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Foreword 

Mission for Integrated Development of Horticulture (MIDH) was started in year 2005-06 to support 
farmers and agro entrepreneurs in India for increasing area under horticulture, production, productivity, 
quality of produce and market access of horticulture commodities. The Mission has since completed a 
period of almost 14 years and the programme has made significant progress in achieving its objectives.  
The Government of India, Ministry of Agriculture, Department of Agriculture and Cooperation & 
Farmers Welfare (MoA & FW), have decided to conduct evaluation of the programme to access the 
performance and impact of this Scheme on increase in farmers’ income through adoption of various 
components of MIDH. M/s Global AgriSystem Pvt. Ltd. was assigned to undertake Impact Evaluation 
Study for period of 2014-15 to 2018-19 (five years). 

A study team of experts in the field undertook evaluation study in 29 states & 7 UTs.  To get first-hand 
information field survey was conducted for a total sample of 4868 persons comprising beneficiary in 
these states & UTs by adopting stratified–purposive-sampling design. Apart from these information was 
also collected from Key Informant Interviews of the state / district government officials under SHM, and 
banks. The Study Team also used the secondary data / information available with the MIDH State 
Horticulture Directorate & NHB data base, analysed the same and drew inferences there on. The result 
is a report rich in statistical detail as well as analytical insights. It will provide valuable feedback to all 
stakeholders at various levels in the programme and set the stage for further deepening and 
strengthening of the Mission. 

The scheme has been designed to integrate the horticulture value chain and all the components are 
well knitted to have overall development in horticulture sector across India. The Scheme has so far been 
instrumental in achieving holistic growth of the horticulture sector through backward & forward 
linkages of value chains. It has resulted in area expansion, improving productivity & production as well 
as creating post-harvest infrastructure which resulted in better quality and checked post-harvest losses. 
It has succeeded in bringing about significant increase in income, particularly of small & marginal 
farmers & other beneficiaries in general. The scheme has also been able to empower women as MIDH 
required to organize them into Self Help Groups and assistance has been availed for infrastructure, farm 
inputs and technological & extension supports to make women self-reliant. 

It is an eminent sense of accomplishment that India is able to retain its rank as world’s second largest 
producer of fruits and vegetables. At present the sector contributes about one third of the country’s 
agriculture GDP. Over the last decade, the area under horticulture grew by 2.6% per annum and annual 
production increased by 4.8%. As per National Horticulture Database 2017-18, the current production 
of vegetables has increased from 101.2 Million Tonnes to 184.40 Million Tonnes since 2004-05 to 2017-
18 and production of fruits has also increased from 50.9 Million MT to 97.35 Million MT during 2004-05 
to 2017-18. 

Keeping in view the growing demand of fruits & vegetables in India and its export potential, horticulture 
must remain focus area for ensuring food and nutritional security. Therefore there is a need to continue 
the MIDH Scheme in future.  

I wish to put on record & appreciate the Team of Global AgriSystems and the assistance received from 
the Department of Horticulture, GoI and concerned officials of various State Governments to complete 
the Impact Evaluation Study in a short span of time without any compromise on quality. 

(Gokul Patnaik) 

Chairman, Global AgriSystem Pvt. Ltd. 
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Executive Summary 

India with its varied climate and soil, is highly favourable for growing a range of horticultural crops like 

fruits, vegetables, tropical tuber crops, ornamental crops, medicinal and aromatic plants, spices, 

plantation crops etc. At present, horticulture in India contributes about one third of agriculture GDP. 

Horticulture production of the country has reached 311.71 Million MT from 25.43 Million Hectares 

area whereas per capita consumption of fruits and vegetables is only  281 gms/ day during 2005-06 

which has increased to 397 gms / day in 2017-18 (FAO). 

The study suggests that the horticulture sector holds much higher potential for income generation, 

employment and value addition than traditional field / agricultural crops. In view of the above 

opportunities, National Horticulture Mission (NHM), Horticulture Mission for North East and 

Himalayan States (HMNEH) and Central Institute of Horticulture (CIH) under Mission for Integrated 

development of Horticulture (MIDH) have provided necessary stimulus to achieve healthy growth rate 

of the sector. In this backdrop, this report presents information on overall performance of these 

schemes, its components and sub components across the zones and states. Ministry of Agriculture 

and Farmers’ Welfare, Government of India, New Delhi has awarded Global AgriSystem (GAPL) for 

conducting ‘An Impact Evaluation Study of National Horticulture Mission (NHM) and  Horticulture 

Mission for North East & Himalayan States (HMNEH) under MIDH) Scheme’ for the year 2014-15 to 

2018-19. 

The study called for a “Theory of Change” approach wherein outputs, outcomes and impacts were 

assessed in view of the inputs and activities provided under the scheme. The study comprise of 

secondary and primary research and the consultant used “mixed methods” for evaluation consisting 

qualitative and quantitative analysis. The sample comprised of 4868 beneficiaries from various 

components availed under NHM / HMNEH scheme. A multistage stratified random sampling design 

was employed to conduct the survey. The components and subcomponents under the scheme were 

grouped into 10 major components for evaluation. In addition to the sample survey, few success 

stories were also documented. The impact evaluation of schemes being implemented by Central 

Institute of Horticulture (CIH), Nagaland were also separately covered.  The Client facilitated in 

providing desired data records of the entire program, institutions and beneficiaries in the first stage 

itself to prepare the sampling plan. To ensure the efficiency and accuracy of data collection, use of 

mobile based real time data collection was undertaken. Additionally, Key Informant Interviews (KIIs) 

of State Horticulture Mission (SHM) officials were also conducted to assess the views of 

implementation units. 

During the assessment years, the allocation together by Govt. of India and State Govt. under NHM and 

HMNEH is Rs. 11199.38 Crores which is spread over 29 states and 7 union territories. States have put 

in their contributions amounting to Rs. 3240.312 Crores. Therefore, the total expenditure of Rs. 

11199.38 Crores has been directed towards horticulture development under NHM & HMNEH during 

the period 2014-15 to 2018-19. Of all the zones, Northern & Hilly zone (118%) has utilized the 

maximum fund allocated for various horticulture activities which is followed by South zone (87%), 

North & Central zone (83%) and West (77%). North East (71%) and East zone (66%) have performed 

relatively low in terms of overall expenditure. Except UTs and a few states like Arunachal Pradesh, 

Kerala and West Bengal all states have utilized more than 60% funds. 
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Moreover, zone wise and major component wise physical targets and achievements were also 

assessed. North & Central zone have recorded the maximum achievement against physical targets 

amounting to 68% which is followed by south zone (66%), North East (61%), East zone (58%) and West 

zone (57%). Of all the zones, Northern & Hilly states have noted the lowest overall achievement i.e. 

56%. 

More than 80% of the overall target was achieved in the components like area expansion, 

rejuvenation, protected cultivation and horticulture mechanization. Positive impact was also observed 

in case of water resources (71%), bee Keeping (67%), formation of FPOs (64%), human resource 

development (72%), area development under INM / IPM (76%) and post- harvest management (57%). 

Relatively low achievement was seen in market infrastructure (48%), nursery (48%) and Centre of 

Excellence (34%). 

In view of the above inputs, outcomes and impacts were validated from secondary research and field 

survey. Secondary research findings suggest that there has been an overall percentage increase in 

horticulture area, production and productivity of the country from 2014-15 to 2018-19 at an 

impressive rate of 8.8%, 11.6% and 2.5% respectively.  

 At country level, total horticultural area has increased from 18.44 Million ha in 2005-06 

to 24.19 Million ha in 2013-14, reflecting an increase by 31% whereas from the period 

2014-15 to 2018-19, area has increased from 23.41 Million ha to 25.49 Million ha. 

Maximum area increase has taken place in case of flowers (25.9%) followed by spice 

(17.4%) and plantation crops (9.8%) whereas fruits and vegetables have seen relatively 

lesser area increase by 9% and 6% respectively.  

 A positive impact in the production was also observed in majority of the states. Of all the 

six zones, the maximum percentage increase is in North & Central zone (21%) followed by 

Northern & Hilly states (17.9%), West (9.63%), South (7.8%) and East zone (7.56%) 

whereas North East Zone has recorded decline in production.  

 Overall total horticultural production of the country has increased from 166.93 Million MT 

in 2005-06 to 277.35 Million MT in 2013-14, and further, it has increased from 280.98 

Million MT in 2014-15 to 313.85 Million MT in 2018-19. Under various horticulture crop 

category, maximum production increase has taken place in case of flowers (220%) 

followed by spice (51%) and fruit crops (14%) whereas vegetables and plantation crops 

have seen relatively lesser production increase by 10% and 5% respectively 

 Across the six zones, the maximum productivity increase has been observed in west zone 

(20.4%) followed by Northern & Hilly states (5.2%), East (4.3%), South (3.7%) and East 

zone (7.56%) whereas North & Central and North East Zone have seen a decline in 

productivity. Maximum productivity increase was observed in spice (28.4%) followed by 

flowers (5.2%), fruits (4.7%) and vegetables (3.6%). There was decline in the productivity 

of plantation crops.  

Key findings from the beneficiary survey include the following: 

 Major share of the beneficiaries had availed MIDH scheme in year 2017-18 (about 49%) followed 

by 2018-19 (47.5%) and 2015-16 (41.4%). Year 2014-15 had the lowest enrolments under the 

scheme achieving 30%. During period 2014-15 to 2018-19, Southern zone had the highest 
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percentage of beneficiaries enrolled under the scheme having 26.3% followed by North & Central 

amounting 21.6%, while Northern Hilly States had the lowest amounting 8.2%. 

