
of global supply and demand estimates in recent years. The 
consequences of severe weather occurrence heavily affect 
the water availability for agricultural production. Fodder 
and Feed may be impacted as a result of this. Ninety percent 
of India’s water withdrawals go to agriculture (Amarasinghe 
et al., 2007), with groundwater being the source of irrigation 
for sixty-three percent of the irrigated land (GOI, 2010). 
Groundwater consumption has become unsustainable in 
several locations, threatening the viability of the highly 
efficient feed crops and milk yield. There is a compelling 
argument for reducing the WF of milk to increase 
sustainability as milk production in the nation becomes 
more water-intensive and demanding.

 If integrated research and development doesn’t lead 
to much greater water-use efficiency, then the projected 
growth in food consumption in developing nations over 
the future years would require a considerable need for 
extra agricultural water. Lately, it is advised that prime 
target should be to achieve high productivity in Indian 
lactating dairy cattle. But it must also ensure that this 
doesn’t disturb the smallholder production systems being 
practised at village level, also careful consideration must 
be given to other environmental concerns. There is huge 
requirement for vast assessment of such environmental 
impacts in order to reach at reliable solutions and it is 
believed that the easiest ways are tough to find.

CONCLUSION

 Dairy farmers have started to worry about climate 
change since it is altering rainfall patterns and water 
availability. The most significant indirect contributor is 
agricultural water usage, which may be drastically 
decreased. Milk production could be possible in a more 
water-sustainable manner if certain conditions are met, 
such as high agricultural productivity, low CWU, good 
nutritional value forage/fodder crops, optimal pattern of 
animals feeding, and procedures that save water. This 
would result in a lesser WF.
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blue water use, respectively. Thus, the estimated total indirect 
3 -1water use was 10.343 m  day . In term of percentage, it is 45% 

as green and 55% as blue water use. However, methodological 
problems confound the issue of CWU by the cotton crop. 
Further studies to reliably estimate water use in cotton crops 
are thus advocated.

 Yet, it can be seen that it is the indirect water use that 
largely accounts for greater proportion water use for animals. 
Deutsch et al. (2010) have also argued that globaly rise in 
animals feed production will further lead to much higher 
water consumption as majority of water consumption is 
associated with feed and fodder production for farm animals. 
Mekonnen and Hoekstra (2011) assessed that for the period 
1996-2005, WF for the global crop production was 7404 

3 -1Gm  yr .

Total Water Footprint

 The present research work revealed that the total 
consumptive water for lactating cattle was 1391.37 Lt. 
water/Lt. milk. In the estimates, major share is due to indirect 
blue water use (Table 3). This is probably due to the fact that 
Hisar is classified as hot arid district of Haryana and receives 

low rainfall. The average rainfall is  450 mm/year. Because 

of which, a greater reliance on irrigation for crops becomes 
crucial. However, the WF per tonne of feed is higher in 
Netherlands and the United States, and this fact cannot be 
overlooked (Mekonnen and Hoekstra, 2012). The 
worldwide average of total WF of milk for grazing system 

3 3
was 1191 m /ton, with 1087 m /ton contribution from green 

3water, and 56 m /ton from blue water (ibid). Contrarily, 

2002). A crop’s water needs are based on the average ETp 
throughout the course of its 4 growth stages (initial, 
development, mid and late stage). Environmental factors, 
management, crop, and weather, all influence the 
evapotranspiration of crops. Table 4 summarizes the 
estimated green and blue WF of on the basis of feed and 
fodder consumed by cattle. In the present study, the crop 
water requirement was highest for cotton crop due to high 
ETp for the locale of the study. The CWU of crops were 
furnished to primary and by-products (Ground nut cake, 
wheat straw, paddy straw, cotton seed and cotton seed cake).

 When the values reported by Sirohi et al. (2013) are 
taken into account, the consumptive water use by crop has 

3 -1contribution of 4.684 and 5.659 m  day  from green and 

-1 -1Table 3. Total consumptive water for lactating cattle (Lt. head  day )

-1 -1WF Component Type Water use Season (Lt. head  day ) (Mean ± SD) Estimated
      average

-1 -1   Summer Humid Winter (Lt. head  day )

Blue Water Direct Drinking water 72.48 ± 25.95 34.66 ± 12.79 48.85 ± 18.64 51.99
  Bathing water 40.09 ± 20.89 56.5 ± 26.11 0 51.48
  Servicing water 0 7.36 ± 6.78 13.36 ± 6.49 13.84
  Water in feed - - - 16.72
 Indirect Irrigation water - - - 5659
Green Water Indirect Soil moisture - - - 4684

  Total    10477.03

Table 2. Farms milk production and respondents’ family 
status

Sr. No. Characteristics Mean ± SD

1. Cultivable land (acres) 3.33 ± 1.32

2. Animal’s Lactation Number  2.81 ± 0.22

3. Family member strength 5.8 ± 0.21

4. Average Milk Yeild (Lt. / animal /day) 7.51 ± 0.91

5. Animal’s Age (years) 5.33 ± 0.15

Table 4. Blue and Green Water Footprint of feed and fodder 
crops for lactating cattle

3 3Sr. No. Feed type Crop GWP (m ) BWP (m )

1. Dry fodder Wheat straw 0.009 0.394
  Paddy straw 0.009 0.021
2. Green fodder Sorghum 0.036 0.029
  Barseem 0.0003 0.031
  Maize 0.004 0.006
  Oats 0.0006 0.026
  Local grass 0.0005 0.020
3. Concentrate Cotton seed 0.0051 0.276
  Ground nut cake 1.080 0.377
  Wheat bran 0.022 1.07
  Cotton seed cake 3.514 3.13
  Pearl millet grain 0.003 0.186
  Wheat flour 0.001 0.093

  Total 4.684 5.659

Table 1. Components of Water Footprint in Milk Production

WF  Direct water footprint Indirect waterMILK

 (WF ) footprintDIRECT

  (WF )INDIRECT

Element Source Type of use Type of use

Green Water Effective - CWU from soil
 rainfall  moisture in fodder
   and other feed crops

Blue Water Irrigation Drinking, bathing, CWU from irrigation
  servicing and mixing water in crop
  with feed and fodder. production.
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7.963; df=1; p<0.001) content during early lactation. 
However, the discrimination power of different milk 
components did not vary during mid and late lactation 
phase (p>0.05). The AUC for milk lactose observed in Gir 
cows (AUC = 0.681, p<0.001 and 0.649, p<0.001, 
respectively during early and mid-lactation) is comparable 
with Patbandha et al. (2016) who reported AUC of milk 
lactose as 0.64-0.72 for classification of SCM quarters 
from healthy quarters in Jaffrabadi buffaloes. Previous 
studies also assessed the discrimination power of milk 
components particularly milk lactose and SNF to 
differentiate healthy and infected quarters in dairy cows 
(Pyorala, 2003; Bansal et al., 2005) and buffaloes (Bansal 
et al., 2007; Patbandha et al., 2016). The discrimination 
power of milk lactose ranged from 73.9 to 80.85% in cows 
(Pyorala, 2003; Bansal et al., 2005) and 64.0 to 83.7% in 

buffaloes (Bansal et al., 2007; Patbandha et al., 2016). In 
Gir cows, the discrimination power of milk lactose was 
comparatively higher than other traits (SNF, protein and 
ash), which agrees with Bansal et al. (2007). The AUC is 
considered as less accurate to classify healthy and diseased 
state if AUC is 0.5-0.7 (Patbandha et al., 2016); hence in 
Gir cows, milk components (AUC = 0.614-0.681) were 
less accurate to differentiate infected quarters from healthy 
quarters.

