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ABSTRACT 

An evaluation study on “Impact of Crop Diversification on Food Security and Farmers’ Income in Himachal 

Pradesh Crop Diversification Promotion Project (HPCDP) Area - Lessons Learnt and Vision 2030” undertaken in 

five districts of H.P mainly to examine the extent and scope of diversification, increase in income and to analyse 

the food security issue reveals that CCA accounted for about 56% of total holding size in completed project sites 

and 23% in under construction schemes. Out of total irrigated area of 7.90 kanals (0.32 ha)per beneficiary in 

completed sites, 56% was under lift irrigation, 24% irrigated through tube wells and the remaining 20% was under 

kuhl irrigation system. However, in under construction scenario only 0.54 kanals (0.02 ha) per beneficiary was 

under irrigation and it was irrigated through open wells. Of the total CCA per beneficiary, 61% was under lift 

irrigation and 39% under tube wells & wells in completed sites. The cropping pattern revealed that food grains 

occupied about 75% of the total cropped area while the non-food crops and diversification towards vegetables 

accounted for 15.55% and 9.69% of the area, respectively in completed project sites. The augmented area under 

irrigation has further led to enhance the cropping intensity by about 20 percentage points above the state average 

of 172%. In completed projects sites; colocasia, lady finger, garlic, cauliflower and potato dominated the scene 

and the proportion of vegetables sold stood at 64 and 72%. About 98, 92 and 38% of the maize, wheat and rice 

home consumption was met from own farm sources in these project sites while the corresponding figures for 

under construction category were 100, zero (0) and 94%, respectively. Rest of rice and wheat requirement was 

met from PDS and market in both the situations and the share of market purchases was higher than PDS 

purchases. In case of pulses, most of the requirement was met from market purchases and only a very small 

portion (3 to 8%) was being met through PDS supplies in the under construction scenarios. The share of farm 

income in total income stood at only 28 and 23% for completed and under construction sites, respectively.  

Almost one-half of the respondents expressed their dependence on agriculture to the tune of 50% but the bright 

side of the story is that cent per cent of them in either situation wished to continue with agriculture. The total 

monthly expenditure per household stood at above Rs 8100 and it was perceptibly higher on education and 

entertainment in completed project sites as compared to under construction scenario. Nearly three-fourth of the 

farmers in the completed project areas reported improvement in their social status while slightly over one-half 

narrated increase in their nutritional security. On the other hand, in under construction scenario about one- fourth 

to one–half of the respondent households indicated that diversifying to vegetables is likely to increase their 

economic and social status besides providing nutritional security. About 64% farmers indicated that the area under 

vegetables could go up from 20 to 50% of the total cropped area in completed project sites whereas in under 

construction scenario it was about 32% who reported so, despite biggest threat to farming in general and vegetable 

farming in particular from stray and wild animals menace, attack of insect pests and diseases, non- availability of 

market for  disposing of the perishable agricultural produce and the lack of awareness in raising vegetable crops 

on commercial lines. 

The estimates for foodgrains production due to on-going process of diversification under three different scenarios 

of 9.69%, 15% and 30% diversification given in Table 0.01 and 0.02 for the HPCDP districts as a whole and at 

individual household level reveals that the area under foodgrains will be 4.22, 3.93 and 3.12 lakh ha respectively. 

The corresponding foodgrains production realized under these situations would be 8.52, 8.54 and 7.25 lakh metric 

tonnes. At 15% diversification there would be no shortage of foodgrain because of higher productivity of 

foodgrains realized on account of technological (irrigation & use of better material inputs) interventions. 

The findings of the study strongly recommend diversification towards vegetable crops. The per hectare income 

from vegetables is expected to increase by more than 200% as diversification increases from the existing 9.69 % 

of the total cropped area to the maximum of 30%. With the availability of assured irrigation water in the study 

area, farmers can raise three or four vegetable crops in a year. This would result in enhancing their income per 

unit of land through intensive vegetable farming. So with the increase in cropping intensity and the extent of 

diversification beyond 30% in the years to come, there will be further scope to increase the income from 

vegetables beyond 200 to 300%.The study also reveals that consequent upon increasing the area under vegetable 

crops from the existing 9.69% to 15% and 30%, will lead to the decrease in area under foodgrains to the extent of 
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about 7% and 26%, respectively. The expected shortage of foodgrains production could be compensated by 

increasing the existing foodgrain productivity of 23.72 quintals per hectare by more than 17%. The diversification 

from foodgrains to vegetable crops to the extent of 15% is the most likely possible scenario that would fetch an 

income of about Rs 44000, of which 60% would come from vegetables and the remaining 40% from foodgrains 

without jeopardizing the food security of the households.For handling the resulting additional vegetable 

production, augmentation of market yards/ sub yards needs to be scaled up by around 1.5 times by 2030.The wild 

and stray animal menace in many areas has become a formidable threat and the farmers’ zeal is about to touch the 

nadir. To ward off this threatening problem, new technique of solar, chain linked and barbed wire fencing could 

be a viable option. Finally, since in less advanced/ new vegetable production regions in the state the level of 

chemical applications is not that high and given that the people at large, more so in urban India, are becoming 

more health conscious, there is a need to exploit this opportunity in the form of nature friendly/organic foods. 

Table 0.01: Existing and projected estimates for HPCDP districts, 2030 

Sr. 

No. 

Particulars Units Non-diversified 

area (under 

construction) 

Diversif

ied area 

(9.69%) 

Difference 

(Absolute) 

Diversifi

ed area 

(15%) 

Difference 

(Absolute) 

Diversifie

d area 

(30%) 

Difference 

(Absolute) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 = (5 -4) 7 8 = (7 - 5) 9 10 = (9 - 5) 

1 Total cropped area ha 539794 539794 - 539794 - 539794 - 

2 Area under food grains ha 471059 422029 (-) 49030 393402 (-) 28627 312433 (-) 109596 
3 Area under vegetables ha 3284 52314 (+) 49030 80969 (+) 28655 161938 (+) 109624 
4 Average yield of foodgrains q/ha 19.71 20.19 

(22.00) 

(+) 0.48 

(+ 2.29)* 
21.71 (+) 1.52 23.22 

(27.27)* 

(+) 3.03 

(+ 7.08) 
5 Average yield of vegetables q/ha 80.36 96.95 (+) 16.29 193.90 (+) 96.95 193.90 (+) 96.95 
6 Production of food grain Lakh 

MT 

9.2846 8.5208 (-) 0.7638 8.5408 (+) 0.0200 7.2547 (-) 1.2661 

7 Production of vegetables Lakh 

MT 

0.2639 5.0718 (+) 4.8079 15.6999 (+) 

10.6281 
31.3998 (+) 26.3280 

8 Income from foodgrains Rs/ha 19710 20190 (+) 480 26052 (+) 5862 27864 (+) 7674 
9 Income from vegetables Rs/ha 48216 58170 (+) 9954 193900 (+) 135730 193900 (+) 135730 

10 Market yards and collection 

centres 

No. 45 45 - 70 with  (+) 25 More than 

200 

More than 

155 

Note: * shows enhancement in productivity 

 

Table 0.02: Existing and projected estimates per household basis for HPCDP districts, 2030    

Sr. 

No 

Particular Units Non-

diversified 

area(under 

construction) 

Diversified 

area (9.69%) 

Difference 

(Absolute) 

Diversified 

area 

 (15%) 

Difference 

(Absolute) 

Diversifie

d area 

(30%) 

Difference 

(Absolute) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 = (5 -4) 7 8 = (7 - 5) 9 10 = (9 - 5) 

1 Total cropped area k/hh 23.01 23.01 0.00 23.01 0.00 23.01 0.00 

2 Area under food grains  k/hh 20.08 17.99 (-) 2.09 16.77 (-) 1.22 13.32 (-) 4.67 
3 Area under non-food crops k/hh 2.79 2.79 0.00 2.79 0.00 2.79 0.00 

4 Area under vegetables k/hh 0.14 2.23 (+) 2.09 3.45 (+) 1.22 6.90 (+) 4.67 
5 Average yield of foodgrains q/ha 19.71 20.19 (+) 0.48 21.71 (+) 1.52 23.22 (+) 3.03 
6 Average yield of vegetables  q/ha 80.36 96.95 (+) 16.59 193.90 (+) 96.95 193.90 (+) 96.95 
7 Production of food grain q/hh 15.83 14.53 (-) 130 14.56 (+) 0.03 12.37 (-) 2.16  
8 Production of vegetables q/hh 0.45 8.65 (+) 8.20 26.77 (+) 18.12 53.52 (+) 44.87 
9 Income from foodgrains  Rs/hh 15830 14530 (-) 1300 17475 (+) 2945 14844 (+) 314 
10 Income from vegetables  Rs/hh 270 5190 (+) 4920 26758 (+) 21568 53520 (+) 48330 
11 Income from farm sources Rs/hh 72872 73384 (+) 512 103263 (+) 29879 127404 (+) 54020 
12 Income from non-farm sources Rs/hh 265620 215472 (-) 50148 258566 (+) 43094 237019 (+) 21547 
13 Total household income 

(farm+ non-farm) 

Rs/hh 338492 288856 (-) 49636 361829 (+) 72973 601442 (+) 312586 

Note: k means kanal and 1 kanal = 0.04 ha 

For detailed calculations please see Table 8.5 to 8.10 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

              A study entrusted by H.P Crop Diversification Promotion Project, JICA ODA, Hamirpur to the 

Department of Agricultural Economics, Extension Education and Rural Sociology, CSK HPKV, Palampur 

entitled “Impact of Crop Diversification on Food Security and Farmers’ Income in Himachal Pradesh Crop 

Diversification Promotion Project (HPCDP) Area - Lessons Learnt and Vision 2030” carried out in Bilaspur, 

Hamirpur, Kangra, Mandi and Una  districts of the state reveals that the majority (60-70%) of beneficiaries in the 

completed (scenario one) and under construction  (scenario two) categories were in the age group of 30-60 years 

and most of them belonged to general category and Other Backward Class. The average size of the family was 

4.41 with literacy of 93.52% in scenario one and 4.42 with literacy of 96.30% in scenario two. Average livestock 

holding per household in scenario two was found higher at 2.38 animals as compared to 2.28 animals in scenario 

one. The average size of operational holding was higher at 12.15 kanals (0.49 ha) in scenario two than scenario 

one where it was 8.79 kanals (0.35 ha). On the other side, Command Culturable Area (CCA) accounted for about 

56% of total holding size in scenario one and 23% in scenario two. Out of total irrigated area of 7.90 kanals (0.32 

ha)per beneficiary in scenario one, 56% was under lift irrigation, 24% was irrigated through tube wells and the 

remaining 20% was under kuhl irrigation system. In scenario two only 0.54 kanals (0.02 ha) per beneficiary was 

under irrigation and it was irrigated through open wells. Of the total CCA per beneficiary, 61% was under lift 

irrigation and the remaining 39% was under irrigation through tube wells & wells (19.50%) and kulhs (19.50%) in 

scenario one. In both scenarios, the availability of irrigation water was reported to be available throughout the 

year, however, in scenario two its availability for irrigation from the existing sources was not assured and of 

adequate level at the time of need.  The cropping pattern in scenario one revealed that food grains occupied about 

75% of the total cropped area while the non-food crops (fodders and oilseeds) and diversification towards 

vegetables accounted for 15.55% and 9.69% of the area, respectively. The higher share of area under fodder crops 

could partly be attributed to the augmentation of irrigation facilities in this scenario. The cropping intensity was 

observed to be about 20 percentage points higher than the state average of 172%. Among vegetables, colocasia, 

lady finger, garlic, cauliflower and potato occupied higher area as compared to other vegetable crops. In scenario 

two also, the food grains occupied about 87% of the total cropped area while non-food crops accounted for 

slightly over 12%. Surprisingly, the area under vegetables in this scenario was less than 1% (0.62%) of the gross 

cropped area. The cropping intensity was observed to be 189% in this scenario. As regards the choice of vegetable 

crops, cucumber, cauliflower, lady finger, colocasia, potato, onion and garlic dominated the scene. In scenario 

one, the respondents sold out 60, 33 and 20% of their total production of maize, wheat and paddy while the 

respective shares for these crops in scenario two were 41% each, respectively. In case of vegetables, the 

proportion sold stood at 64 and 72% of total production in scenario one and scenario two, respectively. About 98, 

92 and 38% of the maize, wheat and rice home consumption was met from own farm produce in scenario one 

while the corresponding figures for scenario two were 100, zero (0) and 94%, respectively. Rest of rice and wheat 

requirement was met from PDS and market in both the situations and the share of market purchases was almost 

double of the PDS purchases. In case of pulses, most of the requirement was being met from the market and only 

a very small portion (3 to 8%) was being met through PDS supplies in the two scenarios. The average monthly 

income of the respondent households was observed to be Rs 24918 and Rs 28751 for scenario one and two, 

respectively. The higher income in scenario two was due to off farm sources. The composition of the farm income 

in total income stood at only 28 and 23% for scenario one and two, respectively. The detailed composition of the 

component of farm income evinced that the contribution of livestock and agriculture sub-sectors was 18 and 10%, 

respectively in scenario one whereas it was 16 and 6% each in scenario two for these two components. About 49% 

of the respondents expressed their dependence on agriculture to the tune of 50% in scenario one. On the other 

hand, about 58% respondents reported it to be less than 50% in scenario two. But the bright side of the story is 

that about cent per cent of the respondents in either scenario wished to continue agriculture in the project areas. 
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The total monthly expenditure per household stood at Rs 8450 and Rs 8134 for scenario one and two, respectively 

and it was perceptibly higher on education and entertainment in scenario one as compared to scenario two. It was 

revealed that 73% of the farmers felt that diversification increased their social status while 52% reported that it 

has increased their nutritional security in scenario one. On the other hand, in scenario two about 23 to 50% of the 

respondent households indicated that diversifying to vegetables is likely to increase their economic and social 

status besides providing nutritional security. About 64% farmers indicated that the area under vegetables could go 

up from 20 to 50% of the total cropped area in scenario one whereas in scenario two it was about 32% who 

reported so. Juxtaposing these responses with the information on fulfilling family food requirements from own 

production, the area under vegetables might be extended to 25 - 30% of the total cropped area in the project area. 

The biggest threat to farming in general and vegetable farming in particular included the menace of stray and wild 

animals, insect pests and diseases, the problem of disposing of the perishable agricultural produce and the lack of 

awareness in raising vegetable crops on commercial lines. 

The estimates for foodgrains production due to on-going process of diversification under three different scenarios 

of 9.69%, 15% and 30% diversification given in Table 0.2 and 0.3 for the HPCDP districts as a whole and at 

individual household level reveals that the area under foodgrains will be 4.22, 3.93 and 3.12 lakh ha respectively. 

The corresponding foodgrains production realized under these situations would be 8.52, 8.54 and 7.25 lakh metric 

tonnes. At 15% diversification there would be no shortage of foodgrain because of higher productivity of 

foodgrains realized on account of technological (irrigation & use of better material inputs) interventions. 

The study further strongly recommends diversification towards vegetable crops. The per hectare income from 

vegetables is expected to increase by more than 200% as diversification increases from the existing 9.69 % of the 

total cropped area to the maximum of 30%. With the availability of assured irrigation water in the study area, 

farmers can raise three or four vegetable crops in a year. This would result in enhancing their income per unit of 

land through intensive vegetable farming. So with the increase in cropping intensity and the extent of 

diversification beyond 30% in the years to come, there will be further scope to increase the income from 

vegetables beyond 200 to 300%.The study also reveals that consequent upon increasing the area under vegetable 

crops from the existing 9.69% to 15% and 30%, will lead to the decrease in area under foodgrains to the extent of 

about 7% and 26%, respectively. The expected shortage of foodgrains production could be compensated by 

increasing the existing foodgrain productivity of 23.72 quintals per hectare by more than 17%. The diversification 

from foodgrains to vegetable crops to the extent of 15% is the most likely possible scenario that would fetch an 

income of about Rs 44000, of which 60% would come from vegetables and the remaining 40% from foodgrains 

without jeopardizing the food security of the households.For handling the resulting additional vegetable 

production, augmentation of market yards/ sub yards needs to be scaled up by around 1.5 times by 2030.The wild 

and stray animal menace in many areas has become a formidable threat and the farmers’ zeal is about to touch the 

nadir. To ward off this threatening problem, new technique of solar, chain linked and barbed wire fencing could 

be a viable option. Finally, since in less advanced/ new vegetable production regions in the state the level of 

chemical applications is not that high and given that the people at large, more so in urban India, are becoming 

more health conscious, there is a need to exploit this opportunity in the form of nature friendly/organic foods. 
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Table 0.1: Salient findings of study under different scenario 

Sr. No. Particulars Units Scenario one 

(Diversification 9.69%) 

Scenario two       

(Under diversified) 

I Socio personal & demographic  features    

1 Beneficiaries falling in the age group of 30-60 years Per cent 70.22 53.85 

2 General caste Per cent 60.64 96.15 

3 Nucleus families Per cent 50.00 46.15 

4 Joint families Per cent 50.00 53.85 

5 Majority of population falling in 26-40 years of age Per cent 26.27 34.78 

6 Population literacy rate  Per cent 93.52 96.30 

7 Population residing in villages Per cent 85.30 92.17 

8 Population living outside the  villages Per cent 14.70 7.83 

9 Average family size  Number 4.41 4.42 

10 Sex ratio (Female/1000 males) Number 853 796 

11 Workers (service, labour, farming, housewives, etc.) Per cent 60.72 58.27 

12 Non-workers as dependent  (School going and old aged) Per cent 39.28 41.73 

II Economic features    

13 Investment on household assets  Lakh Rs/hh 11.18 9.52 

14 Investment on agricultural assets  Lakh Rs/hh 0.10 0.23 

15 Livestock ownership  No./hh 2.28 2.38 

16 Investment on livestock  Rs/hh 35,894 63,309 

17 Size of land holding  k/hh 12.91 32.41 

18 Culturable Command Area (CCA) k/hh) 7.17 7.50 

19 CCA per cent of total holding Per cent 55.54 23.14 

III Cropping pattern    

20 Gross cropped area  k/hh 16.92 23.01 

21 Net cropped area  k/hh 8.79 12.15 

22 Cropping intensity  Per cent 192 189 

23 Per cent cropped area under vegetables Per cent 9.69 0.62 

24 Ranking of vegetables grown by farmers  Crop % area Crop % 

area 

1st Colocasia 1.36 Cucumber 0.18 

2nd Ladyfinger 1.06 Ladyfinger 0.09 

3rd Garlic 1.00 Colocasia  0.09 

4th Cauliflower 0.83 Potato 0.09 

IV Production & consumption pattern    

25 Production of vegetables  q/hh 6.36 0.45 

26 Average yield of vegetables  q/k 

q/ha 

3.88 

97.00 

3.21 

80.25 

27 Vegetables sold in the market as per cent of production q/hh 
per cent 

4.05 
63.68 

0.32 
71.79 

28 Per month consumption of cereals  kg /hh 61.93 66.62 

29 Per month consumption of pulses  kg /hh 4.40 7.29 

30 Per month consumption of spices  kg /hh 0.45 0.46 

31 Per month consumption of fish/meat  kg /hh 2.32 1.96 

32 Per month consumption of milk and products  kg /hh 85.98 95.19 

V Household income & expenditure pattern    

33 Per month farm income  Rs /hh 6962 6616 

34 Per month farm income from vegetables @ Rs 600/q Rupees 3816 270 

35 Per month non-farm income  Rs /hh 17956 22135 

36 Per month total household income  Rupees 24918 28751 

37 Total households income  Rupees 2,99,016 3,45,012 

38 Households dependent 50% to agriculture Per cent 48.94 38.46 

39 Households to continue in agriculture Per cent 100 100 

40 Per cent hhs revealing rise in their income due to JICA project Per cent 71.27 - 

41 Households utilizing enhanced income in improving hh assets Per cent 56.72 - 

42 Households utilizing enhanced income in extending better 
education 

Per cent 43.28 - 

43 Households reporting no increase in income due to just beginning Per cent 28.72 - 

44 Per month household expenditure  Rs/hh 8,450 8,134 

45 Per cent Expenditure on foods as Per cent of total expenditure Per cent 33.74 30.74 

46 Expenditure on education & health of total expenditure  Per cent 18.80 20.14 

47 Households reporting rise in social status due to JICA project Per cent 73.40 50.00 

VI Miscellaneous    

48 Households reporting significant income in economic status Per cent 35.11 23.07 

49 Households reporting rise in nutritional security Per cent 52.13 46.15 

50 Households turned job seekers to job givers Per cent 35.11 11.54 

51 Households supplying seed & planting material Per cent 11.70 - 

52 Households likely to grow vegetables in 30-50% of area Per cent 32.98 15.38 



vi 
 

53 Households reporting problem of attack of wild & stray animals Per cent 56.38 76.92 

54 Households reporting problem in marketing of produce Per cent 20.21 7.69 

 

Table 0.2: Existing and projected estimates for HPCDP districts, 2030 

Sr. 