 The scheme has helped the beneficiaries to grow remunerative crops under horticulture. Area 

under cultivation of horticultural crops has significantly increased as compared to the other crops 

grown by the beneficiary. 

 There has been an increase in area of fruits (5.42%), vegetables (2.51%) and flowers (1.56%) 

meanwhile minor decline was noted under plantation crops (0.15%), spices (0.26%) and aromatic 

plants (0.02%) 

 Of the sample surveyed productivity has increased in vegetables, fruits and aromatic crops. 

 The cultivated land under irrigation is estimated as 71%. Approximately 69% of the beneficiaries 

use Borewell / Tube well for irrigation, 17% use open well, 10% use nearby river / canal water and 

3% use piped water connection. Moreover, 44% beneficiaries use flood irrigation, 38% use drip 

irrigation and 18% use sprinkler irrigation 

 Approximately 53% of the beneficiaries have put MIDH signboard at the site of implementation of 

the project. Of all the zones, southern zone has the maximum signboards (35%) placed in their 

project sites 

  Impact on Income: Before availing the scheme per household net income from all the sources 

was Rs. 4.33 Lakhs which has increased to Rs. 6.06 Lakhs after availing the scheme i.e. the income 

has increased significantly by about 45%. . It was observed that North East has achieved the 

highest impact in terms of per capita income enhancement by 75% which is followed by Northern 

Hilly States (67%) and west zone (58%). East zone has remained the lowest of all the zones in terms 

of income enhancement with 14% achievement 

 Employment Generation: There has been increase in employment also through NHM/HMNEH 

interventions. The scheme has generated the annual employment in terms of man days by 35% 

and the annual wage percentage has also increased by 29%. 

 Awareness Generation: Horticulture department has been the most popular source of information 

for awareness generation among the beneficiaries and approximately 67% responses were 

received in support of this. This is followed by friends / other neighbouring farmers / relatives 

(10.5%), newspaper (6.8%), SAUs (6.7%) and KVKs (5.5%). 

 It was also reported that to promote more number of farmers under the scheme awareness 

generation programme should be conducted and trainings should be imparted under the guidance 

of expert. 

 Role of Horticultural department has been very important for submission of application by the 

beneficiaries as 96% of the respondents submit application through this medium which is followed 

by Hortnet comprising 3.1%. 

 Some perceived socio economic changes observed are: Per capita availability of food including 

fruits, vegetables, & other horticultural crops for the family has increased; expenditure on 

education of the children has increased and 87% of the beneficiaries supported the same; 86% 

respondents supported that their access to drinking water and sanitation facilities have increased; 

approximately 86% beneficiaries responded that their access to better health care facilities has 

increased; about 74% respondents agreed that their access to improved lifestyle choices. 

 Component wise physical achievement and targets have been also analysed to gauge the 

qualitative and quantitative impact among the beneficiaries. Visibility of the impact of the 

components like area expansion including mushroom cultivation, rejuvenation, protected 

cultivation, nurseries, IPM / INM, bee keeping, integrated post-harvest management and HRD 

were high whereas impacts of components like water resources, horticulture farm machinery, 
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promotion of FPOs and Centre of Excellence were moderate. The components have directly or 

indirectly contributed to increase the production and productivity of the horticultural crops and 

so is the income. Besides, impact of components like market infrastructure were on the lower 

side. The detailed progress and achievements are given in section 3.4 of the report.  

 Key findings from the KII of state officials have helped to comprehend their issue and views from 

the supply side of the scheme. Their key suggestions are also incorporated in the 

recommendations. 

Further conclusions and recommendations were provided based on the qualitative & quantitative 

assessment of the data collected from field visit and also an analysis on the basis of relevance, 

effectiveness, equity and sustainability. Recommendations have been provided against each problem 

statement. Key recommendations in view of some general issues highlighted in during the course of 

survey are as follows: 

 A comprehensive crop specific and cluster based value chain study for mapping & identification 

of gaps may be conducted to assess the need for post-harvest and supply chain infrastructures for 

linking farmers to the markets. 

 To lessen the income disparities, all the districts of the state may be covered under the scheme in 

phased manner on the basis of horticulture potential in the districts by following prioritization 

matrix.  

 Techno Economic Feasibility Evaluation of large size projects (CA & Cold stores) costing above Rs. 

2 crores by the experts and professional consultants before sanction of such projects for which a 

panel of consultants to be selected by the Horticulture Division of MoA & FW. In addition, such 

projects may be sanctioned centrally by the Ministry since appointment of experts and 

professional consultants for Techno-economic feasibility in all the states will be difficult and more 

expensive. 

 The fund from the Centre should be directly released to the State Horticulture Mission (SHM) an 

autonomous agency (registered under Societies Registration Act.), instead of fund be routed 

through the state government treasury. This will help the SHM to get the fund from the Centre on 

time. 

 Physical and Financial targets for SC and ST population may be fixed in proportion to the 

population of SC and ST farmers / beneficiaries in the state. 

 For components like area expansion seasonal crops such as vegetables and flowers wherein the 

season lasts for up to 3- 6 months, the SC / ST farmers may be allowed to avail the benefit if they 

provide the proof of land on registered lease for at least a period of three years so that these 

category of farmers may also be able to avail benefits from the scheme. This would directly impact 

the socio-economic conditions of SC / ST beneficiaries and at the same time help the states to 

achieve their target in both the categories. 

 Cost norms should be reviewed. As per the findings from beneficiary survey it should be revised 

particularly for: area expansion, rejuvenation, water harvesting and nursery on priority 

 The project of MIDH is considered for assistance under the scheme only after a satisfactory visit 

by the officials of SHM. In addition to above, to manage the administrative expenditure towards 

engagement of consultants / subject matter specialist e.g. INM / IPM expert, water conservation 

expert, high density plantation expert and other manpower at state and district level including 

project preparation, computerization and contingency expenditure, it is suggested that present 

allocation of 5% of total annual expenditure may be reviewed and enhanced to 7.5% by MIDH. 
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 The collateral security may be relaxed for the farmers or entrepreneurs who are not able to 

provide such security for availing the bank loan. NABARD should take initiative to make a separate 

norms and also rationalise the interest rate on horticulture credit particularly for the scheme 

implemented by the Government   

 Need to fill up vacant technical posts under SHM on priority 

 The best performing states & districts may be given special status by declaring as "Star State" & 

"Star District" of the Year by MIDH to boost and motivate the teams. 

Component specific recommendations are also provided in the section 4.2.2 of Chapter 4. In addition 

to it, other suggestions are also provided which comments on the continuation of the scheme, growth 

drivers and inclusion of other districts under the fold of scheme. 

Impact evaluation of Central Institute of Horticulture (CIH) has been provided as a separate chapter. 

In the view of total allocation amounting to Rs. 46.06 Crore, cumulative expenditure is Rs. 21.42 Crores 

which is 37.8% of the total allocation to the institute. Of all the programmes Skill development courses 

exceeded the target and attained 109% achievement which is followed by PHM / marketing & Agri-

Business Promotion (96%), Demonstration of Improved production Technology (74%), Capacity 

Building & Training Programme (72.4%) and certificate courses (70%). Production of quality planting 

material and Accreditation & Certification of Nurseries were observed to have low performance. 

Component wise performance of the scheme has been provided in section 5.2.3 of chapter 5. Further 

recommendations are provided regarding the issues assessed under the scheme.  

The last chapter describe some case studies observed during the field survey across the states and 

UTs.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

India being bestowed with variety of agro climatic and physio geographical conditions across the 

states, is suitable for growing wide range of horticultural crops such as vegetables, fruits, spices, 

flowers and plantation crops. Today horticulture production of the country has reached 311.71 Million 

MT from 25.43 Million Hectares area which is outpacing the production of food crops as it can be seen 

in the figure below. 

 

Source: Horticulture Statistics 2018, MoA&FW, Horticulture statistics Division 
Figure 1: Horticulture vis-a-vis food grain production 

 
It’s an eminent sense of accomplishment that India is able to retain its rank as world’s second largest 

producer of fruits and vegetables. At present the sector contributes about one third of the country’s 

agriculture GDP. Over the last decade, the area under horticulture grew by 2.6% per annum and 

annual production increased by 4.8%. As per National Horticulture Database 2017-18, the current 

production of vegetables has increased from 101.2 Million MT to 184.40 Million MT since 2004-05 to 

2017-18 and production of fruits has also increased from 50.9 Million MT to 97.35 Million MT since 

2004-05 to 2017-18. 

Table 1: Horticultural Production (2017-18) 

S.N.  Category  Area ‘000 Ha Production ‘000 MT  

a.  Fruits 6506 97358 

b.  Vegetables  10259 184394 

c.  Flowers 324 2785 

d.  Aromatic & Medicinal Plant crops   720 866 

e.  Plantation Crops  3744 18082 

f.  Spices  3878 8124 

g.  Honey - 105 

 Total  25431 311714 

Source: Horticulture Statistics 2018, MoA & FW, Horticulture statistics Division 



 

17 
 

17 Impact Evaluation of NHM & HMNEH 

Huge horticultural production base in India offers immense opportunities for export as well. In year 

2018-19, India exported fruits & vegetables worth Rs. 10236.93 crores (1,469.33 USD Millions) which 

comprised of fruits worth Rs. 4817.35 crores equivalent to  USD 692.01 Million and vegetables worth 

Rs. 5419.48 crores i.e. 777.25 USD Millions (Source: APEDA) 

In the midst of above accomplishments, the need of the hour is to make horticulture production 

sustainable in the longer term. Therefore it is pertinent to ponder upon:  

 Whether increase in production enhanced the net income of growers?  