Threshold value

 The optimum threshold values of different milk 
components for identification of udder health are 
presented in Table 2. Milk lactose is considered as the most 
important negative indicator of mastitis, which decreases 
consistently with increase in severity of infection 
(Ebrahimie et al., 2018). That’s why majority of 

Table 1. Milk composition of healthy and subclinical mastitic (SCM) udder quarters of Gir cows

Infection status Fat (%) SNF (%) Protein (%) Lactose (%) Ash (%)

Early lactation

Healthy (n=380) 4.118±0.031 8.664±0.041 3.177±0.016 4.767±0.023 0.706±0.004

SCM (n=72) 3.975±0.074 8.382±0.116 3.090±0.048 4.521±0.064 0.682±0.009

p-value 0.065 0.008 0.041 <0.001 0.007

Mid lactation

Healthy (n=324) 4.034±0.034 8.599±0.050 3.138±0.018 4.705±0.024 0.704±0.004

SCM (n=60) 3.920±0.098 8.153±0.152 3.001±0.054 4.461±0.081 0.666±0.013

p-value 0.208 <0.001 0.004 <0.001 0.001

Late lactation

Healthy (n=272) 4.031±0.037 8.471±0.049 3.149±0.022 4.660±0.027 0.694±0.005

SCM (n=52) 3.963±0.085 8.202±0.127 3.020±0.046 4.514±0.076 0.675±0.011

p-value 0.468 0.031 0.017 0.037 0.096

Table 2. Area under curve, threshold value, sensitivity, specificity and likelihood ratio of milk components

Parameters Area Under Curve P-value Threshold Sensitivity (%) Specificity (%) LR+
   values

Early lactation

Milk SNF (%) 0.624±0.038 (0.548-0.698) <0.001 < 8.615 69.44 (57.47-79.76) 58.42 (53.28-63.43) 1.67

Protein (%) 0.628±0.038 (0.552-0.704) <0.001 < 3.135 66.67 (54.57-77.34) 60.53 (55.41-65.47) 1.68

Lactose (%) 0.681±0.037 (0.608-0.754) <0.001 < 4.685 72.22 (60.41-82.14) 62.11 (57.02-67.00) 1.90

Ash (%) 0.614±0.037 (0.540-0.787) 0.002 < 0.705 69.44 (57.47-79.76) 56.84 (51.69-61.88) 1.61

Mid lactation

Milk SNF (%) 0.637±0.042 (0.553-0.719) <0.001 < 8.515 66.67 (53.31-78.31) 54.94 (49.34-60.44) 1.47

Protein (%) 0.628±0.041 (0.547-0.709) 0.001 < 3.100 55.00 (41.61-67.88) 60.49 (54.94-65.85) 1.39

Lactose (%) 0.649±0.041 (0.568-0.730) <0.001 < 4.540 51.67 (38.39-64.77) 69.14 (63.79-74.12) 1.67

Ash (%) 0.627±0.042 (0.545-0.709) 0.001 < 0.685 51.67 (38.39-64.77) 59.26 (53.69-64.66) 1.26

Late lactation

Milk SNF (%) 0.547±0.042 (0.464-0.629) 0.282 < 8.425 51.92 (37.63-65.99) 50.00 (43.90-56.10) 1.03

Protein (%) 0.567±0.042 (0.483-0.650) 0.125 < 3.125 59.62 (45.10-72.99) 46.32 (40.28-52.45) 1.11

Lactose (%) 0.541±0.041 (0.459-0.623) 0.344 < 4.598 44.23 (30.47-58.67) 56.62 (50.50-62.59) 1.02

LR = Likelihood ratio; Values within parenthesis indicates 95% Confidence Interval
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researchers estimated threshold value of milk lactose for 
early identification of mastitis in dairy bovines. The 
threshold value of milk lactose has been reported to be 
4.7g% for dairy cattle by several authors as a biomarker for 
SCM (Pyorala, 2003; Televicius et al., 2021). However, 
Bansal et al. (2005) observed threshold value of milk 
lactose 4.85 g% in German Black Pied cows for identification 
of SCM. In Gir cows the optimum threshold observed was 

4.68 g% ( 4.7g%) during early lactation, indicates that 

like other studies this could be used as biomarker for 
identification of udder health. On the other hand, in mid 
lactating cows, optimum threshold value of milk lactose 
was 4.54 g% comparatively lower than the other studies. 
Bansal et al. (2007) reported threshold value for milk SNF 
as 9.5 g% for SCM in buffaloes. In Gir cows, during early 
and late lactation the threshold values of SNF for SCM 
were 8.6 g% and 8.5 g%, respectively. In early lactating 
cows, udder quarters having milk lactose below 4.68% 
were 1.9 times more likely to be infected with SCM (LR+ 
= 1.9). But, in mid lactating cows, udder quarters having 
milk lactose below 4.54% were 1.67 times more likely to 
be affected with SCM (LR+ = 1.67). In a similar line, 
Televicius et al. (2021) reported that cows with milk 
lactose < 4.7% had 15 times higher chances of SCM than the 
cows with lactose concentration above this level (p = 0.001).

CONCLUSIONS

 The results of the present study showed significant 
reduction in milk components particularly milk SNF, 
protein and lactose in SCM. The discrimination power was 
highest for milk lactose to differentiate healthy and SCM 
quarters compared to other milk components. Taken 
together it may be concluded that milk lactose could be 
used as a quick and non-invasive bio marker to predict 
udder health status in Gir cows.
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 In tropical countries like India ticks and tick-borne 
diseases, especially bovine theleriosis, babesiosis and 
anaplasmosis, can cause sudden death of severely infected 
animals. The cattle tick Rhipicephalus (Boophilus) 
microplus is a significant vector of these deadly diseases 
(Ghosh et al., 2015). The most common method for 
controlling tick infestation is to treat the host with synthetic 
acaricides like Arsenic trioxide, organochlorines, 
organophosphates, carbamates, amidines, pyrethroids and 
ivermectins etc.  which kill the associated larvae, nymphs, 
and adults. Although this has limitations due to wide 
spread environmental pollution, increased risk of 
insecticide residue, quick development of resistance and 
parasite reoccurrence (Picinin et al., 2017).

 It has been reported that the topical treatment of 
animals with herbal acaricidal formulations is safe and less 
toxic as compared to synthetic agents (Chen et al., 2019). 
In response to the insecticides residue problems, many 
researchers attempted to develop bioint, acaricidal, and 
larvicidal and which in particular acts against Rhipicephalus 
microplus (Martins, 2006). The main objective of the 
present study was to observe the effect of Citronella oil on 
tick infested cattle on the basis of improvement in 
haemato-biochemical attributes, management of clinical 
manifestations and reduction in tick count.al Dairy Farm 
for providing infrastructure and necessary facilities to 
conduct the research.
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Fig. 1. Dead male foal with fetal membrane after delivery

21

products supply chain refers to the blue water. Usage of 
rainwater refers to the green water and the non-consumable 
water due to deteriorative water quality refers to the grey 
water (Hoekstra et al., 2011).