No. 

Particulars Units Non-diversified 

area (under 

construction) 

Diversified 

area (9.69%) 

Difference 

(Absolute) 

Diversified 

area 

(15%) 

Difference 

(Absolute) 

Diversified 

area 

(30%) 

Difference 

(Absolute) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 = (5 -4) 7 8 = (7 - 5) 9 10 = (9 - 5) 

1 Total cropped area ha 539794 539794 - 539794 - 539794 - 

2 Area under food 

grains 

ha 471059 422029 (-) 49030 393402 (-) 28627 312433 (-) 109596 

3 Area under 

vegetables 

ha 3284 52314 (+) 49030 80969 (+) 28655 161938 (+) 109624 

4 Average yield of 

foodgrains 

q/ha 19.71 20.19 

(22.00) 

(+) 0.48 

(+ 2.29) 
21.71 (+) 1.52 23.22 

(27.27) 

(+) 3.03 

(+ 7.08) 
5 Average yield of 

vegetables 

q/ha 80.36 96.95 (+) 16.29 193.90 (+) 96.95 193.90 (+) 96.95 

6 Production of food 

grain 

Lakh 

MT 

9.2846 8.5208 (-) 0.7638 8.5408 (+) 0.0200 7.2547 (-) 1.2661 

7 Production of 

vegetables 

Lakh 

MT 

0.2639 5.0718 (+) 4.8079 15.6999 (+) 10.6281 31.3998 (+) 26.3280 

8 Income from 

foodgrains 

Rs/ha 19710 20190 (+) 480 26052 (+) 5862 27864 (+) 7674 

9 Income from 

vegetables 

Rs/ha 48216 58170 (+) 9954 193900 (+) 135730 193900 (+) 135730 

10 Market yards and 

collection centres 

No. 45 45 - 70 with  (+) 25 More than 

200 

More than 

155 

Note: * shows enhancement in productivity 

 

Table 0.3: Existing and projected estimates per household basis for HPCDP districts, 2030    

Sr. 

No. 

Particular Units Non-

diversified 

area(under 

construction) 

Diversified 

area 

(9.69%) 

Difference 

(Absolute) 

Diversified 

area 

(15%) 

Difference 

(Absolute) 

Diversified 

area 

(30%) 

Difference 

(Absolute) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 = (5 -4) 7 8 = (7 - 5) 9 10 = (9 - 5) 

1 Total cropped area k/hh 23.01 23.01 0.00 23.01 0.00 23.01 0.00 

2 Area under food grains  k/hh 20.08 17.99 (-) 2.09 16.77 (-) 1.22 13.32 (-) 4.67 
3 Area under non-food crops k/hh 2.79 2.79 0.00 2.79 0.00 2.79 0.00 

4 Area under vegetables k/hh 0.14 2.23 (+) 2.09 3.45 (+) 1.22 6.90 (+) 4.67 
5 Average yield of foodgrains q/ha 19.71 20.19 (+) 0.48 21.71 (+) 1.52 23.22 (+) 3.03 
6 Average yield of vegetables  q/ha 80.36 96.95 (+) 16.59 193.90 (+) 96.95 193.90 (+) 96.95 
7 Production of food grain q/hh 15.83 14.53 (-) 130 14.56 (+) 0.03 12.37 (-) 2.16 
8 Production of vegetables q/hh 0.45 8.65 (+) 8.20 26.77 (+) 18.12 53.52 (+) 44.87 
9 Income from foodgrains  Rs/hh 15830 14530 (-) 1300 17475 (+) 2945 14844 (+) 314 
10 Income from vegetables  Rs/hh 270 5190 (+) 4920 26758 (+) 21568 53520 (+) 48330 
11 Income from farm sources Rs/hh 72872 73384 (+) 512 103263 (+) 29879 127404 (+) 54020 
12 Income from non-farm 

sources 

Rs/hh 265620 215472 (-) 50148 258566 (+) 43094 237019 (+) 21547 

13 Total household income 

(farm+ non-farm) 

Rs/hh 338492 288856 (-) 49636 361829 (+) 72973 601442 (+) 312586 

Note: k means kanal and 1 kanal = 0.04 ha 

For detailed calculations please see Table 8.5 to 8.10 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 Background 

Diversification to cash crops especially fruits and vegetables has been the main policy thrust in 

Himachal Pradesh ever since it attained statehood in 1971 and hence could be regarded as the core of 

agricultural development strategy followed in the state. The shift towards this diversified pattern has 

grown stronger over time. On supply side, this has been necessitated, inter alia, by the incessant 

fragmentation of land holdings with low productivity, highly conducive agro-climatic conditions and 

lack of alternative livelihood opportunities in hilly regions, while on demand side, this has been 

fueled by changed consumption patterns, urbanization, increasing incomes and proximity to big 

national markets in the adjoining areas. 

Of late, diversification confined to high hills and valleys in the state earlier, has descended down to 

mid and low hill areas. The area and production of vegetable crops indicate highly encouraging 

growth trends during the past two and a half decades or so. Resultantly, the area under vegetable 

crops has grown more than three-folds between 1990-91 and 2014-15 and at present is around 

75,000 hectares. The production during this period has gone up from 3.68 lakh tonnes to 15.76 lakh 

tonnes. The state produces a number of vegetables like potato, tomato, green peas, beans, cabbage, 

cauliflower, capsicum, cucumber, etc. This could be attributed to various policy initiatives taken in 

this direction by the successive state governments during these years.  

1.2 About the project 

In the recent past, the state government with the help of various national and international financial 

institutions and development agencies has undertaken many measures to diversify agriculture in the 

state. One such joint effort is the Himachal Pradesh Crop Diversification Promotion Project (HPCDP) 

being implemented by Government of Himachal Pradesh (GoHP) with the collaboration of the Japan 

International Cooperation Agency-Official Development Assistance (JICA-ODA).The project aims at 

promoting crop diversification in the target area of five districts of Himachal Pradesh namely, Bilaspur, 

Hamirpur, Kangra, Mandi and Una through rehabilitation and development of infrastructure such as irrigation 

facilities, farm access roads supported by technical and capacity building programme for farmers on vegetable 

cultivation, foodgrain cultivation, post-harvest technology and strengthening of extension services functions. 
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1.3 Project goal: 

To promote crop diversification by development and rehabilitation of minor irrigation facilities in 

3,712 hectares’ area and access farm roads, improvement of extension services and promotion of 

vegetable cultivation thereby improving the livelihood of farmers in Bilaspur, Kangra, Hamirpur, 

Mandi, and Una districts (Fig.1.1) 

 

1.4 Project objectives: 

 To increase the area and production of vegetables through crop diversification. 

 To raise income of small and marginal farmers. 

 To create and rehabilitate infrastructures for irrigation, farm access roads, marketing, post-

harvest, etc. 

 To organize farmers into groups to take over operation and maintenance of irrigation systems. 

 Training and capacity building of farmers and field extension staff. 

 

1.5 Institutional set up 

In order to execute the project, theHimachal Pradesh Agriculture Development Society has been 

established as an independent autonomous society under HP Societies Registration Act 2006outside the 

state Department of Agriculture which is nodal department.  Thereafter, a Project Management Unit 

(PMU) has been established at the state level with headquarters at Hamirpur for handling the overall 

project planning and management. Considering the territorial expanse of the project, covering 210 

sub projects, three district-level PMUsone each at Hamirpur, Kangra and Mandi has been set up. The 

PMU at Hamirpur also looks after the project activities in Bilaspur and Una districts. At the field 

level, eight block-level PMUs have been established. There are three block level PMUs in Kangra 

(Baijnath, Nurpur, Dehra), two in Mandi, (Mandi, Sarkaghat) and one each in Bilaspur, Hamirpur 

and Una to oversee the project implementation at the sub-project level. The detailed organizational 

set is given in Fig. 1.2. 
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Fig 1.1: Study districts in Himachal Pradesh 
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Fig 1.2: Organogram of project management  

The project has already completed around five years, and it is most opportune time that its impact on 

farmer’s income through hypothesized crop diversification is examined along with its implications 
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for the food security of the people in the project area. Hence, the present impact assessment is 

carried out with the following objectives. 

 

1.6 Objectives 

The main objectives of the study were:   

1. To examine the extent and scope of crop diversification, increase in income in the HPCDP area 

2. To analyse the food security issues and to devise future vision plan up to 2030. 

1.7 Organization of the report 

The study is organised in nine chapters. Chapter 1 details out background with respect to HPCDP project, its 

goal, main objectives, institutional set up and the objectives of the study. Chapter 2 delineates 

methodological procedure followed to conduct the study in terms of selection of sample beneficiaries from 

the two different situations viz; diversified & under construction schemes and the statistical tools employed 

to accomplish the objectives of the study. Chapter 3 discusses the comparative socio-economic profile of 

the sample households under the two situations covering aspects like age, sex, caste, occupational 

structure  and education wise distribution of the sample population, land utilisation pattern, inventory and 

investment on household assets, agricultural assets, livestock farm buildings and implements possessed by 

respondents, etc. The cropping pattern changes and extent of diversification has been discussed in Chapter 

4.  Chapter 5 presents picture of distribution of monthly income from farm and non- farm sources, the 

impact of diversification on income and monthly distribution of expenditure pattern. Traditional agriculture, 

food security and diversification to commercial crops regarding responses of sample beneficiaries have 

been discussed in Chapter 6. The problems and constraints faced by sample beneficiaries in diversification 

have been given in Chapter 7. Chapter 8 on the vision 2030 covers demography and state agriculture in 

general, the projected estimates on foodgrains & vegetables area, production and average yields in HPCDP 

districts as a whole based on secondary data and findings of the study for comparison. The estimates have 

also been derived at individual household and per unit land basis with respect to area, production and 

income from foodgrains and vegetables and other non- farm sources. Chapter 9 summarises the main 

findings of study highlighting the lessons learnt and suggested policy interventions & require actions. To 

provide ready insight, the abstract and executive summary have been given in the beginning of report. 
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CHAPTER 2 

METHODOLOGY 

 

The scientific and systematic methodology is a, essential component of sound research project. It 

directly influences the validity and generalisability of research findings. In the field of social sciences, 

formulation of hypotheses, research design and techniques of measurement of variables to test proposed 

hypotheses are integral components of a well-conceived and laid out project proposal. In the literature on 

methodologies in social sciences, there are five main approaches, namely, sample surveys, rapid 

appraisal, participant observation, case studies and participatory learning and action to conduct a 

scientific research inquiry. The adoption of a particular approach or amalgam of different approaches, 

however, is contingent on a variety of factors most notably, the objectives of the proposed research 

inquiry, the proposed use of the findings, the level of required reliability of results, complexity of the 

research area/programme and, of course, the availability of resources (money, human and time). The 

present chapter, therefore, discusses the details of the research methodology in terms of research design, 

method of data collection, analysis, measurement of selected variables and difficulties faced in 

conducting study followed in completing the study.  The chapter is structured into four sections. Section 

2.1 describes the methodology followed to select the sample beneficiaries or households. Section 2.2 

delineates the procedure of data collection. While statistical tools employed to analyse the data are 

discussed in Section 2.3, the major limitations of the study have been brought out in Section 2.4.  

2.1 Selection of sample beneficiaries 

      After having signed the service agreement with HPCDP on September 24, 2016, the project team of 

the Department of Agricultural Economics, Extension Education & Rural Sociology discussed about the 

project activities with the Project Director, HPCDP, JICA-ODA and designed the technical programme of 

work. In the first place, this entailed designing of the appropriate questionnaire (Appendix I) in 

consonance with the objectives of the impact study which was pre-tested in the field and was improved 

upon thereafter. As the project activities in different Block Project Management Units (BPMUs) are 

spread over five project districts, a random sample of 120 beneficiariestaking 94 from completed and 26 

from under construction irrigation sub projects (Table 2.1) was drawn.   
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Table 2.1: Sample villages and number of sample beneficiaries 

Sr. 

No. 

Sub-project or name 

of scheme 

Block Project 

Management 

Unit (BPMU) 

Name of 

villages 

covered 

Culturable 

Command 

Area (ha) 

Total  

(No.) 

Sample  

(No.)  

Scenario 1 (Completed) 

1 Lift Irrigation 

Scheme, 

 Chibber Balu 

Bilaspur Chibber  11.00 25 12 

2 Lift Irrigation 

Scheme, 

Panjyali Rajputan 

Hamirpur Dugha 9.50 31 15 

3 Tube Well, Jankor Una Jankor, 

Kuthar Kalan 

18.69 47 04 

19 

4 Lift Irrigation Scheme 

 Bandhol 

Dehra Baloh 9.00 32 17 

5 Lift Irrigation 

Scheme, 

Sandral 

Sarkaghat Suja, 

Sandral 

9.09 49 04 

23 

 Total   57.28 184 94 

Scenario 2 (Under construction) 

1 Lift Irrigation 

Scheme, 

Rahjol 

Hamirpur Tal 10.46 27 13 

2 Lift Irrigation 

Scheme, 

Krishna Nagar 

Una Krishna 

Nagar 

8.95 26 13 

 Total   19.41 53 26 

 

2.2 Collection of data  

During the process of data collection, three teams were constituted. One set of field team comprised of 

one team leader, one interviewer and one enumerator for data recording.  The team leader signed data 

documents on behalf of agency. The coordination with the targeted communities for active participation 

in survey was facilitated by supervisors notified by Project Monitoring Unit.  

The primary data were collected from the household beneficiaries though personal interview method. 

The survey teams visited the selected sub projects, held discussions with the president of Krishak Vikas 

Association (KVA) and focus group discussion with the farmers. A list of beneficiary households was 

obtained from KVA.Thereafter, data were collected from the randomly selected individual beneficiaries 

on the following aspects: 

 

 



8 
 

i. Socio-personal and educational features. 

ii. Household, agricultural, and livestock assets, etc. 

iii. Land use, cropping pattern, production, consumption and sale of agricultural output. 

iv. Sources of income and expenditure  

v. Impact of crop diversification on household income 

vi. Intended diversification vis-à-vis food security aspect, dependence on agriculture, etc. 

vii. Constraints faced and solutions thereof in diversifying to vegetable crops. 

viii. Role of Krishak Vikas Association, etc. 

The data thus collected by the agency from the selected sites for the agricultural year 2015-16 

were got randomly checked from the respective supervisors notified by the HPCDP for checking the 

genuineness of the data and authenticating it. The photos of data collection process have been given in the 

next page. 

2.3 Analytical framework 

   The data collected from the field were further scrutinized and assigned codes with respect to status of 

irrigation infrastructure developed in the sample sites. Two sets of tabulation sheets were designed on 

excel sheets. To oversee data entry, compilation, analysis of data, preparation of tables and preparation of 

draft report, two separate teams were constituted. The data were then tabulated and analysed by using 

appropriate analytical tools (averages, percentages and ratios) to accomplish the objectives of the study.  

Compound growth rates were worked out to facilitate projections for future. The growth rates were 

computed by employing the formulation as given below: 

Y = A Bt 

Where, Y = Area/Production/Productivity of selected crops 

            A = Constant 

             B = (1 + r) 

             r = Compound Growth Rate (CGR) 

             t = Time variable in years (1,2,3…. n) 

The value of antilog of “B” was estimated by using LOGEST functions in MS- Excel. Then, the per cent 

compound Growth Rates were calculated as below:    

CGR = [Antilog (log B) -1] x 100 

 

To devise future vision plan 2030, following considerations were given due weightage and significance: 
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 New potential areas to be brought under vegetable farming on account of enhanced irrigation in 

HPCDP areas. 

 Potential incomes of the farmers on account of growing vegetables through diversification and 

likely areas to be kept under foodgrains. 

 Capacity of marketing network in handling existing vegetables produce in terms of rural roads, 

market yards their capacity, communication means 

Projected estimates of vegetable production and foodgrains in 2030 for HPCDP districts as a whole and 

at individual household level due to diversification were arrived at by assuming three diversification 

situations viz; first at 9.69% (existing in diversification study area), second at 15% (assumed) and third 

at 30% (assumed). 

2.4 Limitations of study 

Though due care was taken to accomplish the objectives of the study, yet the time available to the 

consulting agency for carrying out the evaluation study was an important limitation. More rigorous 

analysis could have been done to bring out still deeper insights on various untouched project aspects. 

Since the size of sample was small particularly in under construction category, therefore, generalization of 

results lacks precision. 
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DATA COLLECTION 

 

  

District Una District Mandi 

 
 

DistrictUna District Mandi 

 
 

DistrictBilaspur District Kangra 
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CHAPTER 3 

SOCIO-ECONOMIC PROFILE OF SAMPLE HOUSEHOLDS 

 

The socio- economic profile of the households of any particular region or place helps in understanding 

the constrains vis-s-vis potential of development of region. The socio- economic conditions of the 

farmers also greatly affect the organization management of land and crops on their farms. Therefore, an 

examination of the socio- economic status of the sample beneficiary households is pessary to improve 

their socio economic condition through suitable measures. The information on socio- economic 

parameters such as family and educational status, ownership of land, crops and cropping pattern was 

obtained from the study area. These parameters all amongst the key factors have great bearing on the 

decision-making process at the farms. In this context the various socio- economic features of sample 

beneficiaries have been analysed and presented in the sub-sections. 