 Whether the consumers are able to afford price?  

 How safe and hygienic are the fruits &vegetables produced?  

 How much produce is being processed for value addition?  

 How much is the post-harvest loss? 

 Is our country able to harness the world market in the area of strengths?  

Also, the sector dynamics and the recent developments suggest that however the country is able to 

meet the food and nutritional security, however, the underlying horticulture potential in the country 

is yet to be realized and it will require more effort to reach its zenith. 

The requirements for development & diversification of horticulture sector were well acknowledged 

by Government of India (GoI) by focussing the investments in this sector. Thus, GoI implements 

different programmes through Departments of Horticulture / Agriculture across states and provides 

the leadership to coordinate activities for the promotion of horticulture. However, the success of the 

programme depends on its effective implementation. A recent report of NHB suggests that 

horticulture has developed credibility in enhancing income through increased productivity, generating 

employment and enhancing exports. Consequently, conventional horticulture is moving towards 

commercial ventures. 

In view of the above context, National Horticulture Mission (NHM), Horticulture Mission for North 

East and Himalayan States (HMNEH) and Central Institute of Horticulture (CIH) under Mission for 

Integrated development of Horticulture (MIDH) have provided necessary stimulus to achieve healthy 

growth rate of the sector. In this backdrop, this report presents information on overall performance 

of these schemes, its components and subcomponents across the zones and states for the period 

2014-15 to 2018-19. 
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1.1 Overview of the scheme 

1.1.1 Background of the scheme 

MIDH - a Centrally Sponsored Scheme envisaged for the holistic growth of the horticulture sector 

covers fruits, vegetables, root & tuber crops, mushrooms, spices, flowers, aromatic plants, coconut, 

cashew and cocoa. Under this umbrella scheme, GOI contributes 60%, of total outlay for 

developmental programmes in all the states except states in North East and Himalayas, remaining 40% 

share is contributed by State Governments. In the case of North Eastern States and Himalayan States, 

GOI contributes 90%. For other schemes like National Horticulture Board (NHB), Coconut 

Development Board (CDB), Central Institute for Horticulture (CIH), Nagaland and the National Level 

Agencies (NLA), GOI contributes 100%. MIDH also provides technical advice and administrative 

support to State Governments/ State Horticulture Missions (SHMs) for other horticulture related 

activities. Following table shows the operational area of the sub schemes with fund flow: 

Table 2: Sub schemes under MIDH 

S.N. Sub Scheme Target Group / Area of 

operation 

Year of 

Starting 

Funding Pattern 

1 CDB All states and UTs where 

coconut is grown 

1981 100% from Centre 

2 NHB All states and UTs focusing on 

commercial horticulture 

1984 100% from Centre 

3 HMNEH All states in North East and 

Himalayan Region 

2001-02 90:10 (Centre & State 

Govt.) from 2015-16 

onwards 

4 NHM All states and UTs except states 

in NE & Himalayan Region 

2005-06 60:40 (Centre & State 

Govt.); 100% from 

Centre to UTs 

5 CIH NE states, focusing on HRD and 

capacity building 

2006-07 100% from Centre 

Source: MIDH Guidelines & MIDH Website 

The objectives of MIDH are as follows: 

a) Promote holistic growth of horticulture sector  through area based regionally differentiated 

strategies, which includes research, technology promotion, extension, post-harvest 

management, processing and marketing, in consonance with comparative advantage of each 

state / region and its diverse agro-climatic features 

b) Encourage aggregation of farmers into farmer groups like FIGs / FPOs and FPCs to bring 

economy of scale and scope 

c) Enhance horticulture production, augment farmers, income and strengthen nutritional 

security 

d) Improve productivity by way of quality germplasm, planting material and water use efficiency 

through Micro Irrigation 

e) Support skill development and create employment generation opportunities for rural youth 

in horticulture and post-harvest management, especially in the cold chain sector 



 

19 
 

19 Impact Evaluation of NHM & HMNEH 

To achieve the above objectives, the mission adopted the following strategies which became the key 

drivers of the outcomes: 

a) Adopt an end-to-end holistic approach covering pre-production, production, post-harvest 

management, processing and marketing to assure appropriate returns to growers / producers  

b) Promote R&D technologies for cultivation, production, post-harvest management and 

processing with special focus on cold chain infrastructure for extending the shelf life of 

perishables 

c) Improve productivity by way of quality through:  

i. Diversification, from traditional crops to plantations, orchards, vineyards, flowers, 

vegetable gardens and plantations.  

ii. Extension of appropriate technology to farmers for high-tech horticulture including 

protected cultivation and precision farming. iii. Increase of acreage of orchards and 

plantation crops, particularly in states where total area under horticulture is less than 

50% of agricultural area.  

d) Improve post-harvest management, processing for value addition and marketing 

infrastructure 

e) Adopt a coordinated approach and promote partnership, convergence and synergy among 

R&D, processing and marketing agencies in public as well as private sectors, at the national, 

regional, state and sub-state levels 

f) Promote FPOs and their tie up with Market Aggregators (MAs) and Financial Institutions (FIs) 

to support the farmers in getting profitable returns 

g) Support capacity-building and Human Resource Development at all levels, including, change 

in syllabus and curriculum of graduation courses at Colleges, Universities, ITIs, Polytechnics, 

as appropriate. 

There are 22 interventions under NHM / HMNEH scheme under MIDH which have been grouped into 

10 broad categories namely: 

 

1. Area expansion:  It includes the establishment of new gardens of horticultural crops such as 

fruits, vegetables, mushrooms, flowers, plantation crops, aromatic plants and spices.  

2. Rejuvenation: Interventions under rejuvenation include the replacement of old and senile 

plantation, pruning, canopy management, nutrient management and inter-cultivation, 

specifically orchards and plantation crops.  

3. Protected Cultivation: It includes Greenhouse, Net house, Poly house, Poly tunnels, Polythene 

mulching and Anti-birds / anti-hail nets  

4. Nurseries: This component includes Private Nurseries, Government / Public Nurseries, NGO 

Nurseries, Private and Public Nurseries, Accredited Nurseries, Tissue Culture Labs, Vegetable 

Seed Production etc. 

5. Promotion of IPM and INM: Bio - control labs, bio - control agents, use of liquid Bio - fertilizer 

of NPK, Phosphate soluble Bacteria, Potash Mobilizing Bacteria etc. 

6. Water Resources: Includes the creation of community tanks or farm ponds or on - farm water 

reservoirs with plastic / RCC lining. It helps the farmers irrigate their crops using the structures 

created under water resources component in addition to a judicious use of water. 

7. Horticulture Mechanization: The activities involving various types of farm equipment, tools & 

machinery under scheme. 
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8. Bee-keeping: It includes development of nucleus stock of honeybees, bee breeding, 

distribution of honeybee colonies / hives and bee-keeping equipment 

9. Integrated Post-Harvest Management: To reduce the post-harvest losses and enhance 

efficiency in harvesting, handling, grading and processing, assistance has been provided for 

the establishment of pre-cooling units, ‘on-farm’ pack houses, mobile pre-cooling units, 

staging cold rooms, cold storage units with and without controlled atmosphere capability, 

integrated cold chain system, supply of refrigerated vans, refrigerated containers, 

primary/mobile processing units, ripening chambers, evaporative/low energy cool chambers, 

preservation units, onion storage units and zero-energy cool chambers.  

10. Creation of the Market Infrastructure: The market infrastructure mainly includes the creation 

of terminal markets, wholesale markets, rural markets, retail markets, static / mobile vending 

carts / platforms with cool chambers. In addition, it also includes the functional Infrastructure 

(for collection, sorting/ grading, and packing units, and quality control/analysis labs) and 

gravity-operated ropeways in hilly areas. 

11. Other Components: Other components include training of farmers, certification, GAP, 

innovative, Centre of excellence for horticulture, FLD, FPO, seminar/workshops 
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1.1.2 Scheme structure & stakeholders 
 

The implementation structure of this mission is as follows:  

 

Figure 2: Implementation Structure 
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Table 3: MIDH Functionaries 

S.N. Union Govt. State Govt. District 
Planning 

Committee 

Local Government & Planning Bodies 

Panchayati Raj System 

District 
Panchayat 

Intermediate 
Panchayat 

Village 
Panchayat 

1. Horticulture 
Division Staff, 
DAC 

Staff of 
a) State Horticulture 
Department 
b) State Horticulture 
Mission 
c) State 
Implementation 
Agencies 
d) Contractual staff 

As 
constituted 
by the state 
Govt. 