 Male cattle rearing farmers were purposively 
selected for the collection of data. Selection of farmers was 
completely based on multistage sampling method (5 villages 
were selected from Hisar district on random basis, further 
10 farmers from each village were selected on random basis). 
For production of milk, both, direct (servicing, drinking 
and bathing) and indirect (through fodder and feed intake) 
is used as consumptive water. The parameters estimated 
were Blue and Green WF of cattle milk (Table 1). This 
study did not attempt estimation of Grey WF component 
given the inherent complexities and scope of study.

WF  + WF  = WFINDIRECT DIRECT MILK

Direct water consumption (WF )DIRECT

 The data on water used for drinking, servicing, mixing 
with feed and fodder, and bathing (Lt./day) was collected. 
The estimation of above-mentioned water use at the farm 
was quite difficult but data was collected by interviews of 
farmers and observation of farms (the pipe’s diameter, time 
of water run in pipe, animal numbers on the farm, volume 
of buckets or water trough used and number of times per 
day these were filled by farmer) for different seasons.

WF  = Drinking water + Bathing water + Service waterDIRECT

Indirect water consumption (WF )INDIRECT

 Indirect water =   x  × CWUi i i

 x  = consumption of ‘i’ concentrate/roughage (kg) by i

the cattle. It was measured using the weighing balance. 
CWU  = The Consumptive Water Use of ‘i’ concentrate/ i

3roughage resource expressed in m /kg.

 The crop water requirement by crop is required to 
calculate the indirect WF (blue and green water components). 
Crop water demand is the sum of ETp across a crop’s four-
stage development cycle. (Allen et al., 1998). For the 
present study, data reported from Sirohi et al. (2013) for 
Haryana specific feed and fodder crops was selected as 
Secondary data source.

WF  = WF  + WF  + WFINDIRECT DRY-FODDER GREEN-FODDER CONCENTRATE

RESULT AND DISCUSSION

The Production System

 Male farmers selection was done purposively 

because males of the family are responsible to take decisions 

and actions for animal rearing practices in the research 

area. Significant aspects of farms and homes are summarised 

in Table 2. Adequate quantity of concentrates, agricultural 

by-product, green grass and fodder as feed was available in 

animals’ stalls. Availability of green forage was totally 

dependent on the season. Lactating cattle were the potent 

recipients of the costlier food like concentrates.

Direct Water Use

 In order to have sensible estimates of the direct water 
consumption, the information was collected for summer, 
humid and winter season (Table 3). The total direct water 

-1use was calculated 134 Lt. day . However, the previous 
study judged the wide volumes of direct water use from 

-1 -1100 Lt. day  (Singh et al., 2004) to 64 Lt. day  (Chapagain 
and Hoekstra, 2003) for lactating Indian dairy cattle. 
Similarly, Sirohi et al. (2013) reported blue WF from direct 

-1 -1use of 85 Lt. day  from Karan Fries and 80 Lt. day  from 
Sahiwal and Tharparkar at organized dairy farms. The 
researchers also estimated direct water use for unorganized 

-1dairy farms being 66 Lt. day  for local and cross bred cattle 
(ibid). Although, different practices, species, recall errors 
etc, can be considered as sources of variation, but suggesting 
the reasons for varying reports will be merely speculative, 
at least, at this stage. Therefore, further studies to accurately 
estimate water use are advocated. Interestingly, it was 
found that no water was used for service during summer 
season as owner shifted their animals to dry and sandy land. 
This, perhaps, is a sign of lack of adequate water availability. 
The respondent farmers preferred not to bathe their animals 
in winter season. Although the variations in the available 
literature and findings of the study are not very wide, but 
there is scope of further studies or larger scale to estimate 
water usage for animals in different parts of the state and 
country which will pave way for appropriate water 
management steps.

Indirect Water Use

 The term “indirect WF” usually relates to the water 
use as well as pollution which may be linked to the producer’s 
other (non-water) inputs. (Hoekstra et al., 2011). In this 
study, grey component of WF was not studied. Many other 
researchers have earlier avoided estimating grey component 
(Example, Murphy et al., 2017; Ibidhi and Salem, 2020 
and Bansod, 2012). Perhaps, the complexities involved in 
estimating the grey component makes it a difficult task. 
However, it cannot be ignored that water pollution due to 
animal and their product is an area of concern. Therefore, it 
is suggested that attempts should be made for estimating 
grey water component also.

 The estimation of Indirect water uses attributable to 
feed and fodder consumed was done by using secondary 
data reported by Sirohi et al. (2013). There is a wide variety 
in the amount of water found in the foods eaten (performed 
water) based on the feed’s moisture content, 90% or more 
in succulent crops or little as 5% in dry crops (Zinash et al., 
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  Studies have shown that livestock raising, together 
with other agricultural operations like cultivating animal 
feeding crop or fodder, drinking, washing, and animal 
products processing, uses a lot of fresh water. Additionally, 
it is well-known that the availability of water resources and 
the global hydrological cycle would be impacted by a 
warming planet. There is a potential for a two- to threefold 
increase in animal water consumption if temperatures rise, 
and the livestock industry accounts for around 8% of 
worldwide human water demand (Nardone et al., 2010). 
Due to water scarcity and customer worries about the 
environmental implications of livestock agriculture, 
quantifying the water usage of animal products has been 
more popular over the last 2 decades (Legesse et al., 2017). 
Because of the growing concern about water shortages, 
water footprints have been recognised as a crucial 
indication of the long-term viability of our current 
methods of producing food. The livestock business has 
critical shortfalls in providing the food demands of a 
growing human population without negatively impacting 
water resources, which is why WF assessment throughout 
the full value chain of animal products is gaining 
significance (Zonderland-Thomassen et al., 2014).

 Hoekstra and Hung (2002) used the term “Water 
Footprint” (WF) to describe a method of measuring a 
person’s or a company’s freshwater consumption that 
takes into account both their direct and indirect water 
usage. The amount of total water used in manufacturing a 

product is the products WF. It has been argued that, if the 
Water Footprint for milk is estimated at nation level, China 
has the maximum Water Footprint 1257 Lt/kg, followed by 
India 1060 Lt/kg and Netherland has the least Water 
Footprint 494 Lt/kg (Mekonnen and Hoekstra, 2012). WF 
is now widely recognised as a key measure of food production 
systems’ long-term viability. Due to the availability of very 
limited literature, we planned to assess the Water Footprint 
of lactating cow’s milk produced at smallholder farms. In 
view of the foregoing, this manuscript gives a brief 
account of performed study.

METHODOLOGY

 This study was accomplished in the Hisar district of 
Haryana, which is categorised as hot arid eco-sub-region 
lying in transgangetic plain region (western-agro-climatic 
zone). The volumetric WF technique given by Hoekstra et 
al. (2011) and the Life Cycle Assessment (LCA) established 
in the ISO standards are two examples of widely 
acknowledged ideas of WF. The volumetric WF technique 
is growing in popularity because it provides an all-
encompassing evaluation of usage of water, pollution 
associated with the production or consumption (Owusu-
Sekyere et al., 2017), and generates information and aids 
in water management (Palhares, and Pezzopane, 2015). 
Water footprint accounting for smallholder cattle farms 
was evaluated using the volumetric WF approach proposed 
by Hoekstra et al. (2011). Green water, grey water, and 
blue water are the elements that make up a water footprint. 
Water consumed from groundwater and surface, along the *Corresponding author: ektamahi103@gmail.com
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ABSTRACT
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Chapagain and Hoekstra (2004) and Amarsinghe et al. 
(2011) have reported all India average of total Water 

3Footprint of milk to be 1369 and 1789 m /ton, respectively.