 

3.1 Socio-personal features 

Table 3.1 presents the socio-personal characteristics of the surveyed beneficiaries. It can be seen from 

the table that in scenario one majority of beneficiaries (70.22%) were in the age group of 30-60 years, 

however, in case of scenario two the proportion of the total beneficiaries in the same age group 

constituted about 54 % only. The number of beneficiaries having age above 60 years was comparatively 

more in scenario two than scenario1. None of the beneficiaries was found to fall in the age group of 

below 30 years of age in scenario two whereas in scenario one out of total beneficiaries, one was below 

30 years of age. More than 96 % of beneficiaries in scenario two and around two-third in scenario 

onebelonged to general category. Nearly 32 % of beneficiaries belonged to other backward class and 7 

%  to scheduled caste in scenario one. The table further shows that about 62 to 63% of sample 

beneficiaries were male headed in both the scenarios. In both the scenarios over 100% of the 

beneficiaries belonged to the married class. An examination of the structure of the family reveals that 

half of the sample beneficiaries in both scenarios had nucleus family. 

Therefore, it may be concluded that in both the scenarios majority of the respondents belonged to 

the general category. Although as usual male headed respondents outnumbered female headed but they 

also accounted for a sizeable proportion (38%) of total respondents. Out of total respondents more than 

half were in the age group of 30 to 60 years. Nearly 50 % of the sample respondents had nucleus family 

structure in scenario one and 54 % of the sample respondent had joint family structure in scenario two. 
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Table 3.1: Socio-personal features of respondent households                              (Number) 

Sr. 

No. 

Particulars Scenario one 

(Completed) 

Scenario two 

(Under construction) 

1 Age ( years)   

 <30 01(1.06) - 

 30-60 66(70.22) 14 (53.85) 

>60 27(28.72)        12 (46.15) 

2 Caste   

 General Category 57(60.64) 25 (96.15) 

Scheduled Caste 07(7.45) 01 (3.85) 

Other Backward Class 30(31.91) - 

3 Gender   

  Male 5 (62.77) 16 (61.54) 

 Female 35(37.23) 10 (38.46) 

4 Marital Status   

Married 100(100.00) 26 (100) 

5 Family Structure   

 Nucleus 47(50.00) 12 (46.15) 

Joint 47(50.00) 14 (53.85) 

6 Total  94(100.00) 26 (100.00) 

Note: Figures in the parentheses denote the percentages to total 

 

 

3.2 Socio–personal characteristics of population  

Table 3.2 depicts the demographic features of the sample beneficiaries as well as their family members. 

A majority of the family members of surveyed beneficiaries in both scenarios were in the working age 

group of 16- 60 years. Their proportion varied from 64 % (scenario one) to 67 % (scenario two). 

Similarly, the children up to five years and school going (6-15 years) jointly comprised nearly one-

fourth of total population (25-27%). 

The educational status of the family member’s reveals that in both scenarios more than 93% were literate 

having their education from primary level to graduate and above. About 3 to 6% were illiterate and their 

proportion was slightly higher (6.27%) in case of scenario one than scenario two (3.48%). The 

proportion of the non-school going children was to the extent of 3% in scenario one to 6% in scenario 

two. The literacy rate was turned out to be slightly higher in scenario two (96.30%) than scenario two 

(93.52%). An examination of the residential status of the family members reveals that majority of them 

were residing in the native village itself.About 8 to 15% of family members in both the scenarios were 

residing outside the village. The average size of the family was almost equal in both the scenarios (4.41 

in scenario one and 4.42 in scenario two). 
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Fig 3.1: Age structure of respondents Fig 3.2: Caste composition of respondents 

  

Fig 3.3: Gender of respondents Fig: 3.4: Literacy rate of sample households 

 

Fig 3.5: Average family size of sample households 
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Table 3.2 Demographic features of family members of respondent households (Number)    

Sr. 

No. 

Particulars Scenario one 

(Completed) 

Scenario two 

(Under construction) 

1  Age interval (Years) 

   0-5 29(6.99) 10 (8.70) 

 06-15 74(17.83) 21 (18.26) 

16-25 76(18.31) 20 (17.39) 

 26-40 109(26.27) 40 (34.78) 

41-60 79(19.04) 18 (15.65) 

>60 48(11.56) 06 (5.22) 

2 Education status 

 Illiterate 26(6.27) 04 (3.48) 

NSG 14(3.37) 07 (6.09) 

Up to primary 81(19.52) 19 (16.52) 

Middle 63(15.18) 12 (10.43) 

Up to Matric 89(21.45) 21 (18.26) 

Up to +2 93(22.41) 30 (26.09) 

Graduate & above 49(11.80) 22 (19.13) 

Literacy rate 93.52 96.30 

3 Residence status 

  Live in village 354(85.30) 106 (92.17) 

Outside village 61(14.70) 09 (7.83) 

5 Total family members(No.) 415(100.00) 115 (100.00) 

6 Average family size  4.41 4.42 

7 Sex ratio(Females/1000 males) 853 796 

*NSG – Non-school going 

 Note: Figure in the parentheses denote the percentages of total 

     On the whole it can be concluded from the table that a major fraction of the total family members on 

the respondents were in the working age group. The literacy was found to be nearly hundred %. The 

residential status of family members reveals that majority of them were residing in the native village 

itself.  

3.3 Occupational structure 

Table 3.3 portrays the pattern of occupational structure of the family members of sample beneficiaries. It 

can be seen from the table that only 3 to 6% of the total family members had crop farming their main 

occupation. About one-third fraction (36-38%) of family members in both the scenarios belonged to 

category of students.  

Nearly 24 to 28 % of family members had no main occupation other than performing the duties of 

housewives only. It was also noticed that a quite low proportion of the family members had their main 

occupation as a worker either skilled or unskilled, however, their proportion was markedly higher in 

scenario one (5.30%) than scenario two (3.48%). The table further reveals that percentage of family 

members that had service (both government and private) as their main occupation was to the tune of 

about 22 % in both the scenarios. 
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Table 3.3: Occupational structure of family members of respondent households (Number) 

Sr. 

No. 

Particulars Scenario one 

(Completed) 

Scenario two 

(Under construction) 

1 Government service 24(5.78) 06 (5.22) 

2 Private service 69(16.63) 20 (17.39) 

3 Farming 27(6.50) 04 (3.48) 

4 Agricultural  labour 04(0.96) - 

5 Skilled worker 09(2.17) 04 (3.48) 

6 Unskilled worker 13(3.13) - 

7 Pensioners 09(2.17) 03 (2.61) 

8 Shopkeepers/businessmen 07(1.69) 01 (0.87) 

9 Students 148(35.66) 43 (37.39) 

10 Housewife 99(23.86) 32 (27.83) 

111 Other 06(1.45) 02 (1.73) 

 Total family member  415(100.00) 115 (100.00) 

Note: Figure in the parentheses denote the percentages of total  

3.4 Household, agricultural and livestock assets 

Table 3.4 highlights the status of possession of the household’s assets by the beneficiaries under both the 

scenarios. It can be seen from the table thatall the beneficiaries in both scenarios owned either a kutcha, 

pucca or semi pucca type of house. Among household’s assets the possession of pucca house was 

markedly higher among the beneficiaries in scenario one than scenario two. The possession of two and 

four wheeler vehicles as well as mobile telephones was also noticed among the beneficiaries and it did 

not differ much significantly across the scenarios. The total investment made on the household’s assets 

was found to be higher by 17% in scenario one (Rs.11, 18,000) than scenario two (Rs.9, 52,539).  

Table 3.5 gives the possession of agricultural assets by the sample beneficiaries. The table reveals that in 

both the scenarios the beneficiaries were having the possession of major agricultural assets such as 

tractor, power tiller, wheat and paddy thresher, irrigation pump system etc but their number was turned 

out to be very small. The per farm total investment, however, made on major and minor agricultural 

assets in scenario two was estimated at Rs 23,042 which was double than that of total investment made 

on these assets in scenario one (Rs 10,416). The major fraction of the total investment was on purchase 

of the chaff cutter (38.12) in scenario one and in scenario two it was on the purchase of tractor and 

power tiller (66.67%).  

Table 3.6 shows the average livestock holding of the sample beneficiaries. As may be seen from the 

table, the beneficiaries in both the scenarios had kept almost equal number of animals. The number of 

cows kept per household turned out to be less than one in both the scenarios. The beneficiaries had also 

reared improved buffaloes and their number was turned out to be higher in scenario two (0.88) than 
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scenario one (0.55). It was also found that a very few beneficiaries had kept bullocks for ploughing 

operation in both the scenarios as their number was turned out to be only 0.08 to 0.10 per farm. 

An examination of the total value of the livestock reveals that in scenario two (Rs. 63,309) the 

beneficiaries had made significantly higher investment on the livestock as compared to scenario one (Rs. 

35,894). 

Table 3.4: Inventory and investment on household assets possessed by respondent households     (Per 

household) 

Sr. 

No. 

Particulars Scenario one  

(Completed) 

Scenario two  

(Under construction) 

Number Value 

(Rs) 

Ownership(%) Number Value 

(Rs) 

Ownership(%) 

Owned Not 

owned 

Owned Not 

owned 

1 Residential 

House 

1.00 6,62,000 

(59.21) 

  1.00 7,98,078 

(83.78) 

  

i) Kutcha  0.05 

 

14,000 

(1.25) 

100 - 0.19 63,462 

(6.66) 

100 - 

ii) Pucca  0.84 5,85,000 

(52.32) 

100 - 0.73 6,71,154 

(70.46) 

100 - 

iii) Semi  

pucca  

0.11 63,000 

(5.64) 

100 - 0.08 63,462 

(6.66) 

100 - 

2 Cattle shed 0.87 88,000 

(7.88) 

100 - 0.77 63,846 

(6.70) 

100 - 

3 Four 

wheeler 

0.19 41,000 

(3.67) 

100 - 0.19 56,731 

(5.96) 

100 - 

4 Two 

wheeler 

0.33 3,15,000 

(28.17) 

96.77 3.23 0.42 19,808 

(2.07) 

100 - 

5 Bicycle - - - - 0.04 38 

(0.01) 

100 - 

6 Mobile 2.26 12,000 

(1.07) 

56.60 43.40 2.88 14,038 

(1.48) 

61.24 38.76 

 Total  11,18,000 

(100.00) 
   9,52,539 

(100.00) 

  

Note: Figure in the parentheses denote the percentage of total 
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Table3.5: Agricultural assets possession of respondent households                 (Per household) 

Sr. 

No. 

Particulars Scenario one 

(Completed) 

Scenario two 

(Under construction) 

Number Value 

(Rs.) 

Ownership (%) Number Value 

(Rs.) 

Ownership (%) 

Owned Not 

owned 

Owned Not 

owned 

1. Tractor/ Power tiller 0.01 2,660 

(25.54) 

100 - 0.04 15,385 

(66.77) 

100 - 

2. Thresher 0.01 745 

(7.15) 

100 - - - - - 

3. Pump for irrigation 

(tullu pump, etc.) 
0.02 85 

(0.81) 

100 - 0.04 308 

(1.34) 

100 - 

4. Sprinkler - - 100 - 0.04 769 

(3.34) 

100 - 

5. Chaff cutter 0.56 4,043 

(38.82) 

100 - 0.58 5,192 

(22.53) 

100 - 

6. Other agricultural 

implements 

8.00 2,883 

(27.68) 

100 - 10.31 1,388 

(6.02) 

100 - 

 Total  10,416 

(100.00) 

   23,042 

(100.00) 

 - 

Note: Figure in the parentheses denote the percentages of total 

 

Table 3.6: Inventory and average investment on livestock holding of respondent households  

        (Per household) 

Sr. 

No. 

Particulars Scenario one 

(Completed) 

Scenario two 

(Under construction) 

Number Value (Rs.) Number Value (Rs.) 

1 Bullock 0.10 447 (1.24) 0.08 1,500 (2.37) 

2 Cow     

i) Improved 0.63 10,138 (28.24) 0.54 17,571 (27.75) 

ii)  Local 0.01 85 (0.24) - - 

3 Heifer 0.43 2,000 (5.57) 0.23 6,667 (10.53) 

4 She-buffalo     

i) Improved 0.55 21,213 (59.10) 0.88 35,304 (55.77) 

ii)  Local - - - - 

4 Calf 0.15 1,287 (3.59) 0.19 2,100 (3.32) 

5 Mules - - - - 

6 Sheep 0.05 287 (0.80) - - 

7 Goat 0.01 43 (0.12) - - 

8 Poultry 0.35 394 (1.10) 0.46 167 (0.26) 

9 Others, specify - - - - 

Total 2.28 35,894 (100) 2.38 63,309 (100) 

Note: Figure in the parentheses denote the percentages of total 
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3.5 Land holding and its utilization 

         The size of holding that a farm household owns shows the basic strength of farming family and its 

utilisation reveals how efficiently this natural resource is used by the farmers. Table 3.7presents the 

inventory of land and its utilization pattern. The average size of operational holding was turned out to be 

significantly higher (12.15 kanals/0.49 ha) in scenario two than scenario one (8.79 kanals/0.35 ha). 

However, it accounted for only 38%of total holdings in scenario two whereas in case of scenario one it 

accounted for more than 68 % of total holdings. This was mainly because of proportionately more area 

under grassland/ ghasni in scenario two (54.34%) as compared to scenario one (17.89%).  On the other 

side, command cultivated area (CCA) accounted for about 82% of total holding size in scenario one as 

against about 62% in scenario two. 

The practice of leased-in and leased- out of land was also noticed in both scenarios. It was found that 

about 3% area of CCA was covered under the practice of leased-in and 1 % in leased-out inscenario one. 

Inscenario two about 6 % of CCA were covered under the leased-out practice. The table further shows 

that the proportion of the operational holding under CCA was quite high (82%) in scenario one than 

scenario two (62%).  

So it may be concluded that the more than 60 % of total holding was under operation/cultivation 

in scenario1 as against of only 37 % in scenario two. The command cultivated area (CCA) accounted for 

62 to 82 % of holding size. About 2 % of total holding size was found to be the leased-in and 6 % in 

leased-out CCA.  
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Table 3.7: Average size of landholding of respondent households (in kanal;1kanal=0.04ha) 

Sr. 

No. 

Particulars Scenario one 

(Completed) 

Scenario two 

(Under construction) 

Area 

 

CCA  CCA as  

% of 

Area 

Area 

 

CCA  CCA as 

% of Area 

 

1 Operational 

holding (i+ii-iii) 

8.79 

(68.09) 

7.17 

(100.00) 

81.57 12.15 

(37.49) 

7.50 61.73 

i) Owned & self-

used 

8.62 

(66.77) 

6.99 

(97.49) 

81.09 14.00 

(43.19) 

8.85 63.21 

ii) Leased-in 0.26 

(2.01) 

0.25 

(3.49) 

96.15 - - - 

iii) Leased out 0.09 

(0.69) 

0.07 

(0.98) 

77.78 1.85 

(5.71) 

1.35 72.97 

2 Orchard 0.05 

(0.39) 

- - 1.42 

(4.38) 

- - 

3 Grassland 2.31 

(17.89) 

- - 17.61 

(54.34) 

- - 

4 Barren 1.76 

(13.63) 

- - 1.23 

(3.79) 

- - 

5 Any other  - - - - - - 

           Total                  

(1 +2+3+4+5) 

12.91 

(100.00) 

7.17 

(100.00) 

55.54 32.41 

(100.00) 

7.50 

(100.00) 

23.14 

Note: Figure in the parentheses denotes the percentages of total. 

 

3.6 Sources availability and utilization of irrigation water 

         Table 3.8 portrays the sources of irrigation, availability of irrigation water and the area irrigated 

thereof.  As may be seen from the table that in both scenarios only the public irrigation infrastructure 

was there and there were no sources of private irrigation. Out of total irrigated area of 7.90 kanals(0.32 

ha)per beneficiary in scenario one, 53 % of it was under lift irrigation, 24 % was irrigated through tube 

wells & wells and the remaining 20 % was under kuhls irrigation system. Of the total CCA irrigated per 

beneficiary, 61 %was under lift irrigation, and the remaining 39 % was under irrigation through tube 

wells & wells (19.50%)and kuhls(19.50%). In scenario two only 0.54 kanals (0.02 ha) per beneficiary 

was under irrigation and it was irrigated through open wells. The CCA that would have brought to be 

under irrigation was to extent of 8.85 kanals (0.35 ha) per beneficiary and will be covered under lift 

irrigation schemes. In both scenarios the availability of irrigation water was reported to be throughout 

the year. 
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Table 3.8: Water sources, availability of water and area irrigated of respondent households  

 (Per household) 

Source of irrigation Public Irrigation Private Irrigation 

Total area 

irrigated 

(kanals) 

CCA area 

irrigated 

(kanals) 

Availability 

in months 

(no.) 

Total area 

irrigated 

(kanals) 

CCA area 

irrigated 

(kanals) 

Availability 

in months 

(no.) 

Scenario one (Completed) 

Lift Irrigation 4.41 

(55.82) 

4.41 

(61.00) 

12 - - - 

Tube-well 1.89 

(23.92) 

1.41 

(19.50) 

12 - - - 

Kuhl 

(Flow irrigation) 

1.60 

(20.26) 

1.41 

(19.50) 

12 - - - 

Open well - - - - 

 

- - 

Total 7.90 

{743} 

(100) 

7.23 

{681} 

(100) 

- - - - 

Scenario II (Under construction) 

Lift Irrigation - 8.85 

(100) 

12 - - - 

Tube-well - - - - - - 

Kuhl 

(Flow irrigation) 

- - - - - - 

Open well 0.54 

(100) 

- 12 - - - 

Total 0.54 

{14} 

(100) 

8.85 

{230} 

(100) 

- - - - 

Note: Figure in the parentheses denote the percentage of total 

 : Figure in the {} denote the total area under irrigation  

 

 
Fig: 3.7: Water sources and availability on sample farm
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VERIFICATION OF DATA COLLECTION,FILLED SURVEY SCHEDULES 

AND IRRIGATION INFRASTRUCTURE CREATED UNDER PROJECT 

 
 

Water tank (Fatoh, Bilaspur) Tube well  (Jankor, Una) 

 
 

Verification of filled survey schedules Intraction with farmers, Una  

  
Verifying sites (Berian, Una) Intraction with farmer  
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3.7 Summing up 

Majority of beneficiaries (60-70%) in the completed and under construction scenarios were in the age 

group of 30-60 years and most of the belonged to general category and Other Backward Class. The 

average size of the family was 4.41 with literacy of 93.52% in scenario one and 4.42 with literacy of 

96.30% in scenario two. Average livestock holding per household in scenario two was found higher at 

2.38 animals as compared to 2.28 animals in scenario one. The average size of operational holding was 

higher at 12.15kanals (0.49 ha) in scenario two than scenario one where it was 8.79 kanals (0.35 ha). On 

the other side, Command Culturable Area (CCA) accounted for about 56% of total holding size in 

scenario one and 23% in scenario two. Out of total irrigated area of 7.90 kanals (0.32 ha)per beneficiary 

in scenario one, 56% was under lift irrigation, 24% was irrigated through tube wells & wells and the 

remaining 20% was under kuhl irrigation system. In scenario two, only 0.54 kanal (0.02 ha) per 

beneficiary was under irrigation and it was irrigated though open wells. Of the total CCA per beneficiary, 

61% was under lift irrigation and the remaining 39% was under irrigation through tube wells & wells 

(19.50%) and kulhs (19.50%) in scenario one. In both scenarios, the availability of irrigation water was 

reported to be available throughout the year. 
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CHAPTER 4 

CROPPING PATTERN CHANGES AND EXTENT OF 

DIVERSIFICATION 

 
       The choice of crops by the farmer in a particular region is determined by a number of factors 

such as farmer’s resource endowments, the agro-climatic regime prevailing in that area, his 

family requirements, his quest for better living standard, his entrepreneurship, the proximity to 

markets, related infrastructural facilities and the interventions by the state, etc. The cropping 

pattern in the two scenarios was studied to capture the extent of area under vegetables as a result 

of project interventions and the results have been presented in Table 4.1 and Fig4.1. As may be 

seen in this table, the cropping pattern of scenario one showed that the food grains occupied 

about 75 per cent of the total cropped area while remaining 25 per cent was accounted for by the 

non-food crops (15.55 %) and vegetables (9.80 %), respectively. Here it is worth mentioning that 

even within non-food crops, the fodder crops occupied more than 13 per cent area which could 

partly be attributed to the augmentation of irrigation facilities in this scenario. The growing of 

fodder crops has the double advantage of evading the problem of monkey menace and increasing 

incomes through livestock rearing.  The cropping intensity was observed to be about 20 

percentage points higher than the state average of 172 %. Among vegetables, colocasia, lady 

finger, garlic, cauliflower and potato occupied higher area as compared to other vegetable crops. 