State Govt. to 
devolve 
functionaries 
as per 
activities to be 
implemented 
under MIDH 

 State Govt. to 
devolve 
functionaries 
as per 
activities to 
be 
implemented 
under MIDH 

 

1.1.3 Study objectives 

Ministry of Agriculture & Farmers Welfare (MoA & FW) appointed Global AgriSystem Private Limited 

to undertake “Third Party Impact evaluation study of NHM, HMNEH & CIH under MIDH”. The study 

was undertaken for the period 2014 – 15 to 2018-19. MoA & FW intended to conduct the study for 

the purpose of assessing the effectiveness in meeting the objectives for which the scheme was 

conceptualized. The results of the study shall be used as inputs for further modification and 

improvements in the ongoing schemes of MIDH. Therefore the focus of the study can be outlined as 

below: 

 Assessment of scheme performance – outputs and outcomes 

o To assess the contrast of actual performance of the scheme with intended 

performance 

 Mapping out the present process of implementation of the scheme (State wise; component 

wise; financial targets & achievements; increase in area, productivity & production; zone wise 

/ state wise comparison) 

 To conduct component wise evaluation of the ten components as listed in the ToR 

 Highlighting the success factors based on case studies and understanding the bottlenecks if 

any 

 To assess the impact evaluation of Central Institute of Horticulture (CIH) Nagaland in the view 

of objectives and intended outcomes 

 To analyse the accountability and transparency, direct indirect employment generation. 

Gender mainstreaming, climate change, use of IT/ Technology in driving efficiency; 

stakeholder and beneficiary’s behavioural change. 

 To trace the gaps across the scheme delivery process for various components and sub 

components and to make suggestions for further improvements and modifications 

1.1.4 Structure of the Report 

The report is divided into six chapters. Chapter 1 gives an idea about the objective and scope. . The 

background information helps to set the context for achieving the scope of work. Chapter 2 describes 

the approach and methodology adopted to gather and analyse information for the study, including 

the sampling plan and the area of study. In Chapter 3 outputs, outcomes and impacts of the scheme 

have been explained in terms of area, production and productivity; financial target vs. achievement; 
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Component wise physical achievement are assessed based on the secondary research. Next to this an 

overview and analysis of field survey of beneficiaries & KIIs of state officials, scheme performance & 

impact, issues and key recommendations are given. This section also highlights the findings / 

interpretations from pan India survey.  Further the report is concluded in Chapter 4 based on primary 

& secondary research and qualitative & quantitative analysis. The conclusion also comments the 

relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustainability of the scheme. Chapter 5 provides the 

findings from the impact evaluation of Central Institute of Horticulture Nagaland. Report ends with 

Chapter 6 which describes the success stories / case studies across the states. 
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Chapter 2: Study approach & methodology 

2.1. Overall approach 

The assignment called for “Theory of Change” approach which is essentially a comprehensive 

description and illustration of how and why a desired change has happen. This can be modelled in the 

result chain given below: 

 

Source: The World Bank 
Figure 3: The Results Chain 

 

The Figure 3 above provides a holistic approach to undertake the evaluation which will be utilized to 

measure the output / outcome / impact of the program as per the interest of the client. It sets out a 

logical outline of how a sequence of inputs, activities and outputs interacts with behaviour to establish 

pathways through which impacts are achieved. It establishes causal logic from the initiation of the 

project to the end looking at the long - term goals. Moreover, it is focused particularly on mapping out 

or “filling in” what has been described as the “missing middle” between what a programme or change 

initiative does (its activities or interventions) and how these lead to desired goals being achieved. It 

does this by first identifying the desired long-term goals and then works back from these to identify 

all the conditions (outcomes) that must be in place (and how these related to one another causally) 

for the goals to occur. These are all mapped out in an outcomes Framework and then provides the 

basis for identifying what type of activity or intervention will lead to the outcomes identified as 

preconditions for achieving the long-term goal.  

INPUTS ACTIVITIES OUTPUTS OUTCOMES IMPACT 

Financial, 

human, and 

other 

resources 

mobilized to 

support 

activities 

Actions 

taken or 

work 

performed to 

convert 

inputs into 

specific 

outputs 

Products 

resulting 

from 

converting 

inputs into 

tangible 

outputs 

Use of 

outputs by 

targeted 

population 

 

 

The final 

objective of 

the 

program. 

Long-term 

goals. 

 

 

Implementation (SUPPLY SIDE) Result (DEMAND+SUPPLY) 
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other available 
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Series of activities 

undertaken to 

produce goods and 

services 
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implementing 

agency 

Changes in 

outcomes with 

multiples drivers 
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Figure 4: Process for measuring the impact of the scheme 

Through this approach the precise link between activities and the achievement of the long-term goals 

are fully understood. This leads to better planning and to have a detailed understanding of how change 

actually happened. To achieve the objectives of the assignment, a set of relevant questions will be 

formulated in the questionnaire with a view to get information about the extent to which the Project 

progress so far: what elements have been constrained or obstacles and drivers of success to its 

implementation; appropriateness of the project framework to meeting locally articulated needs; how 

can stakeholders and communities further their commitments and action. 

2.2. Field survey methodology - Qualitative & Quantitative 

The Consultant used “mixed methods” for evaluation. The assessment has integrated qualitative and 

quantitative analysis. The secondary and primary research methods were employed to review 

questions to provide strong evidence of achievement against the key review questions. Therefore the 

study comprises of two phases: 

Phase 1: Secondary Research 

a. Desk research 

The first step in implementation of the study was to fully understand the programme and its 

implementation. This has been done in consultation with the Client during the desk research for 

rounding up the understanding, assessing gaps, preparing a research plan and the work plan for the 

assignment. Secondary data collected for this purpose includes: 

 State / District Action Plans, allocation, expenditure targets and achievement 

 Physical and Financial Progress reports 

 Previous Impact Assessment Report 

 Beneficiaries list with particulars of extent, plantations taken up, other crops grown, 

details of inputs 

 Asset distributed and services provided under NHM Scheme were collected, besides 

other important and relevant records 

 Sources of information include MIDH Website, Information collected from Ministry, 

SHMs and District Horticulture Agencies, Publications of DAC, NHM, SHMs, NHB etc., 

Annual Reports published by DAC, NHM, SHMs, CIH and NHB etc. 
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b. Preparation of data plan and questionnaire to enable sampling 

In the view of desired outcomes of the study, key indicators were identified and it provided a base for 

designing the structured questionnaires for various components. The Data Plan was designed for 

maximum efficacy and optimal economics keeping in view the disbursement and projects across the 

target major states of the country and significance of sampling needs and with the clear objective of 

collecting data as per stated guidelines and to consider impact of the crop and for the future should 

there be any observations to that extent. Sampling methodology and plan was developed with the 

view to depict data accuracy the program on the ground level. 

 

c. Finalization of survey tools and Sampling Design 

As the mandate of the project was to cover minimum 4750 beneficiaries across the states including 

all the components therefore the sampling was designed such that it is statistically significant and it 

also covers the women beneficiaries, LWE districts, weaker sections and aspirational districts. The 

survey tools comprise of structured questionnaire for scheme beneficiaries (Face to Face) and Semi 

structured questionnaire for Key Informant Interviews (KIIs) / Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) of the 

state & district nodal officials and CIH Nagaland nodal officers. Sampling design has been elaborated 

below: 

The sampling was designed in such a way as to maintain minimum 4750 samples across the states. A 

multistage, stratified, random cum purposive sampling design was followed keeping in view the 

nature of the assignment. Basic design of survey is depicted in the figure below: 

Basic Design 

Target Population  Intervention                                               Outcome 

Users 

 

 

 

 

Beneficiary/Non-Beneficiary                                               

 

The samples were taken out such that costs and precision are optimally balanced comprising of 

comprise of SC /ST farmers, women etc. in each of the six zones. State wise / Component wise 

sampling plan has been described below: 

 

 

 

 

Sample Time Assessment Randomization 

Differences Attributed 
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Table 4: Component wise sampling plan 

S.No. Components No. of 
States/UTs 

Total 
Sample 

% of the total 
sample covered 

1 Area expansion 29 1133 23% 

2 Rejuvenation 23 355 7% 

3 Integrated Pest Management (IPM) 10 31 1% 

4 Protected Cultivation 29 861 18% 

5 
 
 

Nurseries/ Plantation Infrastructure 
Development ~ Production of planting 
material 

15 52 

1% 

6 Water Resources 18 292 6% 

7 Post-harvest Management 22 965 20% 

8 Market Infrastructure 10 142 3% 

9 Horticulture Farm Mechanization  5 267 5% 

10 Bee keeping 12 513 11% 

11 Other Components 
a. Centre of Excellence 
b. Human Resource Development 
c. Formation of FPOs 
d. Food Processing Units 

 
7 
8 
6 
6 

 
55 

182 
9 

11 

 
1% 
4% 

0.2% 
0.2%  

Total 
 

4868  
 

Table 5: Zone, state & district wise sampling plan 

S.N. Zone Name of states Number of NHM/ 

HMNEH districts in 

the state 

Districts 

covered for 

survey 

Total 

samples 

covered 

1.   

 

North & 

Central 

Uttar Pradesh 45 7 401 

2.  Haryana 18 6 265 

3.  Punjab 18 5 124 

4.  Madhya Pradesh 39 3 101 

5.  Chhattisgarh 19 1 111 

6.  Delhi 1 1 51 

7.   

 

 

South 

Telangana 9 1 60 

8.  Andhra Pradesh 11 1 375 

9.  Karnataka 30 3 415 

10.  Kerala 14 1 68 

11.  Tamil Nadu 20 2 307 

12.  Puducherry 4 1 55 

13.   