 The question of how India will satisfy its rapidly 
growing need for food and water has risen to the forefront 
of global supply and demand estimates in recent years. The 
consequences of severe weather occurrence heavily affect 
the water availability for agricultural production. Fodder 
and Feed may be impacted as a result of this. Ninety percent 
of India’s water withdrawals go to agriculture (Amarasinghe 
et al., 2007), with groundwater being the source of irrigation 
for sixty-three percent of the irrigated land (GOI, 2010). 
Groundwater consumption has become unsustainable in 
several locations, threatening the viability of the highly 
efficient feed crops and milk yield. There is a compelling 
argument for reducing the WF of milk to increase 
sustainability as milk production in the nation becomes 
more water-intensive and demanding.

 If integrated research and development doesn’t lead 
to much greater water-use efficiency, then the projected 
growth in food consumption in developing nations over 
the future years would require a considerable need for 
extra agricultural water. Lately, it is advised that prime 
target should be to achieve high productivity in Indian 
lactating dairy cattle. But it must also ensure that this 
doesn’t disturb the smallholder production systems being 
practised at village level, also careful consideration must 
be given to other environmental concerns. There is huge 
requirement for vast assessment of such environmental 
impacts in order to reach at reliable solutions and it is 
believed that the easiest ways are tough to find.

CONCLUSION

 Dairy farmers have started to worry about climate 
change since it is altering rainfall patterns and water 
availability. The most significant indirect contributor is 
agricultural water usage, which may be drastically 
decreased. Milk production could be possible in a more 
water-sustainable manner if certain conditions are met, 
such as high agricultural productivity, low CWU, good 
nutritional value forage/fodder crops, optimal pattern of 
animals feeding, and procedures that save water. This 
would result in a lesser WF.
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blue water use, respectively. Thus, the estimated total indirect 
3 -1water use was 10.343 m  day . In term of percentage, it is 45% 

as green and 55% as blue water use. However, methodological 
problems confound the issue of CWU by the cotton crop. 
Further studies to reliably estimate water use in cotton crops 
are thus advocated.

 Yet, it can be seen that it is the indirect water use that 
largely accounts for greater proportion water use for animals. 
Deutsch et al. (2010) have also argued that globaly rise in 
animals feed production will further lead to much higher 
water consumption as majority of water consumption is 
associated with feed and fodder production for farm animals. 
Mekonnen and Hoekstra (2011) assessed that for the period 
1996-2005, WF for the global crop production was 7404 

3 -1Gm  yr .

Total Water Footprint

 The present research work revealed that the total 
consumptive water for lactating cattle was 1391.37 Lt. 
water/Lt. milk. In the estimates, major share is due to indirect 
blue water use (Table 3). This is probably due to the fact that 
Hisar is classified as hot arid district of Haryana and receives 

low rainfall. The average rainfall is  450 mm/year. Because 

of which, a greater reliance on irrigation for crops becomes 
crucial. However, the WF per tonne of feed is higher in 
Netherlands and the United States, and this fact cannot be 
overlooked (Mekonnen and Hoekstra, 2012). The 
worldwide average of total WF of milk for grazing system 

3 3
was 1191 m /ton, with 1087 m /ton contribution from green 

3water, and 56 m /ton from blue water (ibid). Contrarily, 

2002). A crop’s water needs are based on the average ETp 
throughout the course of its 4 growth stages (initial, 
development, mid and late stage). Environmental factors, 
management, crop, and weather, all influence the 
evapotranspiration of crops. Table 4 summarizes the 
estimated green and blue WF of on the basis of feed and 
fodder consumed by cattle. In the present study, the crop 
water requirement was highest for cotton crop due to high 
ETp for the locale of the study. The CWU of crops were 
furnished to primary and by-products (Ground nut cake, 
wheat straw, paddy straw, cotton seed and cotton seed cake).

 When the values reported by Sirohi et al. (2013) are 
taken into account, the consumptive water use by crop has 

3 -1contribution of 4.684 and 5.659 m  day  from green and 

-1 -1Table 3. Total consumptive water for lactating cattle (Lt. head  day )

-1 -1WF Component Type Water use Season (Lt. head  day ) (Mean ± SD) Estimated
      average

-1 -1   Summer Humid Winter (Lt. head  day )

Blue Water Direct Drinking water 72.48 ± 25.95 34.66 ± 12.79 48.85 ± 18.64 51.99
  Bathing water 40.09 ± 20.89 56.5 ± 26.11 0 51.48
  Servicing water 0 7.36 ± 6.78 13.36 ± 6.49 13.84
  Water in feed - - - 16.72
 Indirect Irrigation water - - - 5659
Green Water Indirect Soil moisture - - - 4684

  Total    10477.03

Table 2. Farms milk production and respondents’ family 
status

Sr. No. Characteristics Mean ± SD

1. Cultivable land (acres) 3.33 ± 1.32

2. Animal’s Lactation Number  2.81 ± 0.22

3. Family member strength 5.8 ± 0.21

4. Average Milk Yeild (Lt. / animal /day) 7.51 ± 0.91

5. Animal’s Age (years) 5.33 ± 0.15

Table 4. Blue and Green Water Footprint of feed and fodder 
crops for lactating cattle

3 3Sr. No. Feed type Crop GWP (m ) BWP (m )

1. Dry fodder Wheat straw 0.009 0.394
  Paddy straw 0.009 0.021
2. Green fodder Sorghum 0.036 0.029
  Barseem 0.0003 0.031
  Maize 0.004 0.006
  Oats 0.0006 0.026
  Local grass 0.0005 0.020
3. Concentrate Cotton seed 0.0051 0.276
  Ground nut cake 1.080 0.377
  Wheat bran 0.022 1.07
  Cotton seed cake 3.514 3.13
  Pearl millet grain 0.003 0.186
  Wheat flour 0.001 0.093

  Total 4.684 5.659

Table 1. Components of Water Footprint in Milk Production

WF  Direct water footprint Indirect waterMILK

 (WF ) footprintDIRECT

  (WF )INDIRECT

Element Source Type of use Type of use

Green Water Effective - CWU from soil
 rainfall  moisture in fodder
   and other feed crops

Blue Water Irrigation Drinking, bathing, CWU from irrigation
  servicing and mixing water in crop
  with feed and fodder. production.
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7.963; df=1; p<0.001) content during early lactation. 
However, the discrimination power of different milk 
components did not vary during mid and late lactation 
phase (p>0.05). The AUC for milk lactose observed in Gir 
cows (AUC = 0.681, p<0.001 and 0.649, p<0.001, 
respectively during early and mid-lactation) is comparable 
with Patbandha et al. (2016) who reported AUC of milk 
lactose as 0.64-0.72 for classification of SCM quarters 
from healthy quarters in Jaffrabadi buffaloes. Previous 
studies also assessed the discrimination power of milk 
components particularly milk lactose and SNF to 
differentiate healthy and infected quarters in dairy cows 
(Pyorala, 2003; Bansal et al., 2005) and buffaloes (Bansal 
et al., 2007; Patbandha et al., 2016). The discrimination 
power of milk lactose ranged from 73.9 to 80.85% in cows 
(Pyorala, 2003; Bansal et al., 2005) and 64.0 to 83.7% in 

buffaloes (Bansal et al., 2007; Patbandha et al., 2016). In 
Gir cows, the discrimination power of milk lactose was 
comparatively higher than other traits (SNF, protein and 
ash), which agrees with Bansal et al. (2007). The AUC is 
considered as less accurate to classify healthy and diseased 
state if AUC is 0.5-0.7 (Patbandha et al., 2016); hence in 
Gir cows, milk components (AUC = 0.614-0.681) were 
less accurate to differentiate infected quarters from healthy 
quarters.