On the other side in scenario two also, it was maize      wheat dominated cropping pattern. The 

foodgrains occupied about 87 per cent of the total cropped area while non-food crops accounted 

for 12 per cent. The area under vegetables in this scenario was almost negligible as these crops 

together accounted for less than one per cent of the gross cropped area (0.62%). The vegetable 

crops included cucumber, lady finger, colocasia, cauliflower, potato, onion and garlic etc. 

As such the creation and strengthening of irrigation facilities in these areas is likely to further 

boost the cultivation of vegetables. The cropping intensity was observed to be 189 % in this 

Scenario. Another distinguishing feature was comparatively lower area under fodder crops in 

these sub projects. As regards the choice of vegetable crops, cauliflower, pea and cucumber 

dominated the scene. 
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Table 4.1: Cropping pattern on respondent household farms 

Sr. 

No. 

Crops Scenario one 

(Completed) 

Scenario two 

(Under construction) 

Area (kanals) Per cent Area (kanals) Percent 

A Foodgrains 12.65 74.76 20.08 87.27 

1 Maize 4.76 28.13 10.58 45.98 

2 Paddy 1.31 7.74 - - 

3 Wheat 6.57 38.83 9.46 41.11 

4 Pulses 0.01 0.06 0.04 0.18 

B Non-food crops 2.63 15.55 2.79 12.13 

5 Oilseeds 0.37 2.19 0.48 2.09 

6 Fodder crops 2.26 13.36 2.31 10.04 

C Vegetables 1.64 9.69 0.14 0.62 

i.  Tomato 0.05 0.30 - - 

ii.  Brinjal 0.09 0.53 - - 

iii.  Lady finger 0.18 1.06 0.02 0.09 

iv.  Cucumber 0.07 0.41 0.04 0.18 

v.  Chilli 0.06 0.35 - - 

vi.  Bottle gourd 0.06 0.35 - - 

vii.  Bitter gourd 0.05 0.30 - - 

viii.  Colocasia 0.23 1.36 0.02 0.09 

ix.  Pea 0.10 0.59 - - 

x.  Cabbage 0.01 0.06 - - 

xi.  Cauliflower 0.14 0.83 0.02 0.09 

xii.  Radish 0.04 0.24 - - 

xiii.  Turnip 0.03 0.18 - - 

xiv.  Spinach 0.01 0.06 - - 

xv.  Onion 0.12 0.71 0.01 0.04 

xvi.  Garlic 0.17 1.00 0.01 0.04 

xvii.  Coriander 0.03 0.18 - - 

xviii.  Potato 0.11 0.65 0.02 0.09 

xix.  Turmeric 0.07 0.41 - - 

xx.  Ginger 0.01 0.06 - - 

xxi.  Others 0.01 0.06 - - 

D Gross cropped area 16.92 (0.68) 100.00 23.01(0.92) 100.00 

E Net cropped area 8.79 (0.35)  12.15(0.49)  

F Cropping Intensity (%) 192  189  

Note: Figures in the parentheses indicate area in ha. 

 
Fig: 4.1: Broad cropping pattern on respondent household farms 
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4.1 Production and sale of farm output 

The respondent households were enquired about the total output on their farms and the 

proportion of the same that was disposed of by them (Table 4.2 and Fig 4.2). In scenario one, the 

respondents sold 60, 33 and 20 per cent of their total production of maize, wheat and paddy 

while the respective shares for maize and wheat crops in scenario two were 41.33 and 41.40 per 

cent respectively. In case of vegetables, the marketed surplus was 64 per cent of total production 

in scenario1 whereas in scenario two it was although 72 per cent but the produce sold out was 

very meagre. In case of oilseeds it was 18 and 22 per cent for the two situations. 

Table 4.2 Production and disposal of crop output(Per household) 

Crops Scenario one 

(Completed) 

Scenario two 

(Under construction) 

Production 

(q) 

Quantity 

sold (q) 

Percent of 

total 

production 

Production 

(q) 

Quantity 

sold (q) 

Percent of 

total 

production 

Maize 4.52 2.72 60.18 7.96 3.29 41.33 

Wheat 6.29 2.09 33.23 7.85 3.25 41.40 

Paddy 1.27 0.25 19.68 - - - 

Pulses 0.30 0 0 0.02 - - 

Foodgrains 12.38   15.83   

Oilseeds 1.48 0.27 18.24 2.35 0.50 21.28 

Vegetables 6.36 4.05 63.68 0.45 0.32 71.79 

Note: Average yield of foodgrains under scenario one (12.38/12.65) × 25 = 24.47 q/ha 

Average yield of foodgrains under scenario two (15.83/20.08) × 25 = 19.71 q/ha  

Source: Field survey September,2016 

 

 
Fig 4.2: Proportion of farm output disposed 
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4.2 Extent of dependence on foodgrains  

An attempt was also made to know as to what extent the farmers fulfil their family 

consumption needs of food items from home production, from public distribution system and 

from the markets. The details of this response have been given in Table 4.3. As is evident from 

this table, 98 and 91 per cent of the maize and wheat consumption was met from own production 

in scenario1 while the corresponding figures for scenario two were 100 and 94 per cent, 

respectively. In case of rice, it was 37 per cent in scenario one. The remaining requirement of 

rice in scenario one was met from PDS and market and the share market purchase was almost 

double of the PDS purchases.  In case of scenario two the whole requirement of rice was met 

from PDS and market purchase and their respective share was 40 and 60 per cent, respectively. 

In case of pulses, most of the pulse requirements were being met from the market and only a 

very small portion (3 to 8%) was being met through PDS supplies in the two scenarios. A 

perusal of consumption pattern of total cereals in both the situations revealed that own farm 

production met out more than 75 per cent of total consumption, followed by market purchase of 

13 to 15 per cent and PDS share of about 9 to 11 per cent, respectively. 
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Table 4.3: Availability and consumption of food items by respondent households                                          (Per household) 
Sr. 

No. 

Items Scenario one 

(Completed) 

Scenario two 

(Under construction) 

Consumption 

(kg/month) 

Own 

production   

( kg) 

Purchase 

from PDS 

(kg/month) 

Purchase 

from market/ 

neighbours  

( kg/month) 

Consumption 

(kg/month) 

Own 

production   

(q or kg) 

Purchase 

from PDS 

(kg/month) 

Purchase 

from market 

/neighbours 

(kg/month) 

1. Cereals 61.93 (100) 46.71 (75.42) 5.74 (9.27) 9.48 (15.31) 66.62 (100) 50.27 (75.46) 7.08 (10.63) 9.27 (13.91) 

i.  Maize 9.20 (100) 9.01 (97.93) - 0.19 (2.07) 20.58 (100) 20.58 (100) - - 

ii.  Rice 19.08 (100) 7.23 (37.89) 4.28(22.43) 7.57 (39.68) 14.50 (100) - 5.85(40.34) 8.65 (59.66) 

iii.  Wheat 33.65 (100) 30.47(90.55) 1.46 (4.34) 1.72 (5.11) 31.54 (100) 29.69(94.13) 1.23 (3.90) 0.62 (1.97) 

2. Pulses 4.40 (100) - 0.36 (8.18) 4.04 (91.82) 7.29 (100) 0.08 (1.10) 0.24 (3.29) 6.97 (95.61) 

i.  Gram  1.12 (100) - 0.09 (8.04) 1.03 (91.96) 1.84 (100) - - 1.84 (100.00) 

ii.  Lentil 0.77 (100) - - 0.77(100) 1.22 (100) - 0.24(19.67) 0.98 (80.33) 

iii.  Mash 0.89 (100) - - 0.89 (100) 1.48 (100) 0.08 (5.41) - 1.40 (94.59) 

iv.  Mung 0.77 (100) - - 0.77 (100) 0.71 (100) -  - 0.71 (100.00) 

v.  Rajmash 0.85 (100) - 0.27 (31.76) 0.58 (68.24) 2.04 (100) - - 2.04 (100.00) 

3.  Spices 0.45 (100) 0.05(11.11) - 0.40 (88.89) 0.46 (100) - - 0.46 (100.00) 

4. Fish/poultry/

meat 

products 

2.32 (100) 0.05 (2.16) - 2.27 (97.84) 1.96 (100) - - 1.96 (100.00) 

5. Milk & milk 

products 

85.98 (100) 81.57 (94.87) - 4.41 (5.13) 95.19 (100) 88.27 (92.73) - 6.92 (7.27) 

Note: Figures in the parentheses denote the percentages of total. 

Source: Field survey September, 2016 
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4.3 Summing up 

The cropping pattern in scenario one revealed that food grains occupied about 75% of the 

total cropped area while the non-food crops (fodders and oilseeds) and vegetables accounted 

for 15.55% and 9.69% of the area, respectively. The higher share of area under fodder crops 

could partly be attributed to the augmentation of irrigation facilities in this scenario. The 

cropping intensity was observed to be about 20 percentage points higher than the state 

average of 172%. Among vegetables, colocasia, lady finger, garlic, cauliflower and potato 

occupied higher area as compared to other vegetable crops. In scenario two also, the food 

grains occupied about 87% of the total cropped area while non-food crops accounted for 

slightly over 12%. Surprisingly, the area under vegetables in this scenario was less than 1% 

(0.62%) of the gross cropped area. The cropping intensity was observed to be 189% in this 

scenario. As regards the choice of vegetable crops, cucumber, cauliflower, lady finger, 

colocasia, potato onion and garlic dominated the scene. In scenario one, the respondents sold 

out 60, 33 and 20% of their total production of maize, wheat and paddy while the respective 

shares for these crops in scenario two were 41% each respectively. In case of vegetables, the 

proportion sold stood at 64 and 72% of total production in scenario one and scenario two, 

respectively About 98 and 91% of the maize and wheat home consumption was met from 

own production in scenario one while the corresponding figures for scenario two were 100 

and 94 %, respectively. In case of rice, about 38 % of total home consumption was met from 

own sources production in the scenarios one. The remaining requirement of rice was met 

from PDS and market in both the situations and the share of market purchases was almost 

double of the PDS purchases. In case of pulses, most of the requirement was being met from 

the market and only a very small portion (3 to 8%) was met through PDS supplies in the two 

scenarios. 
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CHAPTER 5 

AGRICULTURE AS LIVELIHOOD OPTION AND  

IMPACT OF CROP DIVERSIFICATION 

 

Agriculture continues to be a major occupation of the people in Himachal Pradesh as 

about 90 % population still lives in rural areas. But this dependence is not absolute across the 

districts as in most of the low and mid hill districts, where most of the project sites are 

located; the contribution of service sector is significant and widely pervasive. With this fact 

in mind, the household income distribution of the sample households was studied. The 

average monthly income of the respondent households was observed to be Rs. 24, 918 and 

Rs. 28, 751 for the scenario one and scenario two, respectively which revealed that the 

income level across the two groups was not much different (Table 5.1). The composition of 

the average monthly income of the respondents showed that the share of the off-farm income 

in total income stood at 72 and 77 % respectively for the two scenarios while the respective 

shares of farm income was about 23 and 28 %. Further, the detailed composition of the 

component of farm income evinced that the contribution of livestock and agriculture sub 

sectors was 18 and 10 %, respectively in scenario one whereas it was six and 16 % in 

scenario two for these two components. As regards non-farm income, the contribution of 

salary plus pension was highest in both the scenarios, being 53 and 60 %, respectively. Such 

an income composition is indicative of the low importance of crop agriculture (whether on 

diversified or non-diversified farms) in the sample beneficiary households.  

In order to further corroborate the importance of agriculture as the livelihood option, the 

response of the farmers was solicited as regards their dependence on it (Table 5.2). 

Expectedly, none of these farmers reported their total dependence (100 %) on agriculture in 

both the scenarios. About 49 % of the respondents expressed their dependence on agriculture 

to the tune of fifty % in scenario one. On the other hand, about 59 % respondents reported it 

to be less than fifty % in scenario two. But the bright side of the story is that 100% of the 

respondents in either scenario wished to continue agriculture in the project areas. This is 

really a silver lining that bids virtuous portents for the agriculture of the state in general and 

vegetable cultivation in particular when seen against the normal lackadaisical attitude of the 

people throughout the country. 
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Table 5.1: Distribution of monthly income of respondent households (Per household) 

Sr. 

No. 

Sources of Income Scenario one 

(Completed) 

Scenario two 

(Under construction) 

Income 

(Rs) 

% Income 

(Rs) 

% 

I Farm Income      

1  Agriculture 2,441 9.80 1,712 5.95 

2 Horticulture 44 0.18 173 0.60 

3 Livestock 4,472 17.94 4,731 16.46 

4 Fishery - - - - 

5 Allied agricultural activities 5 0.02 - - 

 Sub total 6,962 27.94 6,616 23.01 

II B. Non-Farm Income     

1 Salaried job 10,391 41.70 13,885 48.29 

2 Wage labour 3,330 13.36 3,423 11.92 

3 Pension 2,777 11.14 3,404 11.84 

4 Remittances - - - - 

5 Business/small enterprise 745 2.99 1,346 4.68 

6 Small industrial units - - - - 

7 Arts and crafts - - 77 0.26 

8 Rent 43 0.17 - - 

9 Others 670 2.69 - - 

 Sub total 17,956 72.06 22,135 76.99 

III C. Total Income (A + B)  24,918 100.00 28,751 100.00 

Source: Field survey September, 2016 

Table 5.2:   Pattern of agricultural dependence and response on occupational shift 

Sr. 

No. 

Particulars Scenario one 

(Completed) 

Scenario two 

(Under construction) 

No  % No  % 

I Dependence on agriculture     

1 100% - - - - 

2 75% 16 17.02 1 3.85 

3 50% 46 48.94 10 38.46 

4 <50% 32 34.04 15 57.69 

II Occupational shift     

1 Agriculture   (continue) 94 100.00 26 100.00 

2 Agriculture to services - - - - 

3 Agriculture to small business - - - - 

4 Agriculture to other than services 

and business 

- - - - 

Source: Field survey September, 2016 

 

5.1 Impact of diversification 

 About 71 % farmers in Scenario one reported an increase in their incomes due to 

diversification towards vegetables (Table 5.3). The increased income was used by the 

respondents for meeting out household expenditure, children education and purchase of 
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agricultural inputs. As many as 29 % reported no significant increase in income due to just 

shifting towards diversification, that is cultivation of vegetables.  

 

Table 5.3:   Impact of diversification on income and response on its utilization 

Sr.

No. 

Response Scenario one 

(Completed) 

Scenario two 

(Under construction) 

Respondents 

(No.) 

% Respondents 

(No.) 

% 

I Increase in  income 67 71.27 - - 

 Utilization of increased income    - 

i Utilized in household expenditures 38 56.72 - - 

ii Utilized in child education 29 43.28 - - 

iii Other (agriculture inputs, savings, etc.) 43 64.18 - - 

II No increase in income 27 28.72 26 100 

III Reasons for no increase in income     

i Just started vegetable growing 27 28.72 

 

26 100 

 

 

Table 5.3: Monthly expenditure pattern of respondent households 

Sr. 

No. 

Items of  Expenditure Scenario one 

(Completed) 

Scenario two 

(Under construction) 

Expenditure 

(Rs.) 

% Expenditure 

(Rs.) 

% 

1 Food consumption  2,851 33.74 2,500 30.74 

2 Clothing 846 10.01 892 10.97 

3 Fuel and transport 1,250 14.79 1,346 16.55 

4 Sanitary and health care 479 5.67 546 6.71 

5 Education   1,110 13.13 1,092 13.43 

6 Rent and interest payments 409 4.84 254 3.12 

7 Festivals and social functions 747 8.84 604 7.43 

8 Entertainment and communication 

(Mobile, cable, dish, etc.) 

758 8.98 900 11.05 

 Total 8,450 100.00 8,134 100.00 

Source: Field survey September, 2016 

 

It isan established fact that the diversification to vegetables certainly leads to increased 

incomes which gets reflected in the changed consumption patterns and living standards. In 

order to examine this impact, the expenditure pattern of the sample households was studied 

for both the scenarios. The monthly expenditure per household stood at Rs 8450 and Rs 8134, 

respectively for scenario one and scenario two (Table 5.3). Though there was not much 

significant difference in the monthly expenditures but with respect to food, festivals and 

social function it was slightly on higher sidein scenario one whereas on clothing, fuel 
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&transport, sanitary and health care, education and entertainment, it was perceptibly higher 

on in scenario two. 

 

The farmers’ response was also elicited as regards their empowerment socially and 

economically. It was revealed that 73 % of the farmers felt that diversification increased their 

social status while 52 % reported that it has increased their nutritional security in scenario 

one (Table 5.4). On the other hand, in scenario two about 23 to 50 % of the respondent 

households indicated that diversifying to vegetables is likely to increase their economic and 

social status besides providing nutritional security. About one-fourth of respondents felt that 

they are likely to become contact persons for different developmental agencies. 

Table5.4: Impact of diversification: Respondents’ perceptions         (Multiple response) 

Sr. 

No

. 