 

East 

Bihar 23 4 267 

14.  Odisha 24 2 223 

15.  Jharkhand 17 2 58 

16.  West Bengal 14 1 126 

17.   

 

 

Rajasthan 24 2 296 

18.  Gujarat 15 1 196 

19.  Goa 2 2 66 
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20.  West Maharashtra 33 3 86 

21.  Daman & Diu 2 1 6 

22.  Dadra & Nagar Haveli 1 1 80 

23.   

 

 

North East 

Sikkim 4 1 62 

24.  Nagaland 11 1 131 

25.  Tripura 8 1 57 

26.  Arunachal Pradesh 25 1 20 

27.  Mizoram 8 1 81 

28.  Meghalaya 11 1 52 

29.  Manipur 9 1 137 

30.  Assam 27 2 190 

31.   

Northern 

Hilly states 

Uttarakhand 13 2 200 

32.  Jammu & Kashmir 22 4 64 

33.  Himachal Pradesh 12 1 137 

Total 537 67 4868 

Note: Districts were selected based on the ratio of financial allocation and expenditure. 

 

 Of the total sample size 13% i.e. approximately 660 in numbers are the women beneficiary 

 LWE affected districts covered under survey are: Jhargram (West Bengal), Gumla (Jharkhand), 

Koraput (Odisha), Malappuram (Kerala), East Champaran (Bihar), Muzaffarpur (Bihar), Vaishali 

(Bihar) 
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Figure 5: State Wise Sample Distribution 

Subcomponents wise sample coverage across the states have been provided in Annexure 1.  

a. Preparation of inception report  

A comprehensive desk research and survey plan resulted in the preparation of a detailed Inception 

Report. The report had outlined a detailed work / survey plan in various states. The Client facilitated 

in providing desired data records of the entire program, institutions and beneficiaries in the first stage 

itself to prepare the sampling plan and provide the necessary introductions and authorizations to us 

in order to start field operations. 

b. Development of mobile app for survey 

Once all the data tools were finalized (in consultation with the Client), it was developed in a mobile 

app to make the survey process smooth and effective. To ensure the efficiency and accuracy of data 

collection, use of mobile based real time data collection was undertaken. The data validation / check 

points were also be fed in the system to ensure the accuracy. 
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c. Piloting / pre-testing of data collection tools 

The questionnaires through mobile app were pilot tested in Gurugram and Palwal district of Haryana 

to make sure that a valid information gets collected. After a detailed pre-test was conducted by 

relatively senior field investigators, the data collection tools were finalized. 

 

Phase 2: Primary Research 

a. Project briefing & training to the enumerators 

The enumerators who were deployed for field survey were given training about the mobile app, 

subject matter and they were also trained on field before the start of actual survey. 

 

b. Field survey of beneficiaries in mobile app 

Face to face beneficiary interviews were conducted across the states as per the sample design. 

 

c. Data entry, compilation, error detection, imputation & data cleaning 

Data collected was simultaneously collated. On completion of survey data was tabulated and 

organized into utility manner for further analysis and working. Data was presented in various formats 

for diagnostic analysis. Structured samples covered were further agglomerated into state and 

component wise. 

 

d. Analysis of the data received from the field 

Both primary and secondary data collected were analysed using statistical and other quantitative and 

qualitative analytical tools & techniques to arrive at appropriate conclusions. 

e. Report Writing – Draft & Final 

In the last stage, the draft and final report was structured in line with client requirements and to give 

concise summaries of findings pertaining to project indicators yielding expected outcome, clear 

conclusions and well thought out recommendations based on both internal and external factors. On 

the basis of collected data and field survey was able to bring out the issues for review and 

incorporation in the program, relating to the current adoption and performance of the schemes 

including an understanding of field performance, cropping economics, employment generation, 

efficacy & efficiency and alignment to markets including incorporating beneficiary needs and priorities 

and scheme modalities. 

 

2.3. Key Informant Interviews of other Stakeholders 

Key Informant interviews of other stakeholders such as SHM / District Horticulture officials were also 

conducted to gauge their perceptions regarding the scheme. It also helped to comprehend the 

regional / state specific problems faced by the state functionaries in implementation of scheme. The 

selection of states for KII was based on the average allocation and expenditure ratio of the states in 

each zone. The states covered under KII are as follows: 
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Zones States covered  

North Central Haryana, Uttar Pradesh 

East Odisha, West Bengal 

South Andhra Pradesh, Karnataka, Tamil Nadu, Puducherry 

West Gujarat, Maharashtra, Rajasthan 

North East Sikkim, Nagaland 

Northern Hilly states Uttarakhand, Himachal Pradesh, Jammu & Kashmir 

The questionnaires were also sent to each states over electronic mail which could not be covered 

under KII. Among them only few states responded those questionnaires namely Telangana, Jharkhand, 

Chhattisgarh, Andaman & Nicobar Islands and Kerala. 

2.4. Limitations of the study 

1. At the initial stage, the study was considerably hampered and delayed because of incomplete 

details of beneficiaries shared by the State and District level offices. This was brought to the 

notice of MIDH officers / officials and with repeated interaction with them the issue was 

resolved up to a certain extent.  

2. The survey approach was substantiated by collecting recall data regarding before - after 

intervention from the beneficiaries wherever possible. 

3. The sample distribution was widespread and thus it was time consuming to locate the address 

of the beneficiaries and project sites. 

4. In some of the states, the survey was delayed as the officials of such states were preoccupied 

in their official tasks. 
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Chapter 3: Scheme Performance – Output, Outcome & Impact 

This section of report reveals the performance of NHM and HMNEH in terms of physical and financial 

achievements as well as its impact on important indicators based on the secondary data. The 

performance of NHM / HMNEH is analysed here, using key variables to decipher the impact of this 

programme. This also includes the proportion of area under horticultural crops to the total cropped 

area with respect to all crops, rational underlying expenditure, impact of NHM and HMNEH on area, 

production, productivity and value of output. An analysis of progress made by States and Union 

Territories in implementation of various components under NHM scheme of Physical Targets and 

Achievements are discussed. Moreover it also discuss the key findings from the beneficiary survey. 

3.1. Impact on Horticultural area, production and productivity 

The percentage increase in terms of area, productivity and consequently production is an important 

impact indicator of the scheme. There has been an overall percentage increase in horticulture area, 

production and productivity of the country from 2014-15 to 2018-19 at an impressive rate of 8.8%, 

11.6% and 2.5% respectively as depicted in the figure below: 

 

Figure 6: Horticultural area, production and productivity (2004-05 to 2018-19) 

 

3.1.1. Impact on Horticultural area 

A positive impact in horticulture area can be seen in majority of the states over the assessment years. 

Key Findings 

 Of all the six zones, the percentage increase of horticulture area in North & Central zone at 27% is 

the highest followed by Northern Hilly States at 17%. Southern, North East and East zones have 
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observed approximately equal area increase i.e. 3% whereas West Zone has recorded decline in area 

as shown in Table 6.  

 The data was also compared to the base year 2004-05 it has now increased by 38%. 

 At country level, total horticultural area has increased from 18.44 Million ha in 2005-06 to 24.19 

Million ha in 2013-14, reflecting the increase by 31% whereas area increased from 23.41 Million ha 

in 2014-15 to 25.49 Million ha in 2018-19 showing the percentage change of 8.8%. In the latter 

assessment years, larger impact in terms of area can be seen in the states of Sikkim, Madhya 

Pradesh, Uttar Pradesh and Haryana whereas in states like Arunachal Pradesh, Telangana, Rajasthan 

Tripura, Uttarakhand have shown significant decrease in proportion of horticulture area. 

 Category wise crop impact was also observed under horticulture crops during pre, mid and post 

period of NHM / HMNEH. Maximum area increase has taken place in case of flowers (25.9%) 

followed by spice (17.4%) and plantation crops (9.8%) whereas fruits and vegetables have seen 

relatively lesser area increase by 9% and 6% respectively. (Refer Annexure 2) 

 North & Central zone has recorded the maximum percentage area under flower during assessment 

years 2014-19. State wise area under flowers has significantly increased in the states of Kerala, 

Madhya Pradesh and Andhra Pradesh in terms of hectares. 

 Area under spice has notably increased after flowers. North & central zone has performed 

significantly well with percentage increase by 143%. Crop area (in hectares) has increased in the 

states of Uttar Pradesh and Madhya Pradesh, whereas it has decreased in the states of Maharashtra, 

Gujarat and Kerala as shown in the Annexure 2. 

 In case of plantation crops, maximum area increase was observed in south zone (10.64%) followed 

by north & central (7%) and north east (5.81%). West and East zone have shown decline in area by 

20.68% and 2% respectively. States like Karnataka (19%), Kerala (14%), Mizoram (13%) and Odisha 

(11%) have recorded relatively higher increase in the crop area where as decline in area was 

observed in the states of Bihar, Gujarat, Tripura and Tamil Nadu. 

 It was noted that North and Central zone (33%) has the maximum area increase in case of fruit crops 

which is followed by East (7%), South (6.5%), West (6.41%) and Northern Hilly States (1%). There is 

a decline in the crop area of North East states by 6.38%. Of all the states, Kerala (65%) has recorded 

the maximum increase followed by Madhya Pradesh (65%), Rajasthan (58%). Major decline was 

observed in the states like Arunachal Pradesh (47%), Tripura (25%), Manipur (16%) etc. 