Threshold value

 The optimum threshold values of different milk 
components for identification of udder health are 
presented in Table 2. Milk lactose is considered as the most 
important negative indicator of mastitis, which decreases 
consistently with increase in severity of infection 
(Ebrahimie et al., 2018). That’s why majority of 

Table 1. Milk composition of healthy and subclinical mastitic (SCM) udder quarters of Gir cows

Infection status Fat (%) SNF (%) Protein (%) Lactose (%) Ash (%)

Early lactation

Healthy (n=380) 4.118±0.031 8.664±0.041 3.177±0.016 4.767±0.023 0.706±0.004

SCM (n=72) 3.975±0.074 8.382±0.116 3.090±0.048 4.521±0.064 0.682±0.009

p-value 0.065 0.008 0.041 <0.001 0.007

Mid lactation

Healthy (n=324) 4.034±0.034 8.599±0.050 3.138±0.018 4.705±0.024 0.704±0.004

SCM (n=60) 3.920±0.098 8.153±0.152 3.001±0.054 4.461±0.081 0.666±0.013

p-value 0.208 <0.001 0.004 <0.001 0.001

Late lactation

Healthy (n=272) 4.031±0.037 8.471±0.049 3.149±0.022 4.660±0.027 0.694±0.005

SCM (n=52) 3.963±0.085 8.202±0.127 3.020±0.046 4.514±0.076 0.675±0.011

p-value 0.468 0.031 0.017 0.037 0.096

Table 2. Area under curve, threshold value, sensitivity, specificity and likelihood ratio of milk components

Parameters Area Under Curve P-value Threshold Sensitivity (%) Specificity (%) LR+
   values

Early lactation

Milk SNF (%) 0.624±0.038 (0.548-0.698) <0.001 < 8.615 69.44 (57.47-79.76) 58.42 (53.28-63.43) 1.67

Protein (%) 0.628±0.038 (0.552-0.704) <0.001 < 3.135 66.67 (54.57-77.34) 60.53 (55.41-65.47) 1.68

Lactose (%) 0.681±0.037 (0.608-0.754) <0.001 < 4.685 72.22 (60.41-82.14) 62.11 (57.02-67.00) 1.90

Ash (%) 0.614±0.037 (0.540-0.787) 0.002 < 0.705 69.44 (57.47-79.76) 56.84 (51.69-61.88) 1.61

Mid lactation

Milk SNF (%) 0.637±0.042 (0.553-0.719) <0.001 < 8.515 66.67 (53.31-78.31) 54.94 (49.34-60.44) 1.47

Protein (%) 0.628±0.041 (0.547-0.709) 0.001 < 3.100 55.00 (41.61-67.88) 60.49 (54.94-65.85) 1.39

Lactose (%) 0.649±0.041 (0.568-0.730) <0.001 < 4.540 51.67 (38.39-64.77) 69.14 (63.79-74.12) 1.67

Ash (%) 0.627±0.042 (0.545-0.709) 0.001 < 0.685 51.67 (38.39-64.77) 59.26 (53.69-64.66) 1.26

Late lactation

Milk SNF (%) 0.547±0.042 (0.464-0.629) 0.282 < 8.425 51.92 (37.63-65.99) 50.00 (43.90-56.10) 1.03

Protein (%) 0.567±0.042 (0.483-0.650) 0.125 < 3.125 59.62 (45.10-72.99) 46.32 (40.28-52.45) 1.11

Lactose (%) 0.541±0.041 (0.459-0.623) 0.344 < 4.598 44.23 (30.47-58.67) 56.62 (50.50-62.59) 1.02

LR = Likelihood ratio; Values within parenthesis indicates 95% Confidence Interval
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researchers estimated threshold value of milk lactose for 
early identification of mastitis in dairy bovines. The 
threshold value of milk lactose has been reported to be 
4.7g% for dairy cattle by several authors as a biomarker for 
SCM (Pyorala, 2003; Televicius et al., 2021). However, 
Bansal et al. (2005) observed threshold value of milk 
lactose 4.85 g% in German Black Pied cows for identification 
of SCM. In Gir cows the optimum threshold observed was 

4.68 g% ( 4.7g%) during early lactation, indicates that 

like other studies this could be used as biomarker for 
identification of udder health. On the other hand, in mid 
lactating cows, optimum threshold value of milk lactose 
was 4.54 g% comparatively lower than the other studies. 
Bansal et al. (2007) reported threshold value for milk SNF 
as 9.5 g% for SCM in buffaloes. In Gir cows, during early 
and late lactation the threshold values of SNF for SCM 
were 8.6 g% and 8.5 g%, respectively. In early lactating 
cows, udder quarters having milk lactose below 4.68% 
were 1.9 times more likely to be infected with SCM (LR+ 
= 1.9). But, in mid lactating cows, udder quarters having 
milk lactose below 4.54% were 1.67 times more likely to 
be affected with SCM (LR+ = 1.67). In a similar line, 
Televicius et al. (2021) reported that cows with milk 
lactose < 4.7% had 15 times higher chances of SCM than the 
cows with lactose concentration above this level (p = 0.001).

CONCLUSIONS

 The results of the present study showed significant 
reduction in milk components particularly milk SNF, 
protein and lactose in SCM. The discrimination power was 
highest for milk lactose to differentiate healthy and SCM 
quarters compared to other milk components. Taken 
together it may be concluded that milk lactose could be 
used as a quick and non-invasive bio marker to predict 
udder health status in Gir cows.

REFERENCES

Araujo, T.P.M., Rangel, A.H.N., Lima, G.F.C., Peixoto, M.G.C.D., 
Urbano, S.A. and Bezerra, J.S. (2018). Gir and Guzerat cow 
milk production and composition according to lactation stage, 
somatic cell count, physiological state and body condition. Acta 
Sci. Anim. Sci. 40: e39352.

Bagri, D.K., Pandey, R.K., Bagri, G.K., Kumari, R. and Bagdi, D.L. 
(2018). Effect of subclinical mastitis on milk composition in 
lactating cows. J. Entomol. Zool. Stud. 6: 231-236.

Bansal, B.K., Hamann, J., Grabowski, N. and Singh, K.B. (2005). 
Variation in the composition of selected milk fraction samples 
from healthy and mastitis quarters, and its significance for 
mastitis diagnosis. J. Dairy Res. 72: 144-152.

Bansal, B.K., Hamann, J., Lind, O., Singh, S.T. and Dhaliwal, P.S. 
(2007). Somatic cell count and biochemical components of milk 

related to udder health in buffaloes. Ital. J. Anim. Sci. 6: 1035-
1038.

Dang A.K, Kapila, S., Singh, C. and Sehgal, J.P. (2008). Milk differential 
cell counts and compositional changes in cows during different 
physiological stages. Milchwissenschaft. 63: 239-242.

Ebrahimie, E., Ebrahimi, F., Ebrahimi, M., Tomlinson, S. and Petrovski, 
K.R. (2018). A large-scale study of indicators of sub-clinical 
mastitis in dairy cattle by attribute weighting analysis of milk 
composition features: highlighting the predictive power of 
lactose and electrical conductivity. J. Dairy Res. 85: 193-200.