Particulars Scenario one 

(Completed) 

Scenario two 

(Under construction) 

No. Multiple % No. Multiple % 

1 Increase in social status 69 73.40 13 50.00 

2 Job seeker to job giver 33 35.11 3 11.54 

3 Nutritional security 49 52.13 12 46.15 

4 Contact person for 

developmental agencies 

16 17.02 6 23.08 

5 Supplier of seed and planting 

material 

11 11.70 - - 

Source: Field survey September, 2016 

 

5.2 Summing up 

The average monthly income of the respondent households was observed to be Rs 24918 and 

Rs 28751 for the scenario one and scenario two, respectively. The composition of the income 

of respondents showed that the share of the farm income in total income stood at only 28 and 

23% for the scenario one and two, respectively. The detailed composition of the component 

of farm income evinced that the contribution of livestock and agriculture sub-sectors was 18 

and 10%, respectively in scenario one whereas it was 16 and 6% each in scenario two for 

these two components. About 49% of the respondents expressed their dependence on 

agriculture to the tune of 50% in scenario one. On the other hand, about 58% respondents 

reported it to be less than 50% in scenario two. But the bright side of the story is that about 

100% of the respondents in either scenario wished to continue agriculture in the project areas. 

The total monthly expenditure per household stood at Rs 8450 and Rs 8134 for scenario one 

and scenario two, respectively and it was perceptibly higher on education and entertainment 

in scenario one as compared to scenario two. It was revealed that 73% of the farmers felt that 
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diversification increased their social status while 23% reported that it has increased their 

nutritional security in scenario one. On the other hand, in scenario two about 23 to 50% of the 

respondent households indicated that diversifying to vegetables is likely to increase their 

economic and social status besides providing nutritional security.  
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CHAPTER 6 

 

TRADITIONAL AGRICULTURE, FOOD SECURITY AND 

DIVERSIFICATION TO    COMMERCIAL CROPS 

 

Traditional agriculture has been in vogue for centuries together in developing societies as 

there were little or no alternative livelihood options and land and other agricultural resources 

were in plenty vis-à-vis human population. However, with the squeezing of these resources 

due to a number of reasons and consumption pattern witnessing perceptible changes with the 

increase in incomes, recourse to agricultural options with higher returns has been an 

important policy prescription across the board. It is in this context that the diversification 

towards cash crops such as vegetables and fruits is advocated to overcome the riddle of 

dwindling farm incomes. These observations are truer for hill economies which enjoy 

congenial agro-climatic conditions to suit to such diversification. 

         The state of Himachal Pradesh has witnessed huge spurt in area under vegetables during 

the past three decades or so. The state produces a number of vegetables like potato, tomato, 

green peas, beans, cabbage, cauliflower, capsicum, cucumber, etc.Quite a few of these 

vegetables are produced at such times of the year when these are not produced in plains. As 

such these off-season vegetables fetch attractive prices in markets of the adjoining states and 

Azadpur market in New Delhi. Resultantly, the area under vegetable crops (excluding potato) 

has grown more than three-folds between 1990-91 and 2014-15 and at present is around 

73,894 hectares. The production during this period has gone up from 3.68 lakh tonnes to 

15.76 lakh tonnes which is almost at the same level as the foodgrains production in the state. 

When potato is also included, total area under vegetables becomes around 89000 hectares 

with a total vegetable production of 17.58 lakh tonnes which is well above the foodgrains 

production in the state. Thus, the area under vegetables is around 9.5 % of the total cropped 

area. The area under foodgrains continues to be around 80 % of the total cropped area. These 

trends raise an important issue as to what extent the vegetable based diversification can be 

extended while still adhering to the issue of food security. Given that a perceptible portion of 

total foodgrain requirement is being met through PDS supplies, the consumption pattern of 

the people continuously changing, the nucleus families becoming the norm (the lack of 

availability of farm labour), the scope of extending irrigation being limited; the farmers’ 

response becomes an important indication of the likely trends in this direction. 
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6.1 Diversification and food security 

During the study it was observed that under the completed project scenario, the farmers on an 

average devoted around 10 % of the total cropped area towards vegetable cultivation whereas 

the corresponding percentage was .62 % in Scenario two. When asked to indicate the likely 

shift in the area under vegetable cultivation, in Scenario one (Completed projects), the 

highest proportion of farmers (32.98 %) reported that they might extend area under 

vegetables in the range of 30 to 50 % of the total cropped area (Table 6.1). Another major 

proportion (30.85%) reported that the likely increase in area under vegetables might be from 

20-30 %. But those who expressed to increase it to more than 50 % were just 12.77 %. 

Contrarily, in Scenario two (Under construction projects), the highest proportion (50 %) was 

of those who would increase up to 10 %, followed by 19.23 % who expressed it to be in the 

range of 10-20 %. Thus it may be inferred from such a response that about 64 % farmers 

indicated that the area under vegetables could go up from 20-50 % of the total cropped area 

in scenario one whereas in scenario two it was about 31 % who reported so. Juxtaposing 

these responses with the information on fulfilling family food requirements from own 

production, it may not be difficult for them to extend the area under vegetables to about 25 to 

30 % of the total cropped area. The demand for deficit foodgrains can easily be met through 

PDS supplies or purchases from the market. 

Table 6.1:  Diversification and food security: Respondents’ perceptions 

Particulars Scenario one 

(Completed) 

Scenario two 

(Under construction) 

Respondents 

(No.) 

% Respondents 

(No.) 

% 

Extent of likely area under vegetables     

Up to 10% 09 9.57 13 50.00 

10-20% 13 13.83 5 19.23 

20-30% 29 30.85 4 15.38 

30-50% 31 32.98 4 15.38 

> 50% 12 12.77 - - 

Source: Field survey September, 2016 

 

6.2 Summing up 

About 64% farmers indicated that the area under vegetables could go up from 20 to50% of 

the total cropped area in scenario one whereas in scenario two it was about 32% who reported 

so. Juxtaposing these responses with the information on fulfilling family food requirements 

from own production, the area under vegetables might be extended to 25 to 30 % of the total 

cropped area in the project area. 
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CHAPTER 7 

PROBLEMS & CONSTRAINTS IN DIVERSIFICATION 

 

       The shifting of farming from conventional crops to commercial ones such as vegetables 

has its own travails. These come in way of successful transition due to a number of 

formidable constraints or problems. These can range from socio-economic to infrastructural 

to institutional like administrative and/or to market related. An in-depth analysis of such 

limitations not only helps in reorienting the course of present project being implemented but 

also lays sound foundation for well-designed future development projects. Hence, in the 

present investigation, efforts were made to examine the nature of problems faced by the 

farmers in different project sites.  

7.1 Problems and constraints 

The constraints in the completed sub-projects are likely to be different vis-à-vis those in the 

under-construction project sites. The details of these problems are given in Table 7.1.  One of 

the biggest threats to farming in general and vegetable farming in particular is the menace of 

stray and wild animals. This was reported by 56 and 23 % of the respondents in the two 

Scenarios, respectively. This has cost escalation related implication besides being a major 

deterrent for farming.The problem of insect pests and diseases was reported under both the 

scenarios but it was more acute in Scenario two wherein farmers have been raising vegetable 

cash crops since few years ago. Likewise, the problem of disposing of the perishable 

agricultural produce was reported by 20 and 30 % of the respondents in Scenario one and 

Scenario two, respectively.Lack of awareness regarding commercial vegetable cultivation 

appeared more severe in Scenario two (30 %) as compared to Scenario one (20%).The 

problem of connectivity (road) was reported by 21 % of the respondents in Scenario two 

while it was reported by only 9 % respondents in Scenario one. Since vegetable cultivation is 

labour intensive, therefore, the problem of labour scarcity was reported by 18 % of the 

respondents in Scenario one whereas it was reported by just 8 % in Scenario two. The lack of 

marketing avenues in the far flung areas accompanied by complete absence of value chain 

facilities is another problem that was reported by the sample farmers. This problem was 

noticed more acute in Segli project site of Mandi district. 
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Table 7.1: Constraints faced by respondent households in diversification towards 

vegetables 

Constraint faced Multiple respone (%) Solution suggested 

Scenario 

one 

(Completed) 

Scenario two 

(Under 

construction) 

Attack of insects 

pests on crops 

20 

(21.28) 

11 

(43.33) 

Farmers’ trainings should be 

organized in the villages 

regarding package of practices in 

vegetable growing and provide 

knowledge, develop skills in the 

usage of chemical, organic 

pesticides, quality of 

seed/seedlings 

Incidence of root 

diseases in crops 

16 

(17.02) 

30 

(33.33) 

Lack of awareness 

about the control of 

insects and diseases 

17 

(18.09) 

9 

(37.78) 

Attack of wild  and 

stray animals on 

crops 

53 

(56.38) 

6 

(23.33) 

Provision of solar, chain linked and  

barbed wire fencing as per gravity of 

the attack of wild and stray animals in 

the prone areas be made 

Lack of 

link/approach road  

8 

(8.51) 

5 

(21.11) 

Construction of approachable 

roadsconnecting the farming areas 

amenable to supply of inputs and 

disposal of produce through need 

based transport means  

Crops loss due to 

natural 

disaster/calamities 

- 2 

(8.89) 

Introduction of  crop 

insuranceschemes to compensate 

farmers against  natural disaster in 

case of vegetables also  

Scarcity/ problem 

of labour  

17 

(18.09) 

2 

(7.78) 

Development of affordable new 

technology for labour substitution 

Problems in 

marketing of 

produce 

19 

(20.21) 

8 

(30.00) 

Crop produce collection centres both 

private and public managed through 

participation of farmers and the price 

of product should be ensured to cover  

the cost of production and earn 

nominal profit to stay in the farming 

Lack of adequate 

irrigation water 

when needed 

8 

(8.51) 

- The Krishak VikasAssociations 

(KVAs) have to play a proactive role 

in ensuring the availability and 

distribution of water as and when 

needed by the stake holders on 

priority basis. For this the Project 

Implementing Agency (PIA) has to 

make KVAs more effective in 

accomplishing the objectives of the 

project 
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7.2 Summing up 

The biggest threat to farming in general and vegetable farming in particular included the 

menace of stray and wild animals, insect pests and diseases, the problem of disposing of the 

perishable agricultural produce and the lack of awareness regarding commercial vegetable 

cultivation. To tackle these problems various feasible solutions have been suggested 
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CHAPTER 8 

VISION 2030 

       The recent population trends in India indicate that by 2035 the growth rate of rural 

population will turn negative. This in turn will lead to increase in the size of cultivation units, 

tightening of rural markets and increased mechanization of agriculture. According to ICAR, 

Vision 20501 the food will be produced by very few well-trained, farmer-cum-entrepreneurs 

by 2050. Their production systems would be highly mechanized and more commercial with 

high productivity levels. The demand for food commodities in India according to one 

estimate, at 7% growth rate in national GDP, is likely to go up by about 50% for foodgrains, 

and by about 100 to 300% for fruits, vegetables and animal products. On the supply side, the 

main growth drivers will include climate change, stressed natural resources, technology and 

the markets. There is ample evidence that evinces serious multi-dimensional effect of climate 

change on agriculture in the long run. Such effects will be more discernible in hills and 

mountain agro-ecosystems because of the fragility of these areas. Further, the developments 

in fields such as biotechnology, information technology and nanotechnology, etc. will 

influence the food supply systems the world over and would become indispensable. Finally, 

the markets and other economic factors will be peddling the agricultural produce supply 

systems on to a higher trajectory. 

8.1 Demography and Himachal Pradesh Agriculture 

      In this changing global scenario, the demographic profile of Himachal Pradesh presents a 

unique human resource opportunity for economic growth through manpower skilling. The 

population of the state is expected to grow to 75.75 lakh by 2026 (Population Projection 

Report, 2006 by RGI2). It would further reach 90.50 lakh by 2051 (Population Reference 

Bureau, 20073). The state appears to enjoy a significant demographic dividend in the near 

term, with a rising working age population. The state has witnessed significantly high 

participation of working age group in economic activities. While there is significant 

difference in participation rates across urban and rural regions with the participation rates 

better in rural areas, seasonal nature of agricultural work would mean under-employment for 

a significant section of the agricultural workforce in the state. The issue of unemployment has 

                                                           
1www.icar.org.in 
2Population projections for India and States 2001-26, Report of Technical Group on 

Population Projections by National Commission on Population, 2006. 
3www.prb.org 
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to be addressed through skill development initiatives such as those related to protected 

cultivation, precision farming, micro irrigation, agricultural implements and machinery 

repairs, pruning and training, etc. so as to enhance employability of the youth.  

      The economy of Himachal Pradesh is largely dependent upon agriculture and any 

fluctuations in the agricultural or horticultural output result in noticeable changes in the 

economic health of the state. The structural composition of the state economy witnessed 

significant changes during the decade. The share of agriculture and its allied sectors in GSDP 

had declined from 21.1% in 2000-01 to 10.4 % in 2014-15 (Economic Survey, 2015-16). Out 

of the total geographical area of State (55.67 lakh ha), the area of operational holdings is 

about 9.55 lakh ha and is operated by 9.61 lakh farmers. The average holding size comes to 

about 1.00 ha. According to 2010-11 Agricultural Census, the distribution of land holdings 

shows that 87.95% of the total holdings are small and marginal. About 11.71% of holdings 

are owned by semi-medium and medium farmers and only 0.34% by large farmers. The state 

is endowed with diverse array of agro-climatic conditions and hence is a potential multi-

product agricultural powerhouse with some areas enjoying exclusive niches. The agri-

livestock-horticulture system of farming practised by the farmers in the state is a cost 

effective model that ensures regular income to them and engages them throughout the year. 

During the year 2014-15, the foodgrains production stood at 16.74 lakh tonnes. The 

production of vegetables including potato was 17.57 lakh tonnes during the same year. 

District wise statistics on vegetables have been presented in Table 8.1. The cropping intensity 

in the state is around 25% higher than that at the national level (137%) which is highest in the 

world.   

Table 8.1 District wise area and production of different vegetables in H.P during 2014-

15(Area in ha and production in metric tonnes) 

Sr. 

No. 

District  Peas (Green) Tomato Beans Onion Garlic 

Area Prod. Area Prod. Area Prod. Area Prod. Area Prod. 

1 Bilaspur  150 2550 790 30020 85 1445 235 5330 140 2660 

2 Chamba 1818 25486 247 9386 450 6305 55 1070 32 530 

3 Hamirpur  170 1240 125 5760 90 860 280 5040 120 1710 

4 Kangra 733 8435 450 18538 435 6762 762 14896 381 4900 

5 Kinnaur 2355 24205 75 2080 365 4088 11 137 12 125 

6 Kullu  1860 27900 746 30213 133 1330 35 543 900 18000 

7 Lahaul 

Spiti 

3280 32942 4 72 18 142 1 10 0 0 

8 Mandi 3690 48988 845 29350 415 4233 509 10428 495 10148 

9 Shimla  6502 71672 573 23892 774 8241 85 1723 48 794 

10 Sirmour 1699 19282 2235 92832 435 5003 194 2526 1580 24806 

11 Solan  1310 14410 4593 229650 511 8176 47 987 162 3564 

12 Una 56 608 117 4172 49 618 225 3567 87 998 

Total 23623 277718 10800 475965 3760 47203 2439 46257 3957 68235 
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Table 8.1 Continue………………..        (Area in ha and production in metric tonnes) 
Sr. 

No 

District  Cabbage Cauliflower Radish Turnip Carrot 

Area Prod. Area Prod. Area Prod. Area Prod. Area Prod. 

1 Bilaspur  35 1470 152 3892 90 2520 21 588 7 196 

2 Chamba 134 3907 23 713 54 1995 15 534 14 338 

3 Hamirpur  60 895 280 4450 245 4310 70 1270 5 90 

4 Kangra 395 15247 550 13524 425 7600 136 3959 41 578 

5 Kinnaur 133 2498 75 1200 33 551 26 416 11 138 

6 Kullu  928 25520 650 13000 88 1684 52 1023 10 128 

7 Lahaul 

Spiti 

68 1497 607 15083 33 511 11 167 7 82 

8 Mandi 1045 29500 780 16770 425 9668 90 2250 55 1131 

9 Shimla  1620 63509 1581 38283 165 2128 62 637 38 645 

10 Sirmour 248 9662 225 3887 106 1666 55 1414 66 1391 

11 Solan  76 2660 157 4082 67 1474 60 2220 85 1870 

12 Una 77 1936 111 2128 73 1490 21 509 7 178 

 Total  4819 158301 5191 117012 1804 35597 619 14987 346 6765 

Table 8.1 Continue………………..       (Area in ha and production in metric tonnes) 
Sr. 

No. 

District  Ladyfinger Cucurbits Capsicum Chillies 

Area Prod. Area Prod. Area Prod. Area Prod. 

1 Bilaspur  285 5130 201 6741 61 2625 45 720 

2 Chamba 110 1430 29 751 13 335 15 157 

3 Hamirpur  580 5700 410 7590 49 664 80 980 

4 Kangra 850 11305 585 19802 143 2225 235 2377 

5 Kinnaur 15 120 34 740 26 390 18 168 

6 Kullu  75 938 145 2175 74 925 91 725 

7 Lahaul Spiti 0 0 11 209 7 24 0 0 

8 Mandi 400 4800 250 7300 275 4265 85 850 

9 Shimla  95 955 150 3044 295 4461 47 574 

10 Sirmour 183 2371 131 3972 307 5158 369 6151 

11 Solan  147 1764 157 2983 1123 33690 82 820 

12 Una 98 1334 410 8280 35 490 56 669 

 Total  2838 35847 2613 63587 2408 55252 1123 14191 

Table 8.1 Continue………………..            (Area in ha and production in metric tonnes) 
Sr. 

No. 

District  Brinjal Turmeric Other Vegetables Total 

Area Prod. Area Prod. Area Prod. Area Prod. 

1 Bilaspur  45 1440 240 2640 350 10100 2932 80067 

2 Chamba 29 667 0 0 123 2804 3161 56408 

3 Hamirpur  80 1480 20 400 1130 16400 3794 58839 

4 Kangra 363 10591 195 3842 1115 24975 7794 169556 

5 Kinnaur 14 185 0 0 296 5445 3499 42486 

6 Kullu  48 867 5 80 106 1620 5946 126671 

7 Lahaul Spiti 0 0 0 0 139 3721 4186 54460 

8 Mandi 290 5845 75 2250 905 24775 10729 212551 

9 Shimla  50 999 23 384 551 9432 12659 231373 

10 Sirmour 82 1814 121 1888 94 1882 8130 185705 

11 Solan  106 1590 44 725 703 16872 9430 327537 

12 Una 80 1688 40 438 92 1698 1634 30801 

 Total  1187 27166 763 12647 5604 119724 73894 1576454 
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Source: Directorate of Agriculture, Shimla 

8.2 Projected estimates based on secondary data 

       It is difficult to conjecture as to what extent the trends and growth in area, production and 

average yield (Table 8.2, Fig 8.1, Fig 8.2 & Fig 8.3) of vegetables will be maintained in 

future. However, keeping in view the movements of the last decade and some additional 

assumptions, an attempt was made to create different possible scenarios with respect to the 

growth of area, production and productivity of vegetable crops in the state by 2030 based on 

computed growth rates as observed in Table 8.2. The details of these growth scenarios as 

projections have been elucidated in Table 8.3. As may be seen, if the present momentum 

continues, the area under vegetable cultivation in HPCDP area would be more than doubled 

to about 0.63 lakh hectares by 2030 with a production of about 15.50 lakh tonnes and the 

corresponding productivity would be 24.69 tonnes per hectare. It is a moot point to subsume 

such a possibility as the all-round pressure on ploughable land and concomitant water 

resources will be insurmountable. Hence, there is a need to have guesstimates of area, 

production and productivity with scaled down growth rates. For instance, even if these grows 

at 2.5 % per annum, then the HPCDP area will be producing 8.19 lakh tonnes of vegetables 

from 0.40 lakh hectares with an average productivity of 30.48 tonnes per hectare. Still lower 

assumption of 1.5 % growth would result into an area of 0.34 lakh hectare producing 7.00 

lakh tonnes of vegetables and an average yield of 26.05 tonnes per hectare. 