 North and Central Zone (17%) recorded maximum area increase in case of vegetables which is 

followed by Northern Hilly states (16%), North East (10.91%), West (6.87%) and East (2%). There was 

decrease in crop area in south zone by 12.80%. Of all the states Madhya Pradesh and West Bengal 

have the maximum area increase in terms of hectares i.e. 226000 ha and 103000 ha respectively. 

3.1.2. Impact on Horticultural Production 

Overall horticulture production was also analysed to observe the impact across the country, zones and 

states. A positive impact in the production was seen in majority of the states during 2014-2019. Of all 

the six zones, the maximum percentage increase is in North & Central zone (21%) followed by 

Northern& Hilly states (17.9%), West (9.63%), South (7.8%) and East zone (7.56%) whereas North East 

Zone has recorded decline in production as shown in Table 6. Horticultural production was compared 

to 2005-06 to 2013-14 data and it was observed that during this period the production had increased 

by 66%. 
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Key Findings 

 Overall total horticultural production of the country has increased from 166.93 Million MT in 2005-

06 to 277.35 Million MT in 2013-14, reflecting the impact by approximately 66%. Further, 

horticulture production in the country has increased from 280.99 Million MT in 2014-15 to 313.85 

Million MT in 2018-19 showing the percentage change of 11.6%. In the latter assessment years, 

larger impact can be seen in the states of Andhra Pradesh (57%), Rajasthan (57%), Haryana (48%)  

whereas in states like Arunachal Pradesh, Mizoram, Jharkhand, Tamil Nadu, Tripura, Uttarakhand 

significant decrease was observed in proportion of horticulture production. 

 Under various horticulture crop category, maximum production increase has taken place in case of 

flowers (220%) followed by spice (51%) and fruit crops (14%) whereas vegetables and plantation 

crops have seen relatively lesser production increase by 10% and 5% respectively. 

 North & Central zone has recorded the maximum percentage change under flower production 

during assessment years 2014-19. State wise production under flowers has significantly increased 

in the states of Madhya Pradesh, Andhra Pradesh, Chhattisgarh and West Bengal. 

 Spice production has increased significantly after flowers. North & central zone was observed to 

have maximum percentage increase by 203%. Production has increased in the states of Madhya 

Pradesh, Karnataka and Rajasthan whereas it has decreased in the states of Gujarat, Andhra 

Pradesh, Haryana, and Himachal Pradesh. 

 In case of plantation crops, maximum production increase was observed in south zone (6.63%) 

followed by North & Central Zone (5.3%). Other zones recorded decline in production ranging from 

10 to 23%. States like Kerala and Andhra Pradesh have seen an increase in production during these 

years. Under vegetable crops all the zones had increase in production except North East states. 

3.1.3. Impact on Productivity 

Key Findings 

 The overall horticultural productivity of the country has increased by 2.5% however there have been 

decline across most of the states like Madhya Pradesh, Uttar Pradesh, Karnataka, Tamil Nadu, 

Telangana, Jharkhand, Odisha, Arunachal Pradesh, Mizoram, Manipur and Himachal Pradesh as 

shown in table 6. 

 Across the six zones, the maximum percentage increase is observed in west zone (20.4%) followed 

by Northern & Hilly states (5.2%), East (4.3%) and South (3.7%) whereas North & Central and North 

East Zone have seen a decline in productivity. 

 Horticultural productivity was compared to 2005-06 to 2013-14 data and it was observed that during 

this period the production had increased by 26.7%. 

 Maximum productivity increase was observed in spice (28.4%) followed by flower (5.2%), fruit 

(4.7%) and vegetable (3.6%). There was decline in the productivity of plantation crops. 

 East zone and North & Central zone have performed significantly well under spice productivity. 

 Similarly North and Central region has recorded remarkable productivity under flowers.  

 Northern Hilly States and South zone have seen relatively better productivity in case of fruits.  

 Under vegetable productivity Northern Hilly States have recorded a better impact. 
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Table 6: Percentage Change in Area, Production and Productivity of Horticulture Crops (2005 -06 to 2018-19) 
Percent Change in Area, Production and Productivity of Horticulture Crops between 2005-06 to 2013-14 and 2014-15 to 2018-19 

    Area (000’ ha) Production (000MT) Productivity (MT/HA) 
Zone 1 STATE/UTs 2005-

06 
2013-

14 
% 

Change 
2014-15 2018-

19 
% 

Change 
2005-06 2013-14 % 

Change 
2014-15 2018-19 % 

Change 
2005-06 2013

-14 
% 

Change 
2014-

15 
2018-

19 
% 

Change 

N
o

rt
h

 &
 C

en
tr

al
 

Chandigarh 0.20 - - - - - 2.80 - - - - - 14.00 - - - - - 

Chhattisgarh 303.40 661.80 118.13 663.20 765.34 15.40 3257.70 7524.80 130.99 8028.60 9807.78 22.16 10.74 11.37 5.89 12.11 12.81 5.86 

Delhi 47.50 32.8 -30.95 22.90 - - 693.50 448.4 -35.34 392.50 - - 14.60 13.67 -6.36 17.14 - - 

Haryana 277.40 448.1 61.54 442.20 522.75 18.22 3292.40 6285.5 90.91 6164.40 7977.20 29.41 11.87 14.03 18.18 13.94 15.26 9.47 

Madhya 
Pradesh 

567.80 1198.4 111.06 1315.80 1926.5 46.42 4479.20 19776.0 341.51 21642.90 28574.80 32.03 7.89 16.50 109.19 16.45 14.83 -9.83 

Punjab 219.20 302.1 37.82 323.60 378.50 16.97 3223.30 5575.3 72.97 5931.20 7322.83 23.46 14.70 18.46 25.50 18.33 19.35 5.56 

Uttar Pradesh 1351.7
0 

1450.3 7.29 1744.80 2151.9 23.33 20650.30 25788.5 24.88 33962.10 38718.17 14.00 15.28 17.78 16.39 19.46 17.99 -7.56 

  Sub Total 2767.2
0 

4093.5
0 

47.93 4512.50 5745.1 27.32 35599.20 65398.50 83.71 76121.70 92400.78 21.39 12.86 15.98 24.19 16.87 16.08 -4.66 

Zone 2   

So
u

th
 

Andhra 
Pradesh 

1605.5 1600.9 -0.29 1320.2 1548.7 17.31 14667.4 20972.1 42.98 15883.4 26972.0 69.81 9.1 13.1 43.40 12.0 17.4 44.76 

Karnataka 1662.1 1911.3 14.99 1997.9 2113.3 5.78 10699.3 18694.1 74.72 20371.2 18764.0 -7.89 6.4 9.8 51.94 10.2 8.9 -12.92 

Kerala 2034.1 1689.3 -16.95 1363.3 1591.1 16.71 13090.6 10885.4 -16.85 7956.5 10588.5 33.08 6.4 6.4 0.13 5.8 6.7 14.03 

Lakshadweep 3.2 3.0 -6.25 3.3 - - 37.8 49.6 31.22 49.9 - - 11.8 16.5 39.96 15.1 - - 

Puducherry 10.7 8.8 -17.76 9.3 0.0 -100.0 116.1 57.0 -50.90 79.7 - - 10.9 6.5 -40.30 8.6 - - 

Tamil Nadu 1150.0 1490.2 29.58 1385.6 1294.6 -6.57 16734.2 21965.7 31.26 19093.4 16311.3 -14.57 14.6 14.7 1.30 13.8 12.6 -8.57 

Telangana - 728.1 - 672.9 465.7 -30.80 - 8732.1 - 8832.1 5269.0 -40.34 - 12.0 - 13.1 11.3 -13.79 

  Sub Total 6465.6 7431.6 14.94 6752.5 7013.3 3.86 55345.4 81356.0 47.00 72266.2 77904.7 7.80 8.56 10.95 27.89 10.70 11.11 3.79 

Zone 3   

Ea
st

 

Andaman & 
Nicobar 
Islands 

38.7 39.6 2.33 39.5 - - 105.2 180.7 71.77 181.4 - - 2.7 4.6 67.86 4.6 - - 

Bihar 1107.3 1145.5 3.45 1176.3 1205.0 2.44 16608.0 19238.7 15.84 18592.2 21147.3 13.74 15.0 16.8 11.98 15.8 17.5 11.04 

Jharkhand 257.4 423.1 64.37 427.2 415.2 -2.81 3789.9 5165.5 36.30 5257.9 4627.8 -11.98 14.7 12.2 -17.08 12.3 11.1 -9.44 

Odisha 1211.1 1353.6 11.77 1359.6 1362.0 0.18 9936.6 12169.0 22.47 12145.1 11526.8 -5.09 8.2 9.0 9.57 8.9 8.5 -5.26 

West Bengal 1553.2 1778.1 14.48 1790.5 1959.7 9.45 21495.9 26678.5 24.11 30398.1 34304.7 12.85 13.8 15.0 8.41 17.0 17.5 3.11 

  Sub Total 4167.7 4739.9 13.73 4793.1 4941.9 3.11 51935.6 63432.4 22.14 66574.7 71606.6 7.56 12.46 13.38 7.39 13.89 14.49 4.32 

Zone 4   

W
es

t 

Dadra and 
Nagar Haveli 

2.2 1.1 -50.00 1.1 - - 20.6 5.5 -73.30 5.5 - - 9.4 5.0 -46.60 5.0 - - 

Daman and 
Diu 

0.2 0.0 -100.00 0.3 - - 0.2 - - 16.2 - - 1.0 - - 54.0 - - 

Goa 101.80 104.7 2.85 105.30 - - 479.20 284.9 -40.55 288.30 747.15 159.16 4.71 2.72 -42.19 2.74 - - 