ICAR (2013). Nutrient requirements of cattle and buffaloes. New Delhi, 
India: Indian Council of Agricultural Research.

Krishnamoorthy, P., Goudar, A.L., Suresh, K.P. and Roy, P. (2021). 
Global and countrywide prevalence of subclinical and clinical 
mastitis in dairy cattle and buffaloes by systematic review and 
meta-analysis. Res. Vet. Sci. 136: 561-586.

Manokaran, S., Kavithaa, N.V. and Geetha, T. (2020). A field study on 
prevalence of subclinical mastitis in indigenous Kangayam 
cows. Int. J. Curr. Microbiol. Appl. Sci. 9: 1809-1813.

Modh, R.H., Nauriyal, D.S., Islam, M.M., Modi, R.J. and Wadhwani, 
K.N. (2017). Morphological study on types of udder and teats in 
association with subclinical mastitis in Gir cows. Int. J. Sci. 
Environ. Technol. 6: 2688-2693.

Panchal, I., Sawhney, I.K., Sharma, A.K. and Dang, A.K. (2016). 
Classification of healthy and mastitis Murrah buffaloes by 
application of neural network models using yield and milk 
quality parameters. Comput. Electron. Agric. 127: 242-248.

Patbandha, T.K, Sabapara, G.P., Savaliya, B.D., Dash, S.K., Parikh, S.S. 
and Ali, M. (2020). Physical characteristics and production 
performance of Gir cattle in India. Int. J. Livest. Res. 10: 1-11.

Patbandha, T.K., Ravikala, K., Maharana, B.R., Pathak, R., Marandi, S., 
Gajbhiye, P.U., Mohanty, T.K. and Malhotra, R. (2016). Receiver 
operating characteristic analysis of milk lactose for identification 
of mastitis in buffaloes. Indian J. Anim. Res. 50: 969-973.

Pranay, B., Champak, B., Japheth, K.P. and Pooja, T. (2017). 
Interdependence and distribution of subclinical mastitis and 
intra-mammary infection among udder quarters in Jersey crossbred 
cows. Intl. J. Agri. Sci. 9: 4235-4237.

Pyorala, S. (2003). Indicators of inflammation in the diagnosis of 
mastitis. Vet. Res. 34: 565-578.

Reis, C.B.M., Barreiro, J.R., Mestieri, L., Porcionato, M.A. and Santos 
M.V. (2013). Effect of somatic cell count and mastitis pathogens 
on milk composition in Gyr cows. BMC Vet. Res. 9: 67.

Sharma, R., Ashutosh, M., Pandita, S., Yadav, P.S. and Parkunan, T. 
(2018). Quarter-wise prevalence of subclinical mastitis in crossbred 
cows. Indian J. Anim. Res. 52: 116-120.

Sinha, M.K., Thombare, N.N. and Mondal, B. (2014). Subclinical 
mastitis in dairy animals: incidence, economics and predisposing 
factors. Sci. World J. 2014: 523984:

Televicius, M., Juozaitiene, V., Malasauskiene, D., Antanaitis, R., 
Rutkauskas, A., Urbutis, M. and Baumgartner, W. (2021). Inline 
milk lactose concentration as biomarker of the health status and 
reproductive success in dairy cows. Agriculture. 11: 38.

Corresponding author: vetsirohi@rediffmail.com

trus synchronizathod that synchronizes ovulations is 
named briefly as “Ovsynch” (Pursley et al., 1995). The 
study was aimed to evaluate the efficacy of different 
methods of estrus sync

1 2

2215

Marinelli, L., Adamelli, S., Normando, S. and Bono, G. 
(2007). Quality of life of the pet dog: Influence of 
owner and dog’s characteristics. Appl. Anim. Behav. 
Sci. 108(1-

How to cite: Mahajan, V., Filia, G., Bal, M.S., Leishangthem, G.D. and Sandhu, K.S. (2021). Epidemiological and pathological studies 
on outbreaks of swinepox in Punjab. Har. Vet. 60(1):-


n

i=1


n

i=1


n

i=1


n

i=1

Abs 540 nm in the reaction mixtures
Abs 540nm in100% hemolysis control

2 × volume of sample taken × absorbance of sample

1.56 × 105 X ml

mg of protein in 0.01 ml of hemolysate

Y%

Absorbance of sample

Absorbance of standard

l Research/Clinical articles are invited for next issue from the Scientists/Veterinarians 
engaged in Veterinary Profession.

l Please follow strictly the format of 'The Haryana Veterinarian' for manuscript 
writing/submission.

l Please pay processing fee of Rs. 1000/- online in the account of Dean, College of 
Veterinary Sciences, along with each article.

l After revision, please return the revised manuscript and rebuttal at the earliest.

l Please mention your article reference number in all correspondence for a quick 
response.

l We solicit your co-operation.

l All correspondence should be addressed to 'The Editor', Haryana Veterinarian, 
Department of Veterinary Parasitology, College of Veterinary Sciences, LUVAS, 
Hisar-125004.

Editors

CONTRIBUTORS MAY NOTE

Assessment of microwave processed ready-to-eat meat snacks

 Somesh Kumar Meshram, Sanjod Kumar Mendiratta, Pranav Chauhan, Deepali Sakunde, Serlene Tomar
 and Baleshwari Dixit

Dongre, V.B., Raut, S.G. and Mugale, R.R. (2023). Critical analysis

Dongre, V.B., Raut, S.G. and Mugale, R.R. (2023). Critical analysis

1111

Average parasitized RBC
Average total number of RBC

Editors/Editorial Board Members are highly thankful to 
all the distinguished referees who helped us in the 
evaluation of articles. We request them to continue to 
extend their co-operation and be prompt in future to give 
their valuable comments on the articles for timely 
publication of the journal.

THE HARYANA VETERINARIAN

HV-161-22 final for publication

284

 In tropical countries like India ticks and tick-borne 
diseases, especially bovine theleriosis, babesiosis and 
anaplasmosis, can cause sudden death of severely infected 
animals. The cattle tick Rhipicephalus (Boophilus) 
microplus is a significant vector of these deadly diseases 
(Ghosh et al., 2015). The most common method for 
controlling tick infestation is to treat the host with synthetic 
acaricides like Arsenic trioxide, organochlorines, 
organophosphates, carbamates, amidines, pyrethroids and 
ivermectins etc.  which kill the associated larvae, nymphs, 
and adults. Although this has limitations due to wide 
spread environmental pollution, increased risk of 
insecticide residue, quick development of resistance and 
parasite reoccurrence (Picinin et al., 2017).

 It has been reported that the topical treatment of 
animals with herbal acaricidal formulations is safe and less 
toxic as compared to synthetic agents (Chen et al., 2019). 
In response to the insecticides residue problems, many 
researchers attempted to develop bioint, acaricidal, and 
larvicidal and which in particular acts against Rhipicephalus 
microplus (Martins, 2006). The main objective of the 
present study was to observe the effect of Citronella oil on 
tick infested cattle on the basis of improvement in 
haemato-biochemical attributes, management of clinical 
manifestations and reduction in tick count.al Dairy Farm 
for providing infrastructure and necessary facilities to 
conduct the research.
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Fig. 1. Dead male foal with fetal membrane after delivery

21

products supply chain refers to the blue water. Usage of 
rainwater refers to the green water and the non-consumable 
water due to deteriorative water quality refers to the grey 
water (Hoekstra et al., 2011).