     Agriculture in HPCDP area is going to be a major livelihood provider because the scope 

for industrialization, inter alia, is highly constrained due to the topographical and resource 

limitations. Within agriculture also, the comparative advantage lies in non-foodgrains sector 

comprising of fruit crops, vegetable crops, floriculture, aromatic and medicinal crops, etc. 

Among these, the easiest option that has lured the farming community at large is cultivation 

of vegetable crops under varied environment. Resultantly, the area under these crops in 

HPCDP districts has registered a significant growth rate of 5.45% per annum during the 

decade 2005-06 to 2014-15 (Table 8.2, Fig 8.1, Fig 8.2, & Fig 8.3). The corresponding 

production during the same period in HPCDP districts has increased at the rate of 6.67% p.a. 

The productivity of vegetable crops in these districts, on the other hand witnessed a much 

lower growth rate of 1.16% p.a. during the preceding decade. Similar attempt has been made 

for the state as a whole and the results are given in Appendices IV & V. 
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Table 8.2: Area, production and productivity of vegetables in HPCDP Districts 

Year Area (ha) Production 

(metric tonnes) 

Yield (tonnes/ha) 

2005-06 16640 309114 18.58 

2006-07 17812 341749 19.19 

2007-08 18904 362514 19.18 

2008-09 21129 383451 18.15 

2009-10 22660 403741 17.82 

2010-11 23378 451373 19.31 

2011-12 24258 487342 20.09 

2012-13 24536 496662 20.24 

2013-14 26139 526920 20.16 

2014-15 26883 551814 20.53 

Compound growth rate (% p.a.) 5.45 6.67 1.16 

 

 

  

Fig 8.1: Area under vegetables in HPCDP,Districts 

 

Fig 8.2: Production of vegetables in HPCDP,Districts 

 

 

Fig 8.3: Average yield of vegetables in HPCDP,Districts 
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Table 8.3: Projected area, production and productivity of vegetables in HPCDP,districts 

Sr. 

No. 

Observed/assumed growth 

rate ( % p.a) 

Projected 

Area 

(ha) 

Prod. 

(tonnes) 

Yield$(tonnes/ha) Production$$  

(tonnes) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
col. 3 * col. 5 

1 A=5.45; P = 6.67 & Y=1.16 

as  observed in Table 9.2 

@ 5.45 = 
62838 

@ 6.67 = 

1550492 

@ 1.16 = 24.69 1551505 

2 2.50 (Assumed) @ 2.50 = 
39908 

@ 2.50 = 
819171 

@ 2.50 = 30.48 1216271 

3 2.00 (Assumed) @ 2.00 = 
36905 

@ 2.00 = 
757522 

@ 2.00 = 28.18 1040093 

4 1.50 (Assumed) @ 1.50 = 

34114 

@ 1.50 = 

700244 

@ 1.50 = 26.05 888751 

5 1.00 (Assumed) @ 1.00 = 

31522 

@ 1.00 = 

647045 

@ 1.00 = 24.07 758841 

Note: 1. $-These yield projections are not derivable from columns 3 & 4. 
         2. $ $ - These production projections are based on projected yield levels given in column 5. 

Table 8.4: Agricultural produce market committees wise infrastructure and arrival of vegetables 

in Himachal Pradesh 
Sr. 

No. 

Name of 

APMC 

Market 

yard/ Sub 

yards 

(Number) 

Collection 

centres 

Ropeways 

(Number) 

Link 

roads 

(Km) 

Cold 

chain 

storage 

etc. 

(Number) 

Arrivals of vegetables (Qtl.) 

2004-05 2005-06 2013-14 2014-15 

1 Bilaspur  4 7 - 600 

km 

Appro

ximate

ly 

- 14763 26323 20339 6782 

2 Chamba 1 3 - - 15299 32854 25923 4456 

3 Hamirpur  3 3 - - 104371 97075 96639 23204 

4 Kangra 8 3 - - 264205 260538 349898 96887 

5 Kullu & 

Lahul 

Sapiti 

8 1 - - 341031 275851 206817 304991 

6 Mandi 5 6 - - 92635 135670 273554 78412 

7 Shimla 

&Kinnaur 

12 4 7 - 397766 406314 583441 1778897 

8 Ponta 

Sahib 

(Sirmour) 

6 2 - - 51183 65885 50766 180924 

9 Solan 7 2 - - 290525 351852 519821 1829189 

10 Una 2 4 - - 88828 80067 124846 34354 

  56 35 7 600 Nil 2058405 1732429 2252044 4338096 

Source: Agricultural Marketing Board, Shimla. 

8.3 Projections based on findings of HPCDP study 

The estimates for foodgrains production due to on-going process of diversification under 

three different scenarios of 9.69%, 15% and 30% diversification given in Table 8.5 to 8.10 

for the HPCDP districts as a whole and at individual household level reveals that the area 

under foodgrains will be 4.22, 3.93 and 3.12 lakh ha respectively. The corresponding 

foodgrains production realized under these situations would be 8.52, 8.54 and 7.25 lakh 

metric tonnes. At 15% diversification there would be no shortage of foodgrain because of 

higher productivity of foodgrains realized on account of technological (irrigation & use of 

better material inputs) interventions being undertaken through JICA project activities. 
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In case of vegetables, the expected area under 9.69, 15 and 30% diversification situation 

would be 52314, 80969 and 161938 ha by 2030. This expected area would entail vegetable 

production of 5.07, 15.70 and 31.40 lakh metric tonnes respectively with per ha productivity 

levels of 96.95, 193.90 and 193.90 qts. Likewise the expected income from vegetables per ha 

will be Rs 58170, Rs 193900 and Rs 193900 under these expected scenarios. For achieving 

the target of 30% diversification in HPCDP districts, the foodgrain shortage of 1.27 lakh 

metric tonnes has to be compensated through increased productivity of 27.27 q/ha in place of 

the expected yield of 23.22 q/ha. 

As far as income from foodgarins per ha basis is concerned, it has been estimated at Rs 

20190, Rs 26052 and Rs 27864 under 9.69, 15 and 30% diversification situations. The 

statistics furtherarrived at household level reveals that under 9.69% of existing 

diversification, the farmer could allocate 17.99 kanals (0.72 ha) area under foodgrains in 

comparison to 20.08 kanals (0.80 ha) in under construction (non-diversification) schemes. 

Similarly, the area allocated under vegetables crops on per household basis in both the 

scenarios of 9.69% diversified and under construction schemes was 2.23 kanals (0.09 ha) and 

just 0.14 kanal (0.0056 ha). 

These areas in turn giving returns at household level to the extent of Rs 14530 & Rs 15830 

from foodgrains and Rs 5190 & Rs 270 from vegetables. The farm income under 9.69% 

diversified and non-diversified situation differed by just an amount of Rs 512 which 

surpassed the latter by an amount of Rs 29879 at 15% diversification. Not only this, the total 

household income at 15% diversification by 2030 is expected to be on higher side. Again at 

household level, at 30% diversification a foodgrain shortage of 2.16 qt has been projected 

which can be compensated only via raising the average yield of foodgrains from 23.22 to 

27.27 qt/ha. Critical analysis of tables shows that diversification from foodgarins to 

vegetables to the extent of 15% is expected to be the most plausible situation through which 

an individual household may earn an income of Rs 26758 from vegetables and Rs 17475 

from foodgrains without disturbing the foodgrain security. 

For the marketing of existing vegetables produce in the study districts, presently there are 45 

market yards/sub yards and collection centres. Therefore, for the smooth marketing and 

mobilization of additional vegetable produce of 10.63 lakh metric tonnes, there will be need 

for establishment of25 more market yards/sub-yards and additional collection centres with 

50% rise in existing capacity of yards & collection centres in the study districts under 15% 
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diversification. Due to non-availability of district wise data on rural roads network, the 

projected estimates for such infrastructure could not derive. 

Table 8.5: Estimates for non- diversified and diversified (9.69%) situation based on 

study  

Sr. 

No. 

Particulars Units Non-

diversified/ 

under 

construction 

Diversified 

(9.69%) 

Difference 

(Absolute) 

1 Total cropped area  k/hh 23.01 (100) 23.01 (100) - 

2 Area under foods  k/hh 20.08 (87.27) 17.99* (78.19) (-) 2.09   

3 Area under non- food crops  k/hh 2.79 (12.12) 2.79 (12.12) - 

4 Area under vegetables  k/hh 0.14 (0.61) 2.23 (9.69) (+) 2.09  

5 Average yield of foodgrains q/ha 19.71 20.19** (+) 0.48 

6 Average yield of vegetables  q/ha 80.36 96.95 (+) 16.59 

7 Production of food grain q/hh 15.83 14.53  eq (-) 1.30 

8 Production of vegetables q/hh 0.45 8.65 eq (+) 8.20 
Note: Figures in parentheses indicate percentages of total cropped area 

           *- Irrigated area 1.80 (10%) + Un-irrigated area 16.19 (90%) = 17.99 

**- Average yield 24.47 × 0.10 + 19.71 × 0.90 = 20.19 q/ha 

Table 8.6: Estimates for HPCDP districts, 2016-17   

Sr. 

No. 

Particulars Units Estimated Figures 

Non-diversified/ 

under 

construction 

Diversified 

(9.69%) 

Difference 

1 Total holdings as per 2010-11 census No. 586478 586478 - 

2 Total cropped area ha 539794 

 (100) 

539794 

(100) - 

3 Area under food grains ha 471059 

 (87.27) 

422029 

(78.19)     (-) 49030 

4 Area under non- food crops  ha 65451 

(12.12) 

65451 

(12.12) - 

5 Area under vegetables ha 3284       (0.61) 52314 

 (9.69) (+) 49030 

6 Average yield of foodgrains q/ha 19.71 20.19 

(22.00) 

(+) 0.48 

(+ 2.29) 

7 Average yield of vegetables  q/ha 80.36 96.95 (+) 16.29 

8 Production of food grain from 

irrigated and un-irrigated area 

Lakh MT 9.2846 8.5208 (-) 0.7638 

9 Production of vegetables Lakh MT 0.2639 5.0718 (+) 4.8079 

10 Income from foodgrains @ Rs 1000 Rs/hh 15830 14530 (-) 1300 

11 Income from vegetables @ Rs 600 Rs/hh 270 5190 (+) 4920 

12 Income from livestock Rs/hh 56772 53664 (-) 3108 

13 Income from farm sources Rs/hh 72872 73384 (+) 512 

14 Income from non-farm sources Rs/hh 265620 215472 (-) 50148 

15 Total household income                

(farm + non-farm) 

Rs/hh 338492 288856 (-) 49636 

16 Income from foodgrains @ Rs 1000 Rs/ha 19710 20190 (+) 480 

17 Income from vegetables @ Rs 600 Rs/ha 48216 58170 (+) 9954 

18 Market yards and collection centres No. 45 45 - 
Note: Figures in parentheses indicate percentages of total cropped area 
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Table 8.7: Estimates for 9.69% diversification and projections under 15.00% diversification 

Sr. 

No. 

Particulars Units Diversified 

(9.69%) 

Diversified 

(15.00%) 

Difference 

(Absolute) 

1 Total cropped area  k/hh 23.01 (100) 23.01 (100) - 

2 Area under foodgrains k/hh 17.99 (78.19) 16.77* (72.88) (-) 1.22 (5.31) 

3 Area under non- food crops  k/hh 2.79 (12.12) 2.79 (12.12) - 

4 Area under vegetables  k/hh 2.23 (9.69) 3.45 (15.00) (+) 1.22 (5.31) 

5 Average yield of foodgrains q/ha 20.19 21.71** (+)  1.52 

6 Average yield of vegetables  q/ha 96.95 193.90 (+) 96.95 

7 Production of food grain q/hh 14.53 14.56 (+) 0.03 

8 Production of vegetables q/hh 8.65 26.77 (+) 18.12 
Note: Figures in parentheses indicate percentages of total cropped area 

           *- Irrigated area 2.52 (15%) + Un-irrigated area 14.25 (85%) = 16.77 

**- Average yield (20.19 +50% increase = 30.29)  
       Hence 30.29 × 0.15 + 20.19 × 0.85 = 21.71 q/ha 

 

Table 8.8: Existing and projected estimates for HPCDP districts, 2030 

Sr. 

No. 

Particulars Units Estimated Figures 

Diversified 

(9.69%) 

Diversified 

(15.00%) 

Difference 

(Absolute) 

1 Total holdings as per 2010-11 

census 

No. 586478 586478 - 

2 Total cropped area ha 539794 

(100) 

539794 

(100) - 

3 Area under food grains ha 422029(78.1

9) 

393402 

(72.88) (-) 28627 

4 Area under non- food crops  ha 65451 

(12.12) 

65423 

(12.12)  (-) 28 

5 Area under vegetables ha 52314 

(9.69) 

80969 

(15.00) (+) 28655 

6 Average yield of foodgrains q/ha 20.19 21.71 (+) 1.52 

7 Average yield of vegetables  q/ha 96.95 193.90 (+) 96.95 

8 Production of food grain Lakh MT 8.5208 8.5408 (+) 0.0200 

9 Production of vegetables Lakh MT 5.0718 15.6999 (+) 10.6281 

10 Income from foodgrains  Rs/hh 14530 

@1000 

17475 

@1200 

(+) 2945 

11 Income from vegetables  Rs/hh 5190 @ 600 26758 @1000 (+) 21568 

12 Income from livestock Rs/hh 53664 53664 + 5366 (10% 

rise) = 59030 

(+) 5366 

13 Income from farm sources Rs/hh 73384 103263 (+) 29879 

14 Income from non-farm 

sources 

Rs/hh 215472 215472 + 43094 

(20% rise) = 258566 

(+) 43094 

15 Total household income 

(farm+ non-farm) 

Rs/hh 288856 361829 (+) 72973 

16 Income from foodgrains  Rs/ha 20190 

@1000 

26052 

@1200 

(+) 5862 

17 Income from vegetables  Rs/ha 58170 

@600 

193900 

@1000 

(+) 135730 

18 Market yards and collection 

centres 

No. 45 70 with 50% rise in 

existing capacity 

(+) 25 

Note: Figures in parentheses indicate percentages of total cropped area 
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Table 8.9: Estimates for 9.69% diversification and projections under 30.00% 

diversification 

Sr. 

No. 

Particulars Units Diversified 

(9.69%) 

Diversified 

(30.00%) 

Difference 

(Absolute) 

1 Total cropped area  k/hh 23.01 (100) 23.01 (100) - 

2 Area under foodgrains k/hh 17.99 (78.19) 13.32* (57.88) (-) 4.67 

3 Area under non- food crops  k/hh 2.79 (12.12) 2.79 (12.12) - 

4 Area under vegetables  k/hh 2.23 (9.69) 6.90 (30.00) (+) 4.67 

5 Average yield of foodgrains q/ha 20.19 23.22** (+)  3.03 

6 Average yield of vegetables  q/ha 96.95 193.90 (+) 96.95 

7 Production of food grain q/hh 14.53 12.37 (-) 2.16 

8 Production of vegetables q/hh 8.65 53.52 (+) 44.87 
Note: Figures in parentheses indicate percentages of total cropped area 

           *- Irrigated area 4.00 (30%) + Un-irrigated area 9.32 (70%) = 13.32 

**- Average yield (20.19 +50% increase = 30.29)  
       Hence 30.29 × 0.30 + 20.19 × 0.70 = 23.22 q/ha 

Table 8.10: Existing and projected estimates for HPCDP districts, 2030 

Sr. 

No. 

Particulars Units Estimated Figures 

Diversified 

(9.69%) 

Diversified 

(30.00%) 

Difference 

(Absolute) 

1 Total holdings as per 2010-11 

census 

No. 586478 586478 - 

2 Total cropped area ha 539794 

(100) 

539794 

(100) - 

3 Area under food grains ha 422029 

(78.19) 

312433 

(57.88) (-) 109596 

4 Area under non- food crops  ha 65451 

(12.12) 

65423 

(12.12)  (-) 28 

5 Area under vegetables ha 52314 

(9.69) 

161938 

(30.00) (+) 109624 

6 Average yield of foodgrains q/ha 20.19 21.71 

(27.27) 

(+) 1.52 

(+ 7.08) 

7 Average yield of vegetables  q/ha 96.95 193.90 (+) 96.95 

8 Production of food grain Lakh MT 8.5208 6.7829 (-) 1.7379 

9 Production of vegetables Lakh MT 5.0718 31.3998 (+) 26.3280 

10 Income from foodgrains  Rs/hh 14530 

@1000 

14844 

@1200 

(+) 314 

11 Income from vegetables  Rs/hh 5190 @ 600 53520 @1000 (+) 48330 

12 Income from livestock Rs/hh 53664 53664 + 5366 (10% 

rise) = 59030  

(+) 5366 

13 Income from farm sources Rs/hh 73384 127404 (+) 54020 

14 Income from non-farm 

sources 

Rs/hh 215472 215472 + 21547 

(10% rise) = 237019 

(+) 21547 

15 Total household income 

(farm+ non-farm) 

Rs/hh 288856 601442 (+) 312586 

16 Income from foodgrains  Rs/ha 20190 

@  1000 

26052 

@1200 

(+) 5862 

17 Income from vegetables  Rs/ha 58170 

@600 

193900  

@1000 

(+) 135730 

18 Market yards and collection 

centres 

No. 45 More than 200 More than 155 

Note: Figures in parentheses indicate percentages of total cropped area 
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8.4 The Way Forward 

The economic evaluation of the Himachal Pradesh Crop Diversification Promotion Project 

(HPCDP) project with respect to its impact on crop diversification and the related issue of 

food security revealed that the augmentation of agriculture related infrastructure facilities in 

general and irrigation facilities in particular, can go a long way in mitigating the farm income 

woes of the farmers through vegetable cultivation. But at the same time there is a limit to 

extend the area under vegetables. This is constrained further by the small sized land holding, 

the labour availability, lack of value chain facilities, near absence of collective institutional 

mechanisms to purchase inputs, produce and sell output, etc. Hence, it is necessary that these 

constraints are overcome if a noticeable headway is to be made in vegetable based crop 

diversification in the state. As has been mentioned in the lessons learnt, there are instances 

where farmers are attempting to overcome some of the constraints that are within their 

control. Forming SHGs, deciding collectively about the choice of raising crops, so as to have 

large volume of produce are such efforts that need to be encouraged and incentivised in the 

other project areas. However, there are certain areas such as creation/augmentation of 

irrigation facilities, supply/value chain arrangements, introducing technological innovations 

where the role of state and development agencies assumes importance. Since the land under 

plough is going to be major hurdle in diversification towards vegetables, increasing 

productivity and adding value to the output have to be main planks of the development 

strategy. Besides, in Himachal Pradesh the level of chemical applications is not that high in 

less advanced/ new production regions. Given that the people at large, more so in urban 

India, are becoming more health conscious, this strength needs to be exploited under the garb 

of nature friendly foods. 