Gujarat 1103.6 1551.8 40.61 1655.2 1606.2 -2.96 11632.7 20813.0 78.92 21590.3 22225.8 2.94 10.5 13.4 27.24 13.0 13.8 6.09 

Maharashtra 2326.9 2649.2 13.85 1684.8 1688.6 0.23 17075.2 24265.2 42.11 20410.2 22721.9 11.33 7.3 9.2 24.82 12.1 13.5 11.08 

Rajasthan 648.2 1239.6 91.24 1463.0 1172.9 -19.83 1543.3 2499.5 61.96 2944.1 3917.3 33.06 2.4 2.0 -15.31 2.0 3.3 65.96 

  Sub Total 4182.9 5546.4 32.60 4909.7 4467.7 -9.00 30751.2 47868.1 55.66 45254.6 49612.2 9.63 7.35 8.63 17.40 9.22 11.10 20.48 

Zone 5   
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N
o

rt
h

 E
as

t 
Arunachal 
Pradesh 

89.7 106.8 19.06 107.0 62.5 -41.62 222.1 532.1 139.58 547.7 212.5 -61.21 2.5 5.0 101.22 5.1 3.4 -33.55 

Assam 466.8 624.3 33.74 639.8 707.7 10.61 3485.8 5546.3 59.11 7115.2 7181.2 0.93 7.5 8.9 18.97 11.1 10.1 -8.75 

Manipur 79.1 91.4 15.55 97.1 104.8 7.88 417.0 812.7 94.89 814.2 835.4 2.60 5.3 8.9 68.66 8.4 8.0 -4.89 

Meghalaya 106.4 122.1 14.76 124.1 126.4 1.82 667.2 979.0 46.73 1027.1 951.5 -7.36 6.3 8.0 27.87 8.3 7.5 -9.01 

Mizoram 26.8 130.0 385.07 139.7 137.6 -1.52 89.6 835.8 832.81 882.2 615.5 -30.23 3.3 6.4 92.30 6.3 4.5 -29.15 

Nagaland 29.8 90.6 204.03 91.1 87.2 -4.26 163.3 954.2 484.32 954.3 864.7 -9.39 5.5 10.5 92.19 10.5 9.9 -5.36 

Sikkim 53.8 74.4 38.29 63.5 101.2 59.34 166.1 232.3 39.86 209.9 409.7 95.19 3.1 3.1 1.13 3.3 4.0 22.50 

Tripura 76.8 136.6 77.86 142.0 120.6 -15.07 910.5 1617.1 77.61 1680.2 1428.5 -14.98 11.9 11.8 -0.15 11.8 11.8 0.11 

  Sub Total 929.2 1376.2 48.11 1404.3 1447.8 3.10 6121.6 11509.5 88.01 13230.8 12498.9 -5.53 6.59 8.36 26.95 9.42 8.63 -8.37 

Zone 6   

N
o

rt
h

er
n

 H
ill

y 
St

at
es

 

Himachal 
Pradesh 

244.3 317.7 30.05 317.4 325.7 2.62 1628.7 2562.8 57.35 2403.8 2351.3 -2.19 6.7 8.1 21.00 7.6 7.2 -4.68 

Jammu and 
Kashmir 

308.8 424.0 37.31 404.9 410.6 1.42 2170.7 3475.2 60.10 3178.3 3932.8 23.74 7.0 8.2 16.60 7.8 9.6 22.01 

Uttarakhand 261.7 269.3 2.90 315.4 289.9 -8.08 1654.3 1748.7 5.71 1955.4 1728.1 -11.62 6.3 6.5 2.72 6.2 6.0 -3.86 

  others - - - - 195.3 - - 1.0 - 0.7 876.4 1,25,09
5 

- - - - 
 

- 

  Sub Total 814.8 1011.0 24.08 1037.7 1221.6 17.72 5453.7 7787.7 
 

7538.2 8888.6 17.91 20.0 22.8 
 

21.6 22.8 5.25 

 All 
India 

Grand Total 19327.
4 

24198.
6 

25.20 23409.8 24837 6.10 185206.7 277352.2 49.75 280986.2 312911.7 11.36 9.58 11.46 19.61 12.00 12.60 4.96 

Source: National Horticulture Board and MoA & FW 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

37 
 

37 Impact Evaluation of NHM / HMNEH   

3.2. Target vs Achievement: Financial and Physical 

The allocation together by Govt. of India and State Govt. under NHM and HMNEH is Rs. 11199.38 

Crores which is spread over 29 states and 7 union territories. Of the total allocation states have put in 

their contributions amounting to Rs. 3240.312 Crores. Therefore, the total expenditure of Rs. 

11199.38 Crores has been directed towards horticulture development under NHM & HMNEH during 

the period 2014-15 to 2018-19. Zone wise financial performance has been depicted in the figure 

below. 

 

 

Figure 7: Zone wise financial performance under NHM / HMNEH 

 

Of all the zones, Northern Hilly States zone (112%) has utilized the maximum fund allocated for various 

horticulture activities which is followed by South zone (87%), North & Central zone (83%) and West 

(77%). North East (67%) and East zone (66%) have performed relatively low in terms of overall 

expenditure. Except UTs and a few states like Arunachal Pradesh, Kerala and West Bengal all states 

have utilized more than 60% funds. The percentage indicates efficiency in the utilization of allocated 

funds. Expenditure against total allocation of the states is given in Table 7. 

 

Table 7: State wise financial performance for 2014-15 to 2018-19 

 (Rs. in crore)( 

Zones STATE / UTs Total Allocation Expenditure Achievement (%) 

 

 

 

 

 

Zone 1 

 

 

 

 

 

North & 

Central 

Chhattisgarh         731.11 674.23 92% 

Delhi                5.33 0.36 7% 

Haryana              658.62 551.18 84% 

Madhya Pradesh       405.35 327.64 81% 

Punjab               410.36 276.37 67% 

Uttar Pradesh        382.57 321.49 84% 

Chandigarh NA NA NA 

Sub-Total 2593.34 2151.28 83% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Andhra Pradesh       643.69 643.72 100% 

Karnataka            742.74 705.95 95% 

Kerala               388.07 209.90 54% 

Lakshadweep     0.30 0.00 0% 

Puducherry           8.67 3.71 43% 
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Zone 2 South Tamilnadu            596.27 555.98 93% 

Telangana            294.10 204.02 69% 

Sub-Total 2673.84 2323.28 87% 

 

 

 

Zone 3 

 

 

 

East 

Andaman & Nicobar    20.00 4.23 21% 

Bihar                222.70 160.51 72% 

Jharkhand            345.61 215.18 62% 

Odisha               520.52 384.86 74% 

West Bengal          253.87 133.51 53% 

Sub-Total 1362.70 898.30 66% 

 

 

Zone 4 

 

 

West 

DN Haveli             3.61 0.00 0% 

Daman and Diu        3.30 0.00 0% 

Goa                  26.40 20.30 77% 

Gujarat              754.83 641.19 85% 

Maharashtra          917.74 716.10 78% 

Rajasthan            537.14 359.14 67% 

Sub-Total 2243.02 1736.72 77% 

 

 

 

 

Zone 5 

 

 

 

 

North East 

Arunachal Pradesh    190.10 89.90 47% 

Assam                237.44 141.64 60% 

Manipur              235.84 146.97 62% 

Meghalaya            174.44 120.99 69% 

Mizoram              203.67 176.64 87% 

Nagaland             205.89 127.68 62% 

Sikkim               183.33 176.81 96% 

Tripura              217.89 129.15 59% 

Sub-Total 1648.61 1109.77 67% 

 

 

Zone 6 

 

 

Northern 

Hilly States 

Himachal Pradesh     194.75 172.64 89% 

Jammu and Kashmir    282.12 397.67 141% 

Uttarakhand          201.00 186.43 93% 

Sub-Total 677.87 756.74 112% 

 All India Grand Total 11199.38 8976.08 80% 

Source: MoA & FW 

Similarly zone wise and overall major component wise achievements against physical targets have 

been also assessed (Table 8 and Table 9). On the basis of percentage achievement overall North & 

Central zone (68%) have recorded the maximum achievement followed by south zone (66%), North 

East (61%), East zone (58%) and West zone (57%). Of all the zones, Northern& Hilly states have noted 

the lowest overall achievement i.e. 56%. 

More than 80% of the overall target was achieved in the components like area expansion, 

rejuvenation, protected cultivation and horticulture mechanization. Positive impact was also observed 

in case of water resources (71%), bee Keeping (67%), formation of FPOs (64%), human resource 

development (72%), area development under INM / IPM (76%) and post- harvest management (57%). 

Relatively low achievement was seen in market infrastructure (48%), nursery (48%) and Centre of 

Excellence (34%).  
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Table 8: Physical performance of the states (2014-15 to 2018-19) 
Zones STATE/UTs Area Expansion Mushroom 

Cultivation 
Rejuvenation Protected Cultivation Water Resources PHM Market 

Infrastructure 

T A %A T A %A T A %A T A %A T A %A T A %A T A %A 

  Units Ha   Nos.   Ha   Ha   Nos.   Nos.   Nos.   