 Male cattle rearing farmers were purposively 
selected for the collection of data. Selection of farmers was 
completely based on multistage sampling method (5 villages 
were selected from Hisar district on random basis, further 
10 farmers from each village were selected on random basis). 
For production of milk, both, direct (servicing, drinking 
and bathing) and indirect (through fodder and feed intake) 
is used as consumptive water. The parameters estimated 
were Blue and Green WF of cattle milk (Table 1). This 
study did not attempt estimation of Grey WF component 
given the inherent complexities and scope of study.

WF  + WF  = WFINDIRECT DIRECT MILK

Direct water consumption (WF )DIRECT

 The data on water used for drinking, servicing, mixing 
with feed and fodder, and bathing (Lt./day) was collected. 
The estimation of above-mentioned water use at the farm 
was quite difficult but data was collected by interviews of 
farmers and observation of farms (the pipe’s diameter, time 
of water run in pipe, animal numbers on the farm, volume 
of buckets or water trough used and number of times per 
day these were filled by farmer) for different seasons.

WF  = Drinking water + Bathing water + Service waterDIRECT

Indirect water consumption (WF )INDIRECT

 Indirect water =   x  × CWUi i i

 x  = consumption of ‘i’ concentrate/roughage (kg) by i

the cattle. It was measured using the weighing balance. 
CWU  = The Consumptive Water Use of ‘i’ concentrate/ i

3roughage resource expressed in m /kg.

 The crop water requirement by crop is required to 
calculate the indirect WF (blue and green water components). 
Crop water demand is the sum of ETp across a crop’s four-
stage development cycle. (Allen et al., 1998). For the 
present study, data reported from Sirohi et al. (2013) for 
Haryana specific feed and fodder crops was selected as 
Secondary data source.

WF  = WF  + WF  + WFINDIRECT DRY-FODDER GREEN-FODDER CONCENTRATE

RESULT AND DISCUSSION

The Production System

 Male farmers selection was done purposively 

because males of the family are responsible to take decisions 

and actions for animal rearing practices in the research 

area. Significant aspects of farms and homes are summarised 

in Table 2. Adequate quantity of concentrates, agricultural 

by-product, green grass and fodder as feed was available in 

animals’ stalls. Availability of green forage was totally 

dependent on the season. Lactating cattle were the potent 

recipients of the costlier food like concentrates.

Direct Water Use

 In order to have sensible estimates of the direct water 
consumption, the information was collected for summer, 
humid and winter season (Table 3). The total direct water 

-1use was calculated 134 Lt. day . However, the previous 
study judged the wide volumes of direct water use from 

-1 -1100 Lt. day  (Singh et al., 2004) to 64 Lt. day  (Chapagain 
and Hoekstra, 2003) for lactating Indian dairy cattle. 
Similarly, Sirohi et al. (2013) reported blue WF from direct 

-1 -1use of 85 Lt. day  from Karan Fries and 80 Lt. day  from 
Sahiwal and Tharparkar at organized dairy farms. The 
researchers also estimated direct water use for unorganized 

-1dairy farms being 66 Lt. day  for local and cross bred cattle 
(ibid). Although, different practices, species, recall errors 
etc, can be considered as sources of variation, but suggesting 
the reasons for varying reports will be merely speculative, 
at least, at this stage. Therefore, further studies to accurately 
estimate water use are advocated. Interestingly, it was 
found that no water was used for service during summer 
season as owner shifted their animals to dry and sandy land. 
This, perhaps, is a sign of lack of adequate water availability. 
The respondent farmers preferred not to bathe their animals 
in winter season. Although the variations in the available 
literature and findings of the study are not very wide, but 
there is scope of further studies or larger scale to estimate 
water usage for animals in different parts of the state and 
country which will pave way for appropriate water 
management steps.

Indirect Water Use

 The term “indirect WF” usually relates to the water 
use as well as pollution which may be linked to the producer’s 
other (non-water) inputs. (Hoekstra et al., 2011). In this 
study, grey component of WF was not studied. Many other 
researchers have earlier avoided estimating grey component 
(Example, Murphy et al., 2017; Ibidhi and Salem, 2020 
and Bansod, 2012). Perhaps, the complexities involved in 
estimating the grey component makes it a difficult task. 
However, it cannot be ignored that water pollution due to 
animal and their product is an area of concern. Therefore, it 
is suggested that attempts should be made for estimating 
grey water component also.

 The estimation of Indirect water uses attributable to 
feed and fodder consumed was done by using secondary 
data reported by Sirohi et al. (2013). There is a wide variety 
in the amount of water found in the foods eaten (performed 
water) based on the feed’s moisture content, 90% or more 
in succulent crops or little as 5% in dry crops (Zinash et al., 
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  Studies have shown that livestock raising, together 
with other agricultural operations like cultivating animal 
feeding crop or fodder, drinking, washing, and animal 
products processing, uses a lot of fresh water. Additionally, 
it is well-known that the availability of water resources and 
the global hydrological cycle would be impacted by a 
warming planet. There is a potential for a two- to threefold 
increase in animal water consumption if temperatures rise, 
and the livestock industry accounts for around 8% of 
worldwide human water demand (Nardone et al., 2010). 
Due to water scarcity and customer worries about the 
environmental implications of livestock agriculture, 
quantifying the water usage of animal products has been 
more popular over the last 2 decades (Legesse et al., 2017). 
Because of the growing concern about water shortages, 
water footprints have been recognised as a crucial 
indication of the long-term viability of our current 
methods of producing food. The livestock business has 
critical shortfalls in providing the food demands of a 
growing human population without negatively impacting 
water resources, which is why WF assessment throughout 
the full value chain of animal products is gaining 
significance (Zonderland-Thomassen et al., 2014).

 Hoekstra and Hung (2002) used the term “Water 
Footprint” (WF) to describe a method of measuring a 
person’s or a company’s freshwater consumption that 
takes into account both their direct and indirect water 
usage. The amount of total water used in manufacturing a 

product is the products WF. It has been argued that, if the 
Water Footprint for milk is estimated at nation level, China 
has the maximum Water Footprint 1257 Lt/kg, followed by 
India 1060 Lt/kg and Netherland has the least Water 
Footprint 494 Lt/kg (Mekonnen and Hoekstra, 2012). WF 
is now widely recognised as a key measure of food production 
systems’ long-term viability. Due to the availability of very 
limited literature, we planned to assess the Water Footprint 
of lactating cow’s milk produced at smallholder farms. In 
view of the foregoing, this manuscript gives a brief 
account of performed study.