8.5 Summing up 

Critical analysis shows that diversification from foodgarins to vegetables to the extent of 15% 

is expected to be the most possible situation through which an individual household may earn 

an income of Rs 26758 from vegetables and Rs 17475 from foodgrains without affecting the 

foodgrain security. For the marketing of existing vegetables produce in the study districts, 

presently there are 45 market yards/sub yards and collection centres. Therefore, for the 

smooth marketing and mobilization of additional vegetable produce of 10.63 lakh metric 

tonnes, there will be need for establishment of25 more market yards/sub-yards and additional 

collection centres with 50% rise in existing capacity of yards & collection centres in the study 

districts under 15% diversification. 
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CHAPTER 9 

MAJOR FINDINGS AND POLICY INTERVENTIONS  

      The conclusions emerged from the present investigation and lessons learnt have been 

presented under the following heads: 

9.1 Findings 

9.1.1 Socio-economic profile 

 The majority of beneficiaries (60-70%) in both the scenarios were in the age group of 

30-60 years. Most of the beneficiaries in the two scenarios belonged to general 

category and other backward class. Nearly 63 % of the respondents in scenario one 

and 62 % in scenario two were males while the corresponding remaining ones were 

females. The average size of the family was 4.41 in scenario one and 4.42 in scenario 

two. 

 The literacy rate was 93.52 % in scenario one and 96.30 % in scenario two. Majority 

of the family members of the respondent households were found to be residing in the 

respective villages itself. Only about 3 to 7 % of the total family members of the 

sample households reported farming as their main occupation. 

 The total investment made on the household assets was found to be higher by 17 % in 

scenario one than scenario two. Average livestock holding per household in scenario 

two was found higher at 2.38 animals as compared to 2.28 animals in scenario one. 

 The average size of operational holding was higher at 12.15 kanals (0.49 ha) in 

scenario two than scenario one where it was 8.79 kanals (0.35 ha). On the other side, 

command culturable area (CCA) accounted for about 56 % of total holding size in 

scenario one and 23 % in scenario two. 

 Out of total irrigated area of 7.90 kanals (0.32 ha)per beneficiary in scenario one, 56 

% was under lift irrigation, 24 % was irrigated through tube wells & wells and the 

remaining 20 % was under kuhl irrigation system. In scenario two, only 0.54 kanals 

(0.02 ha) per beneficiary was under irrigation and it was irrigated through open wells. 

 Of the total CCA of 4.41 kanal (0.18) ha per beneficiary, 61 % was under lift 

irrigation, and the remaining 39 % was under irrigation through tube wells & wells 

(19.50%) and kulhs (19.50%) in scenario one. In both scenarios, the availability of 

irrigation water was reported to be available throughout the year. 
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9.1.2 Cropping pattern and extent of diversification 

 The cropping pattern in scenario one revealed that foodgrains occupied about 75 % of 

the total cropped area while the non-food crops (fodders and oilseeds) and vegetables 

accounted for 15.55 % and 9.69 % of the area, respectively. The higher share of area 

under fodder crops could partly be attributed to the augmentation of irrigation 

facilities in this scenario. The cropping intensity was observed to be about 20 

percentage points higher than the state average of 172 %. Among vegetables, 

colocasia, lady finger, garlic, cauliflower and potato occupied higher area as 

compared to other vegetable crops. 

  In scenario two also, the foodgrains occupied about 87 % of the total cropped area 

while non-food crops accounted for slightly over12 %. Surprisingly, the area under 

vegetables in this scenario was less than one % (0.62%) of the gross cropped area. 

The cropping intensity was observed to be 189 % in this Scenario. As regards the 

choice of vegetable crops, cucumber, cauliflower, lady finger, colocasia, potato, 

onion and garlic dominated the scene. 

 In scenario one, the respondents sold out about 60, 33 and 20 % of the total 

production of maize, wheat and paddy whereas in scenario two they sold out about 41 

% each of total production of maize and wheat and paddy was not grown in this 

category due to inadequacy of irrigation water require for the said crop. In case of 

vegetables, the proportion sold stood at 64 and 72 % of total production in scenario 

one and scenario two, respectively 

 About 98 and 91 % of the maize and wheat consumption was met from own 

production in scenario one while the corresponding figures for scenario two were100 

and 94 %, respectively.  

 In case of rice, about 38 % of total consumption was met from own production in the 

scenarios one. The remaining requirement of rice was met from PDS and market in 

both the situations and the share of market purchases was almost double of the PDS 

purchases. In case of pulses, most of the requirement was being met from the market 

and only a very small portion (3 to 8%) was being met through PDS supplies in the 

two scenarios. 

9.1.3 Livelihood option and crop diversification 

 The average monthly income of the respondent households was observed to be Rs 24, 

918 and Rs 28,751 for the scenario one and scenario two, respectively. The 

composition of the income of respondents showed that the share of the farm income 

in total income stood at only 28 and 23 % for the scenario one and two, respectively.  
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 The detailed composition of the component of farm income evinced that the 

contribution of livestock and agriculture sub-sectors was 18 and 10 %, respectively in 

scenario one whereas it was 16 and 6 % each in scenario two for these two 

components. 

  About 49 % of the respondents expressed their dependence on agriculture to the tune 

of 50 % in scenario one. On the other hand, about 58 % respondents reported it to be 

less than 50% in scenario two. But the bright side of the story is that about 100 % of 

the respondents in either scenario wished to continue agriculture in the project areas.  

 The total monthly expenditure per household stood at Rs 8450 and Rs 8134 for 

Scenario one and scenario two, respectively and it was perceptibly higher on 

education and entertainment in scenario one as compared to scenario two. It was 

revealed that 73 % of the farmers felt that diversification increased their social status 

while 52 % reported that it has increased their nutritional security in scenario one.  

 On the other hand, in scenario two about 23 to 50 % of the respondent households 

indicated that diversifying to vegetables is likely to increase their economic and 

social status besides providing nutritional security. 

9.1.4 Food security issues 

 About 64 % farmers indicated that the area under vegetables could go up from 20-50 

% of the total cropped area in scenario one whereas in scenario two it was about 32 

% who reported so. 

 Juxtaposing these responses with the information on fulfilling family food 

requirements from own production, the area under vegetables might be extended to 

25 to 30 % of the total cropped area in the project area. 

9.1.5 Problems and constraints 

 The biggest threats to farming in general and vegetable farming in particular included 

the menace of stray and wild animals, insect pests and diseases, the problem of 

disposing of the perishable agricultural produce and the lack of awareness regarding 

commercial vegetable cultivation. 

9.2 Lessons learnt 

Based on field observations, there have been some good lessons that need to be carried 

forward with a greater intensity in the future: For example, in Chibber village of Fatoh 

panchayat, the formation of self-help group by women to do vegetable cultivation and 

marketing jointly needs mention and also replication elsewhere.  
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 Similarly, the selling of water to non-members with the desired intervention of KVA 

in Dugga Panchayat of Hamirpur district is a welcome institutional development. 

  The twin facts that the average landholding is very small in the state and the entire 

area could not be put under vegetables cultivation, lead to very small marketable 

surplus with the farmers in general. In order to overcome this limitation, in Rajhol 

village the farmers made a collective decision to grow one crop of vegetables so as to 

have sizeable volume of produce and then sell the same. Such practices need to be 

encouraged and replicated in the project areas. The field observations revealed that 

the productivity levels in general are low and thus reduce the profitability of 

vegetable cultivation in the project areas.  

 Another noticeable lesson has been that the production of fodder has gone up in 

project areas leading to higher livestock and their products. This is likely to have 

synergistic effect on vegetable production by providing more farm yard manure on 

these farms. The growing of fodder crops (chari& bajra) on cultivable fields has 

also helped in overcoming the problem of animal menace in the project areas at one 

hand and supplementing the hay & fodder shortages from infested grasslands with 

obnoxious bushes and weeds. 

9.3 Policy prescriptions and action strategy  

 The per hectare income from vegetables is expected to increase by more than 200% as 

diversification increases from the existing 9.69 % of the total cropped area to the 

maximum of 30%. With the availability of assured irrigation water in the study area, 

farmers can raise three or four vegetable crops in a year. This would result in 

enhancing their income per unit of land through intensive vegetable farming. So with 

the increase in cropping intensity and the extent of diversification beyond 30% in the 

years to come, there will be further scope to increase the income from vegetables 

beyond 200 to 300%. 

 The study also reveals that consequent upon increasing the area under vegetable crops 

from the existing 9.69% to 15% and 30%, will lead to the decrease in area under 

foodgrains to the extent of about 7% and 26%, respectively. The expected shortage of 

foodgrains production could be compensated by increasing the existing foodgrain 

productivity of 23.72 quintals per hectare by more than 17%.  

 The diversification from foodgrains to vegetable crops to the extent of 15% is the 

most likely possible scenario that would fetch an income of about Rs 44000, of which 
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60% would come from vegetables and the remaining 40% from foodgrains without 

jeopardizing the food security of the households. 

 For handling the resulting additional vegetable production, augmentation of market 

yards/ sub yards needs to be scaled up by around 1.5 times by 2030. 

 Since the dependence on crop agriculture is not very high in the area due to the 

overwhelming contribution of service sector, agricultural activities need to made more 

productive and lucrative, more so from the view point of young generation through 

incentivising them in all possible ways.  

 The extension of area under vegetables is constrained due to several factors such as 

small sized land holdings, lack of irrigation, the labour unavailability, lack of value 

chain facilities, lack of effective collective institutional mechanisms to purchase 

inputs, produce and sell output, etc. Hence, the augmentation of agriculture related 

infrastructure facilities including farm link road networks and higher use of labour 

saving farm machinery & tools can go a long way in fuelling vegetable based 

diversification to enhance the farm incomes. In these areas, the state and development 

agencies have to play a pivotal role.  

 Farmers’ trainings should be organized in the villages regarding package of practices 

in vegetable growing and provide knowledge, develop skills in the usage of chemical, 

organic pesticides, quality of seed/seedlings. The possibility of introduction of crop 

insurance schemes to compensate farmers against natural disaster in case of 

vegetables need to be explored.         

 There are sporadic instances where farmers are attempting to overcome some of the 

constraints that are within their control.Forming SHGs/user groups, deciding 

collectively about the choice of crops, so as to have large volume of produce are such 

efforts that need to be strengthened further and incentivised in the project areas. 

  The wild and stray animal menace in many areas has become a formidable threat and 

the farmers’ zeal is about to touch the nadir. To ward off this threatening problem, 

new technique of solar, chain linked and barbed wire fencing could be a viable option.  

 Finally, since in less advanced/ new vegetable production regions in the state the 

level of chemical applications is not that high and given that the people at large, more 

so in urban India, are becoming more health conscious, there is a need to exploit this 

opportunity in the form of nature friendly/organic foods. 

 



 

Impact of crop diversification on food security and farmers’ income in H.P (HPCDP)55 | 

P a g e  

 

REFERENCES 

 

Anonymous.  2006. Population Projections for India and States 2001-26. Report of Technical 

Group on Population Projections by National Commission on 

Population. 

 

Anonymous. 2009. Annual Season and Crop Report.Directorate of Land Records, 

Government of Himachal Pradesh, Shimla. 

 

Anonymous.  2013.  Statistical Outline of Himachal Pradesh.Department of Economics & 

Statistics, Government of Himachal Pradesh, Shimla. 

 

Anonymous.  2016.  Economic Survey. Department of Economics & Statistics, Government 

of Himachal Pradesh, Shimla. 

 

www.icar.org.in 

www.prb.org 

 

www.iph.nic.in 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.icar.org.in/
http://www.prb.org/
http://www.iph.nic.in/


 

Impact of crop diversification on food security and farmers’ income in H.P (HPCDP)56 | 

P a g e  

 

APPENDIX I 
CODE No.----------- 

 

HOUSEHOLD DATA COLLECTION SCHEDULE FOR A PROJECT ENTITLED 

HIMACHAL PRADESH CROP DIVERSIFICATION PROMOTION PROJECT 

 

BASIC INFORMATION 

District------------------------ Constituency-------------------------- Gram Panchayat --------------- 

Name of the Sub Project-----------------------Status:       Diversified/Under construction  

Name of Farmer-------------------------Village ------------------- Contact No. -------------------- 

Name of Enumerator & Interviewer__________Team Leader   -------------Date of survey--- 

 

Section 1: Respondent Information 
Name of 

responde

nt 

and  

Gender:  

Male =1 

Female= 

2 

Hamlet Contact 

no. 

Age Religion 

Code 1 

Caste 

1=SC 

2=ST 

3=OBC 

4=Gene

ral 

Decision 

maker of the 

household : 

Name and 

Relation 

with 

Respondent 

Code2 

Marital 

Status of 

Decision 

Maker 

Code 3 

Agricultural 

holding in 

command 

area 

1= Yes 

2= No 

Family 

Structur

e 

1= Joint 

2= 

Nuclear 

3=Exten

ded 

          

Code 1: 1=Hindu, 2=Muslim, 3=Christian, 4=Buddhist, 5= Sikh, 6 = Other (specify) 

Code 2: 1= Self, 2= Mother, 3= Father, 4= Brother, 5= Sister, 6= Daughter, 7= Son, 8= 

Granddaughter, 9= Grandson, 10= Grandfather, 11= Grandmother,  12= Aunt, 13= Uncle, 14= 

Son in law, 15 = Daughter in law, 16= others(Specify) 

Code 3 : 1=Unmarried, 2= married, 3= Divorcee, 4= Widow, 5= Widower 

 

Section 2: Household Profile 
Sr. 
No. 

Relation to Respondent 
Code 1 

Age 
1= 0-12  

2= 12 - 

18  
3= 19-40 

4= 40-60  

5= 
Above 60  

Education(write NA for 
children <5 years) 

1= Illiterate 

2=Upto Class 5  
3= Class 6th to 10th 

4=Class 10th to 12th 

5=Graduate 
6=Masters and above 

7=Technical 

Occupation 
1=Govt. Service, 2=Private 

Service, 3=Farmer, 

4=Agriculture labor, 
5=Artisans, 6=Skilled 

worker, 7=Unskilled 

worker, 8=Pensioner, 
9=Shopkeeper, 10=Student, 

11=Others(specify) 

Residence 
1= Live in village, 

2= Outside  

1.       

2.       

3.       

4.       

5.       

6.       

 

Section 3:  Assets possessed by farmer 

a. Household 
Asset Ownership  

 1= Yes   2= No 

No.  Present value 

(Rs) 

i. Kutcha House    

ii. Pucca House    

iii. Semi Pucca House    

iv. Cattel Shed    

v. Kitchen Garden    

vi. 4 Wheeler vehicle     
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vii. Scooter Motorcycle/Moped     

viii. Bicycle     

ix.  Mobile Telephone     

x.  Others, specify     

b. Agricultural  

Asset Ownership  

 1= Yes   2= No 

No. of Units Present value 

(Rs) 

i. Tractor/ Power tiller    

ii. Thresher    

iii. Pump (irrigation)    

iv. Sprinkler    

v. Others, Specify    

 

c. Livestock 

Type of Animal Number 

owned 

Breed Current  value (Rs) Production  

(Lit/kg/day 

i. Bullock   
 

  

ii. Cow   
 

  

iii. She-Buffalo   
 

  

iv. Mules  
 

  

v. Sheep      

vi. Goats 
 

   

vii. Chicken 
 

   

vii. Other, specify 
 

   

viii. 
 

   

ix. 
 

   

 

Section 4: Total Land Holding 
4.1 Land use 

Type of Land Total Land Holding 

Area in Kanal/Bigha 
Culturable Command Area CCA 

(Irrigated) 

Area in Kanal/Bigha 

Cultivated   

Orchard   

Grassland   

Barren   

Other, specify   

Total   

4.2 Land Tenure in Cultivated Land Holding (Kanal/Bigha) 

Tenure type  Owned land Leased in Land Leased out Land 

Total Cultivated Land Holding     

CCA Cultivated Land Holding    

4.3 Irrigation Sources in Cultivated Land Holding 

Total Cultivated Area CCA Cultivated Land Holding 

Irrigated 

Land 

(Area) 

Public Irrigation 

Facility 

Private Irrigation 

Facility 

Irrigated 

Land 

(Area) 

Public Irrigation 

Facility 

Private Irrigation 

Facility 

Code 

6 

No of 

Months 

Code 

6 

No of 

Months 

Code 

6 

No of 

Months 

Code 

6 

No.  of 

Months 
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Irrigation 

water 

available 

Irrigation 

water 

available 

Irrigation 

water 

available 

Irrigation 

water 

available 

          

        

        

        

        

        

Code6: 1= Lift Irrigation 2= tube Well 3= Kuhl  4=Electric Pump Set 5= Canal 6= Spring 7= Open 

Well, 8= Stream 9=other   Specify . 

4.4 Cropping Pattern (Cereals/ Pulses/Oilseeds/Fodder/Vegetables) 

A. Kharif 

Crop Area  

 (kanal 

or bigha) 

Irrigated/ 

unirrigated 

Total 

Production 

(quintals or kg) 

Quantity Sold 

(quintals or 

kg) 

Market 

Code 7 

A. Cereals      

1. Maize      

2.  Paddy      

3. Others      

i)      

ii      

B. Pulses       

1. Mash      

2. Mung      

3. Moth       

4. Others      

i)      

ii)      

C. Oilseeds      

1. Sesamum      

2. Soyabean      

3. Others      

D. Fodder      

1. Sorghum      

2. Bajra      

3. Other      

E.Vegetables      

1. Tomato      

2. Capsicum      

3. Brinjal      

4.Lady finger      

5. Beans      

6. Cucumber      

7. Chilli      

8.Bottle gourd      

9.Bitter gourd      

10. Colocasia      

10. Others      
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B. Rabi 
Crop Area  

 (kanal or 

bigha) 

Irrigated/ 

unirrigated 

Total Production 

(quintals or kg) 

Quantity Sold 

(quintals or 

kg) 

Market 

Code 7 

A. Cereals      

1. Wheat      

2.  Barley      

3. Others      

B. Pulses       

1. Gram      

2. Lentil      

3. Others      

C. Oilseeds      

1. Mustard      

2. Linseed      

3. Toria      

4. Others      

D. Fodder      

1. Berseem      

2. Oats      

3. Other      

E.Vegetables      

1. Pea      

2. Cabbage      

3.Cauliflower      

4. Radish      

5. Turnip      

6. Spinach      

7. Onion      

8. Garlic      

9. Coriander      

10. Potato      

11. Others      

Code 7: 1=On farm, 2= Within Village, 3= In another village, 4= Local Market, 5= Main market 

outside village 

Section 5: Self Sufficiency 

Item Total 

Consumption  

(kg/month) 

Own 

Production*  

(q or kg) 

Purchase from 

PDS  

( kg/month) 

Purchase 

from market 

/neighbourer  

  ( kg/month) 

I. Cereals     

i  Maize     

  ii) Rice     

i  ii) Wheat     

II. Pulses     

1. Gram (Bengal & Kabuli)     

2. Lentil     

3. Mash     

4. Mung     

5. Rajmash     

6. Others     
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III. Total Vegetables     

f. Spices     

g. Fish/Poultry/Meat products     

h. Milk & milk products     

i Others     

*Own production sufficient for how many months? 