METHODOLOGY

 This study was accomplished in the Hisar district of 
Haryana, which is categorised as hot arid eco-sub-region 
lying in transgangetic plain region (western-agro-climatic 
zone). The volumetric WF technique given by Hoekstra et 
al. (2011) and the Life Cycle Assessment (LCA) established 
in the ISO standards are two examples of widely 
acknowledged ideas of WF. The volumetric WF technique 
is growing in popularity because it provides an all-
encompassing evaluation of usage of water, pollution 
associated with the production or consumption (Owusu-
Sekyere et al., 2017), and generates information and aids 
in water management (Palhares, and Pezzopane, 2015). 
Water footprint accounting for smallholder cattle farms 
was evaluated using the volumetric WF approach proposed 
by Hoekstra et al. (2011). Green water, grey water, and 
blue water are the elements that make up a water footprint. 
Water consumed from groundwater and surface, along the *Corresponding author: ektamahi103@gmail.com
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ABSTRACT

 With the huge cattle population and poor production management system in the country, environment can be affected by negative factors, 
including: shortage of water and pollution of water bodies. In context to this problem, a study was performed to estimate Water Footprint (WF) in 
Hisar district of Haryana from cattle’s milk. The information about animal’s ration and watering, crops cultivation, irrigation system, etc. was 
collected by interviewing 50 male farmers (purposive sampling) rearing cattle at smallholder farm, followed by multistage sampling. For estimation 
of WF of milk, methodology suggested by Water Footprint Network was relied. Both blue and green water estimations were made using both primary 
and secondary data. The Water Footprint was estimated as 1391.37 Lt. water/ Lt. milk. The indirect blue water constituted major water use with direct 
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that examine the cause of multi-functionality upon the WF of milk produced at smallholder farms across the country. Sustainable dairy farming may 
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sources quality, and so on.
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Chapagain and Hoekstra (2004) and Amarsinghe et al. 
(2011) have reported all India average of total Water 

3Footprint of milk to be 1369 and 1789 m /ton, respectively.

 The question of how India will satisfy its rapidly 
growing need for food and water has risen to the forefront 
of global supply and demand estimates in recent years. The 
consequences of severe weather occurrence heavily affect 
the water availability for agricultural production. Fodder 
and Feed may be impacted as a result of this. Ninety percent 
of India’s water withdrawals go to agriculture (Amarasinghe 
et al., 2007), with groundwater being the source of irrigation 
for sixty-three percent of the irrigated land (GOI, 2010). 
Groundwater consumption has become unsustainable in 
several locations, threatening the viability of the highly 
efficient feed crops and milk yield. There is a compelling 
argument for reducing the WF of milk to increase 
sustainability as milk production in the nation becomes 
more water-intensive and demanding.

 If integrated research and development doesn’t lead 
to much greater water-use efficiency, then the projected 
growth in food consumption in developing nations over 
the future years would require a considerable need for 
extra agricultural water. Lately, it is advised that prime 
target should be to achieve high productivity in Indian 
lactating dairy cattle. But it must also ensure that this 
doesn’t disturb the smallholder production systems being 
practised at village level, also careful consideration must 
be given to other environmental concerns. There is huge 
requirement for vast assessment of such environmental 
impacts in order to reach at reliable solutions and it is 
believed that the easiest ways are tough to find.

CONCLUSION

 Dairy farmers have started to worry about climate 
change since it is altering rainfall patterns and water 
availability. The most significant indirect contributor is 
agricultural water usage, which may be drastically 
decreased. Milk production could be possible in a more 
water-sustainable manner if certain conditions are met, 
such as high agricultural productivity, low CWU, good 
nutritional value forage/fodder crops, optimal pattern of 
animals feeding, and procedures that save water. This 
would result in a lesser WF.
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blue water use, respectively. Thus, the estimated total indirect 
3 -1water use was 10.343 m  day . In term of percentage, it is 45% 

as green and 55% as blue water use. However, methodological 
problems confound the issue of CWU by the cotton crop. 
Further studies to reliably estimate water use in cotton crops 
are thus advocated.

 Yet, it can be seen that it is the indirect water use that 
largely accounts for greater proportion water use for animals. 
Deutsch et al. (2010) have also argued that globaly rise in 
animals feed production will further lead to much higher 
water consumption as majority of water consumption is 
associated with feed and fodder production for farm animals. 
Mekonnen and Hoekstra (2011) assessed that for the period 
1996-2005, WF for the global crop production was 7404 

3 -1Gm  yr .

Total Water Footprint

 The present research work revealed that the total 
consumptive water for lactating cattle was 1391.37 Lt. 
water/Lt. milk. In the estimates, major share is due to indirect 
blue water use (Table 3). This is probably due to the fact that 
Hisar is classified as hot arid district of Haryana and receives 

low rainfall. The average rainfall is  450 mm/year. Because 

of which, a greater reliance on irrigation for crops becomes 
crucial. However, the WF per tonne of feed is higher in 
Netherlands and the United States, and this fact cannot be 
overlooked (Mekonnen and Hoekstra, 2012). The 
worldwide average of total WF of milk for grazing system 

3 3
was 1191 m /ton, with 1087 m /ton contribution from green 

3water, and 56 m /ton from blue water (ibid). Contrarily, 

2002). A crop’s water needs are based on the average ETp 
throughout the course of its 4 growth stages (initial, 
development, mid and late stage). Environmental factors, 
management, crop, and weather, all influence the 
evapotranspiration of crops. Table 4 summarizes the 
estimated green and blue WF of on the basis of feed and 
fodder consumed by cattle. In the present study, the crop 
water requirement was highest for cotton crop due to high 
ETp for the locale of the study. The CWU of crops were 
furnished to primary and by-products (Ground nut cake, 
wheat straw, paddy straw, cotton seed and cotton seed cake).

 When the values reported by Sirohi et al. (2013) are 
taken into account, the consumptive water use by crop has 

3 -1contribution of 4.684 and 5.659 m  day  from green and 

-1 -1Table 3. Total consumptive water for lactating cattle (Lt. head  day )

-1 -1WF Component Type Water use Season (Lt. head  day ) (Mean ± SD) Estimated
      average

-1 -1   Summer Humid Winter (Lt. head  day )

Blue Water Direct Drinking water 72.48 ± 25.95 34.66 ± 12.79 48.85 ± 18.64 51.99
  Bathing water 40.09 ± 20.89 56.5 ± 26.11 0 51.48
  Servicing water 0 7.36 ± 6.78 13.36 ± 6.49 13.84
  Water in feed - - - 16.72
 Indirect Irrigation water - - - 5659
Green Water Indirect Soil moisture - - - 4684

  Total    10477.03

Table 2. Farms milk production and respondents’ family 
status

Sr. No. Characteristics Mean ± SD

1. Cultivable land (acres) 3.33 ± 1.32

2. Animal’s Lactation Number  2.81 ± 0.22

3. Family member strength 5.8 ± 0.21

4. Average Milk Yeild (Lt. / animal /day) 7.51 ± 0.91

5. Animal’s Age (years) 5.33 ± 0.15

Table 4. Blue and Green Water Footprint of feed and fodder 
crops for lactating cattle

3 3Sr. No. Feed type Crop GWP (m ) BWP (m )

1. Dry fodder Wheat straw 0.009 0.394
  Paddy straw 0.009 0.021
2. Green fodder Sorghum 0.036 0.029
  Barseem 0.0003 0.031
  Maize 0.004 0.006
  Oats 0.0006 0.026
  Local grass 0.0005 0.020
3. Concentrate Cotton seed 0.0051 0.276
  Ground nut cake 1.080 0.377
  Wheat bran 0.022 1.07
  Cotton seed cake 3.514 3.13
  Pearl millet grain 0.003 0.186
  Wheat flour 0.001 0.093

  Total 4.684 5.659

Table 1. Components of Water Footprint in Milk Production

WF  Direct water footprint Indirect waterMILK

 (WF ) footprintDIRECT

  (WF )INDIRECT

Element Source Type of use Type of use

Green Water Effective - CWU from soil
 rainfall  moisture in fodder
   and other feed crops

Blue Water Irrigation Drinking, bathing, CWU from irrigation
  servicing and mixing water in crop
  with feed and fodder. production.
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