 

Section 6: Input Cost for Commercial Crops (Only for crops produced for sale) 

Crop Seeds  

 

 

 

 

 

Qty (kg) 

Fertilizers  

 

 

 

 

 

Qty (kg) 

Manure 

 

 

 

 

 

Qty (q) 

Pesticides 

 

 

 

 

 

Qty (Rs) 

Irrigation 

Cost 

 

 

 

 

(Rs) 

Hiring 

Cost of 

Tractor / 

Plough / 

Thresher/ 

pump etc. 

(Rs) 

Labour 

Cost Rs/ 

mandays 

 

 

 

 

Cereals        

1.  Maize        

2.  Paddy        

3.  Wheat        

4. Others        

Vegetables        

1. Tomato        

2. Capsicum        

3. Brinjal        

4. Lady finger        

5. Beans        

6. Cucumber        

7. Potato        

8. Cabbage        

9. Cauliflower        

10. Radish        

11. Pea        

12. Broccoli        

13. Others        

 

Section 7: Monthly Income and Expenditure Details 

Sources of Income Income (Rs.) Main Expenditure Heads Expenditure (Rs.) 

A.  Agriculture   A. Food Consumption  

B. Horticulture  B. Clothing  

C. Wages labour  C. Fuel   

D. Salaried job  D. Transport  

E. Livestock  E. Rent  

F. Fishery  F. Health care  

G. Forest Produce  G. Education  

H. Allied Agricultural 

activities (Mushroom, bee-

keeping, vermicomposting 

unit, etc.) 

 H. Festivals/ religious 

activities 

 

I. Remittances  I. Social Functions  

J. Business/small enterprise  J. Interest Payments  

K. Small Industrial  K. Others(Mobile, cable, 

dish,etc) 
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Sources of Income Income (Rs.) Main Expenditure Heads Expenditure (Rs.) 

L. Arts and crafts    

M. Rent    

N. Others     

Total  Total  

 

Section 8: Credit utilization 
Has your family borrowed any money in the last 5 years?    1= Yes    2= No   _____________. If yes, 

provide details 

Source of Credit 

Purpose 

of loan 

Amount  Period 

of 

Loan 

Collateral Interest 

rate per 

Annum  

Loan 

Amount 

Outstanding 

Code 8 Rupees Month  Code 9 % 

1. Cooperative societies / banks            

2. Commercial banks            

3. Other institutional agencies            

4. Landlord/ money lenders            

5. Traders/ Shopkeepers            

6. Relatives  & friends       

7. SHG       

8. Others       

Code 8:1=Consumption, 2=Education, 3=Health care, 4=Agriculture, 5=Household business, 

6=House construction, 7=litigation, 8=Religious Festival, 9=Migration, 10=Livestock purchase, 

11=Land purchase, 12=Repayment of old loan, 13=Other (specify) 

Code 9: 1=None, 2=Land, 3=Crop Output, 4=Livestock, 5=House, 6=Farm Assets, 7=Household 

durables, 8=Jewelry, 9=Labour, 10=Other (specify) 

Section 9: Membership/Official Position in Local Institutions( What about Krishak 

Vikas Association membership/meeting schedule etc 
 Membership/Official 

position 

Position of Male 

Members 

Member =1  

 Office bearer =2 

Position of Female Members 

Member =1  

 Office bearer =2 

A Political Party   

B Co-operative   

C SHG   

D JFMC   

E Gram Panchayat/ MC    

F MahilaMandal   

G Youth Club   

H Religious organization   

I Others (specify)   

 

 

Section 10: Other Information 

A.  What is the relevance of crop diversification to your household? 

Increase in social status 

Increase in economic status 

Job seeker to job giver 

Nutritional security 

Contact person for developmental agencies 

Supplier of seed and planting material 
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B. Do you think that crop diversification would enhance the households agricultural income? 

1= Yes 2= No  

If yes how would you utilize the enhanced income through crop diversification? If no, why 

do you think there would be no increase in income. 

 

C.  To what extent you have started vegetable growing?  

Year  Area 

(kanal/bigha)  

Crops  along with respective area in order of preference 1,2,3 

1st  Crop 1……..…. Area……..; Crop 2………… Area……..; 

 Crop 3………… Area…………; 

2nd  Crop 1……..…. Area……..; Crop 2………… Area……..; 

 Crop 3………… Area…………; 

3rd  Crop 1……..…. Area……..; Crop 2………… Area……..;  

Crop 3………… Area…………; Crop 4………… Area…………; 

Crop 5………… Area…………; 

At 

present 

 Crop 1……..…. Area……..; Crop 2………… Area……..;  

Crop 3………… Area…………; Crop 4………… Area…………; 

Crop 5………… Area…………; Crop 6………… Area…………; 
 

D. Perception about the trade- off between diversification (extent of area under vegetables) and food 

security. 

  

(i) Up to 10%  (ii) 10-20%   (iii)   20-30%  (iv) 30-50%    (v)      

>50% 

 

E. Farmer’s dependence on agriculture. 

(i) 100%  (ii) 75%  (iii) 50%  (iv) <50% 

F. Occupational shift. 

(i) Continue in agriculture          ii) Service,    iii) Small business,         iv) Any other 

G. Constraints for diversification (not growing vegetables) and Solutions & suggestions 

thereof  

Sr. No. Constraint Suggested solution 

1   

2   

3   

4   

 

H. Role of Krishak Vikas Association in Operation & Management of the sub project 
 

i) 

 

ii) 
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APPENDIX –II 

 

VILLAGE-WISE DISTRIBUTION OF SAMPLE FARMERS IN 

COMPLETED PROJECTS (SCENARIO 1) 

1.  Sub Project LIS Bandhol (Kangra) 

Sr. No. Name of farmer Gram Panchayat Village Contact No 

1 Seema Devi Bari Bandhol 8988226263 

2 Gurubaksh Singh Bari Bandhol 9625973550 

3 Mahinder Singh Bari Bandhol 9459452708 

4 Deep Chand Bari Bandhol 9459844661 

5 Bebla Devi Bari Bandhol 9817380744 

6 Yashmainder Bari Bandhol 9625782373 

7 Hans Raj Bari Bandhol 9418782838 

8 Nanak Singh Bari Bandhol 9625348986 

9 Santosh Devi Bari Bandhol 8894493034 

10 Ashwani Kumar Bari Bandhol 8262892580 

11 Surinder Singh Bari Bandhol 9817741112 

12 Shikha Kumari Bari Bandhol 8894373187 

13 Udham Singh Bari Bandhol 9625009794 

14 Bimla Devi Bari Bandhol 9418289705 

15 Dinesh Chand Bari Bandhol 9817311792 

16 Jung Bhadur Singh Bari Bandhol 8894219791 

17 Seema Devi Bari Bandhol 9625648500 

 

2. Sub Project TW Jankor (Una) 

Sr. No Name of farmer Gram Panchayat Village Contact No 

1 Kirna Devi Jankor Kuthar kallan 9318714180 

2 Santosh Kumari Jankor Kuthar kallan 9872029830 

3 Satya Devi Jankor Kuthar kallan 9805196650 

4 Nirdosh Kumar Jankor Jankor 9816542691 

5 Kailasha Devi Jankor Kuthar kallan 9816444718 

6 Darshan singh Jankor Jankor 9816742970 
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7 Sunil Kumar Jankor Kuthar kallan 9805203256 

8 Sohan Lal Jankor Jankor 9418404847 

9 Maya Devi Jankor Kuthar kallan 9805565503 

10 Sushma Devi Jankor Kuthar kallan 9318714180 

11 Surinder Kumar Jankor Kuthar kallan 8894614854 

12 Ranjeet Singh Jankor Kuthar kallan 9816542697 

13 Santosk Kumar Jankor Kuthar kallan 9459450848 

14 Gurpal Jankor Jankor 8894629973 

15 Sandesh Kumari Jankor Kuthar kallan 9805196650 

17 Parveen Jankor Kuthar kallan 9816289805 

18 Anjna Jankor Kuthar kallan 9459506229 

19 Leela Devi Jankor Kuthar kallan 9805196650 

20 Subhlata Jankor Kuthar kallan 9816732298 

21 Usha Rani Jankor Kuthar kallan 9805668859 

22 Parshotmi Jankor Kuthar kallan 9805196650 

23 Nanak Chand Jankor Kuthar kallan 9805908032 

 

3. Sub Project LIS Chibber Balu (Bilaspur) 

Sr. No Name of farmer Gram Panchayat Village Contact No 

1 Krishan Lal Fatoh Chibber 9418257891 

2 Kusum Lata Fatoh Chibber 9418354133 

3 Anoop Kumar Fatoh Chibber 9817984605 

4 Urmla Devi Fatoh Chibber 9817604518 

5 Lal Singh Fatoh Chibber 9882064340 

6 Aruna Devi Fatoh Chibber 9805651193 

7 Parkesh Chand Fatoh Chibber 9817541318 

8 Sunita Devi Fatoh Chibber 9857216757 

9 Bansi Ram Fatoh Chibber 8894734934 

10 Rama Devi Fatoh Chibber 9418368354 

12 Surinder Kumar Fatoh Chibber 9459075716 
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4. Sub Project LIS Panjali Rajputan (Hamirpur) 

Sr. No Name of farmer Gram Panchayat Village Contact No 

1 Dev Raj Kalia Dugha Panjali Rajputan 9817079317 

2 Nirmla Devi Dugha Panjali Rajputan 9736609872 

3 Pyar Chand Dugha Panjali Rajputan 9816338389 

4 Nirmla Devi Dugha Panjali Rajputan 9817814217 

5 Surinder Kumar Dugha Panjali Rajputan 9825083619 

6 Vijay Kumar Dugha Panjali Rajputan 01972-259007 

7 Rajender Kumar Dugha Panjali Rajputan 01972-258547 

8 Dhyan Singh Dugha Panjali Rajputan 9882659272 

9 Amarnath Dugha Panjali Rajputan 9418897411 

10 Prakash Chand Dugha Panjali Rajputan 9625459553 

11 Shakti Singh Dugha Panjali Rajputan 9817563414 

12 Prem Chand  Dugha Panjali Rajputan 9418115256 

13 Naresh Kumar Dugha Panjali Rajputan 9418647479 

14 Rukmani Devi Dugha Panjali Rajputan 01972-258515 

15 Rani Devi Dugha Panjali Rajputan 9816470997 

 

5. Sub Project FIS Sandral (Sarkaghat) 

Sr. No Name of farmer Gram Panchayat Village Contact No 

1 Piar Chand Matru Sandral 9459056150 

2 Roshan Lal Matru Sandral 973661929 

3 Arjun Kumar Matru Sandral 9459142796 

4 Arun Kumar Matru Sandral 7807291572 

5 Ashok Kumar Matru Sandral 9894922035 

6 Swaran Singh Matru Sandral 8894140620 

7 Tito Devi Matru Sandral 8894534320 

8 Meena Kumari Matru Sandral 9805216243 

9 Mangat Ram Matru Sandral 9817179098 

10 Sunita Devi Matru Suja 9459066087 

11 Swaran Singh Matru Suja 9418057842 

12 Layak Chand Matru Suja 9816444718 
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13 Gulab Singh Matru Sandral 9805230903 

14 Sansar Chand Matru Sandral 9816480327 

15 Keshu Ram Matru Matru 8894538081 

16 Kishori Lal Matru Matru 9805012041 

17 Ajeet Kumar Matru Sandral 9418124001 

18 Mangat Ram Matru Sandral 9817179098 

19 Savita Devi Matru Sandral 9805554435 

20 Kishori Lal Matru Sandral 9805664321 

21 Dharam Singh Matru Suja 9816883760 

22 Yog Raj Matru Sandral 9816756933 

23 Rama Devi Matru Sandral 9857737632 

24 Kashmir Singh Matru Sandral 9418201650 

25 Nigaroo Ram Matru Sandral 8679485185 

26 Pratap Chand Matru Sandral 9894896979 

27 Kamal Kishor Matru Sandral 9418422470 
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APPENDIX –III 

VILLAGE -WISE DISTRIBUTION OF SAMPLE FARMERS IN UNDER 

CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS (SCENARIO 2) 

1. Sub Project LIS Krishna Nagar (Una) 

Sr. No Name of farmer Gram Panchayat Village Contact No 

1 Asha Devi Berian Krishana Nagar 9418997455 

2 Shiv Nanda Berian Krishana Nagar 9418947675 

3 Rakesh Kumar Berian Krishana Nagar 9882417814 

4 Sukhdev  Berian Krishana Nagar 8894870661 

5 Sukhdev Singh Berian Krishana Nagar 9459066084 

6 Sapna Berian Krishana Nagar 9816558062 

7 Soma Devi Berian Krishana Nagar 9816523867 

8 Dhani Ram Berian Krishana Nagar 9816404849 

9 Gian chand Berian Krishana Nagar 9816769102 

10 Anjana Devi Berian Krishana Nagar 8894992591 

11 Sashi Bala Berian Krishana Nagar 9805013729 

12 Surinder Kumar Berian Krishana Nagar 8350910544 

13 Sushma Devi Berian Krishana Nagar 8894933970 

 

2.  Sub Project LIS Rahjol (Hamirpur) 

Sr. No Name of farmer Gram Panchayat Village Contact No 

1 Vijay Thakur Tal Amned 9805160712 

2 Bimla Devi Tal Rahjol-Amned 9418714598 

3 Pyar Chand Tal Amned 9805645811 

4 Janak Chand Tal Amned 9817254868 

5 Naresh Kumar Tal Rahjol 9805591803 

6 Kaushalya Devi Tal Amned 9459848105 

7 Raghubir Singh Tal Rahjol-Amned 9815216764 

8 Surindra Tal Amned 9418197339 

9 Jamuna Devi Tal Rahjol-Amned 9459179365 

10 Garak Singh Tal Rahjol 941644718 

12 Om Parkesh Tal Amned 9882037575 

13 Omkar Chand Tal Amned 9418960929 
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APPENDIX –IV 

Area, production and productivity of vegetables in HP 

Year Area (ha) Production(metric tonnes) Yield (tonnes/ha) 

2005-06 49858 929,976 18.65 

2006-07 52053 991,442 19.05 

2007-08 55761 1,040,489 18.66 

2008-09 58743 1,090,334 18.56 

2009-10 63879 1,206,242 18.88 

2010-11 65075 1,268,897 19.50 

2011-12 67968 1,356,600 19.96 

2012-13 68865 1,398,048 20.30 

2013-14 72001 1,465,964 20.36 

2014-15 73894 1,576,454 21.33 

Compound growth rate (% p.a.) 4.54 6.04 1.43 

  APPENDIX –V 

 Projected area, production and productivity of vegetables in 2030 in HP  

Sr. 

No. 

Observed/assumed growth 

rate ( % p.a) 

Projected 

Area 

(ha) 

Prod. 

(tonnes) 
Yield$(tonnes/ha) 

Production$$  

(tonnes) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
(6) 

col. 3 * col. 5 

1 
A=4.54; P = 6.04 & Y=1.43 

as  observed in Table 9.2 

@ 4.54 = 
150359 

@ 6.04 = 

4028996 
@ 1.43 = 26.77 4025110 

2 2.50 (Assumed) 
@ 2.50 = 
109696 

@ 2.50 = 
2340255 @ 2.50 = 31.66 3472975 

3 2.00 (Assumed) 
@ 2.00 = 
101441 

@ 2.00 = 
2164134 @ 2.00 = 29.28 2970192 

4 1.50 (Assumed) 
@ 1.50 = 

93770 

@ 1.50 = 

2000497 
@ 1.50 = 27.07 2538354 

5 1.00 (Assumed) 
@ 1.00 = 

86647 

@ 1.00 = 

1848516 
@ 1.00 = 25.01 2167041 

Note: 1. $-These yield projections are not derivable from columns 3 & 4. 

 2. $ $ - These production projections are based on projected yield levels given in column 5. 

APPENDIX –VI 

Area, production and average yield of food grains in HPCDP districts (2008-09) 

Sr. No. District  Area (ha) Production  

(metric tonnes) 

Productivity (q/ha) 

1 Bilaspur  54870 80949 14.75 

2 Hamirpur  67884 112631 16.59 

3 Kangra 195501 285497 14.60 

4 Mandi 144174 234917 16.29 

5 Una 66469 103477 15.57 

 HPCDP districts 528898 817471 15.46 

Source: Directorate of land records government of Himachal Pradesh, Shimla 

APPENDIX –VII 
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Productivity of major vegetable crops on respondent households 

Sr. 

No. 

Crops Scenario 1 

(Completed) 

Scenario 2 

(Under construction) 

Area  

(Kanals) 

Production 

(quintals) 

Productivity 

(q/ha) 

Area  

(Kanals) 

Production 

(quintals) 

Productivity 

(q/ha) 

1 Tomato 0.05 0.10 50.00 - - - 

2 Brinjal 0.09 0.25 25.00 - - - 

3 Ladyfinger 0.18 0.64 88.88 0.02 0.03 37.50 

4 Cucumber 0.07 0.31 110.75 0.04 0.02 12.50 

5 Pea 0.10 0.43 107.50 - - - 

6 Cauliflower 0.14 0.61 108.92 - - - 

7 Garlic 0.17 0.22 32.35 0.01 0.01 25.00 

8 Potato 0.11 0.51 115.90 0.02 0.02 25.00 

9 Colocasia 0.23 0.92 100.00 0.02 0.12 150.00 

10 All 

vegetables 

1.14 4.00 87.72 0.11 0.20 45.45 

 

APPENDIX –VIII 

District wise potential area under irrigation, 2014-15 (Ha) 

Sr. 

No. 

District  Area under irrigation 

up to 3/2014  

Achievement during 

2014-15 up to 10/2014  

Total  

1 Bilaspur  11032 5 11037 

2 Chamba 9967 8 9975 

3 Hamirpur  8498 89.8 8587.8 

4 Kangra 84627 550 85177 

5 Kinnaur 9090 90 9180 

6 Kullu  8191 90 8281 

7 Lahaul Spiti 7067 79 7146 

8 Mandi 36523 132.73 36655.73 

9 Shimla  16090 560 16650 

10 Sirmour 17861 218.36 18079.36 

11 Solan  30060 100 30160 

12 Una 21468 322.7 21790.7 

Himachal Pradesh 260474 2245.59 262719.6 

Source: www.iphnic.in 
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