Zone 1                                             

North & 
Central 

Chhattisgarh         101064 90267 89% 22 9 41% 1200 665 55% 52255 49093 94% 1108 735 66% 5750 4113 72% 142 96 68% 

Delhi                827 63 8% 2 0 0% 0 0 - 13 0 - 0 0 - 16 0 - 0 0 - 

Haryana              49342 43466 88% 187 162 87% 979 1001 102
% 

2309 2134 92% 897 906 101% 4769 900 19% 998 914 92% 

Madhya 
Pradesh       

33109 26638 80% 15 8 53% 4983 4515 91% 13061 9982 76% 40 36 90% 2417 1318 55% 61 0 0% 

Punjab               28300 19764 70% 53 11 21% 3200 537 17% 701 651 93% 178 118 66% 525 280 53% 33 11 33% 

Uttar Pradesh        38868 35730 92% 30 14 47% 1486 946 64% 285 218 76% 0 0 - 946 339 - 0 0 - 

Sub-Total 251509 215929 86% 309 204 66% 11848 7665 65% 68623 62077 90% 2223 1795 81% 14423 6950 48% 1234 1021 83% 

Zone 2                                             

South Andhra 
Pradesh       

103328 88236 85% 0 0 - 21193 23401 110
% 

36090 24846 69% 3163 2553 81% 2906 1969 68% 111 9 8% 

Karnataka            70626 71586 101
% 

34 14 41% 8527 9742 114
% 

10885 11994 110
% 

3765 4214 112% 6533 8066 123
% 

1122 1038 93% 

Kerala               43916 33916 77% 27 7 26% 3196 3191 100
% 

761 275 36% 704 528 75% 1146 134 12% 577 160 28% 

Lakshadweep     0 0 
 

0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0 - 

Puducherry           1239 962 78% 14 2 14% 25 0 0% 74 20 27% 0 0 - 45 0 - 22 0 - 

Tamilnadu            71590 69166 97% 16 10 63% 6658 6308 95% 9013 8793 98% 302 227 75% 6859 2082 30% 695 488 70% 

Telangana            44955 37061 82% 0 0 - 8779 8363 95% 7384 5316 72% 1646 306 19% 958 288 30% 4 0 0% 

Sub-Total 335655 300928 90% 91 33 36% 48378 51005 105
% 

64206 51243 80% 9580 7828 82% 18447 12539 68% 2531 1695 67% 

Zone 3                                             

East Andaman & 
Nicobar    

1240 628 51% 2 0 0% 90 0 0% 26 1 3% 0 0 - 34 0 - 2 0 - 

Bihar                20089 14118 70% 44 8 18% 423 127 30% 8466 6001 71% 0 0 - 1089 742 - 571 7 - 

Jharkhand            87799 54977 63% 38 5 13% 204 25 12% 2973 2360 79% 200 134 67% 3092 1932 62% 425 5 1% 

Odisha               87487 64926 74% 147 185 126
% 

1414 802 57% 9864 13147 133
% 

3385 1810 53% 8797 7447 85% 245 59 24% 

West Bengal          30854 22338 72% 5 0 0% 3185 1991 63% 887 593 67% 374 236 63% 980 136 14% 5 0 0% 

Sub-Total 227468 156986 69% 236 198 84% 5316 2944 55% 22214 22101 99% 3959 2180 55% 13992 10257 73% 1248 71 6% 
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Zone 4                                             

West DNHaveli             42 0 0% - 0 - 0 0 - 0 0 0% 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0 - 

Daman and 
Diu        

73 0 0% - 0 - 10 0 0% 7 0 0% 0 0 - 2 0 - 0 0 - 

Goa                  1705 1764 103
% 

3 0 0.0% 668 661 99% 76 45 59% 0 0 - 13 1 - 15 0 - 

Gujarat              68382 70451 103
% 

0 0 - 2575 1821 71% 8423 5660 67% 40 0 0% 3027 1332 44% 389 221 57% 

Maharashtra          24301 14197 58% 56 14 25% 4142 3175 77% 5808 4979 86% 7063 5499 78% 8041 7288 91% 51 3 6% 

Rajasthan            77805 67437 87% 13 0 0% 5497 3037 55% 15070 8661 57% 692 634 92% 5892 3594 61% 15 0 0% 

Sub-Total 172308 153849 89% 72 14 19% 12892 8693 67% 29384 19344 66% 7795 6133 79% 16975 12215 72% 470 224 48% 

Zone 5                                             

North 
East 

Arunachal 
Pradesh    

19443 8597 44% 0 0 - 7958 4022 51% 1579 1620 103
% 

602 0 0% 1025 27 3% 437 110 25% 

Assam                19504 14774 76% 0 0 - 1050 1150 110
% 

3674 3947 107
% 

950 478 50% 1077 327 30% 335 10 3% 

Manipur              21990 14611 66% 0 0 - 2441 1650 68% 807 45 6% 1064 310 29% 2510 282 11% 113 39 35% 

Meghalaya            14774 9136 62% 0 0 - 1276 712 56% 673 166 25% 1226 542 44% 2206 688 31% 68 0 0% 

Mizoram              12822 11000 86% 0 0 - 6658 5169 78% 401 353 88% 2294 1531 67% 2162 814 38% 644 408 63% 

Nagaland             22988 20388 89% 0 0 - 1906 1307 69% 92 41 44% 196 15 8% 2234 1250 56% 288 24 8% 

Sikkim               34267 35219 103
% 

0 0 - 1455 1473 101
% 

500 538 108
% 

972 1140 117% 348 280 80% 69 38 55% 

Tripura              24505 17181 70% 0 0 - 1195 2530 212
% 

440 114 26% 955 1404 147% 183 7 4% 151 0 0% 

Sub-Total 170292 130906 77% 0 0 - 23939 18013 75% 8166 6823 84% 8259 5420 66% 11745 3675 31% 2105 629 30% 

Zone 6                                             

Northern 
Hilly 
States 

Himachal 
Pradesh     

8732 3713 43% 0 0 - 2 0 0% 575 388 67% 632 291 46% 503 230 46% 22 4 18% 

Jammu and 
Kashmir    

13597 7234 53% 0 0 - 7892 2697 34% 144 69 48% 687 225 33% 1175 826 70% 122 71 58% 

Uttarakhand          24729 26048 105
% 

0 0 - 1572 1588 101
% 

1435 1141 80% 655 595 91% 531 243 46% 12 1 8% 

Sub-Total 47058 36994 79% 0 0 - 9466 4285 45% 2155 1598 74% 1974 1111 56% 2209 1299 59% 156 76 49% 

Grand Total 
 

1031982 841743 82% 636 435 68% 98946 83912 85% 165364 143842 87% 25995 18334 71% 60816 34720 57% 7274 3492 48% 

Source: MoA & FW and MIDH website 

T*= Target, A*= Achievement, % A*= Percentage achievement 
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Table 9: Physical performance of the states (2014-15 to 2018-19) 
Zones STATE/UTs Bee Keeping Horticulture 

Mechanization 
INM / IPM Nursery Others 

HRD   FPO   CoE   

T A %A T A %A T A %A T A %A T A %A T A %A T A %A 

 Units Nos.   Nos.   Ha   Nos.   Nos.   Nos.   Nos.   

Zone 1                                             

North & 
Central 

Chhattisgarh         26000 24000 92% 18559 18193 98% 16000 16000 100% 45 13 29% 19420 16248 84% 3006 3003 100% 1 0 0% 

Delhi                600 0 
 

0 0 - 400 0 - 3 0 - 1558 0 0% 0 0 - 0 0 -  

Haryana              64000 48294 75% 4160 4821 116% 25130 24231.42 96% 19 12 63% 38435 12416 32% 7484 3880 52% 21 5 24% 

Madhya 
Pradesh       

20596 9875 48% 4783 3608 75% 4000 2528 63% 14 8 57% 57333 55478 97% 0 0 - 2 0 0% 

Punjab               205000 81440 40% 4304 2183 51% 12500 201 2% 10 3 30% 8388 5743 68% 0 0 - 19 10 53% 

Uttar 
Pradesh        

47900 45890  96% 2061 1245  60% 6987 6815  98% 10 2  20% 19260 18285 95% 0 0 - 10 4 40% 

Sub-Total 364096 209499 58% 33867 30050 89% 65017 49775.42 77% 101 38 38% 144394 108170 75% 10490 6883 66% 53 19 36% 

Zone 2                                             

South Andhra 
Pradesh       

10210 2961 29% 14417 14368 100% 10712 8512 79% 63 23 37% 95372 91885 96% 0 0  - 3 1 33% 

Karnataka            39334 40014 102% 3803 3692 97% 153640 142342.22 93% 45 37 82% 67514 28558 42% 28 14 50% 10 1 10% 

Kerala               32824 68143 208% 7348 4632 63% 5000 4642.56 93% 26 7 27% 29500 4428 15% 0 0 - 3 0 0% 

Lakshadweep     0 0   0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0   0 0   0 0 - 0 0 - 

Puducherry           1300 335  26% 0 0 - 121 0 - 3 1 26% 761 2862 376% 0 0 - 0 0 - 

Tamilnadu            159190 56515 36% 13161 9109 69% 11436 10036 88% 37 16 43% 23218 20658 89% 10 0 0% 7 4 57% 

Telangana            0 0 - 11746 4121 35% 1977 1967 99% 11 7 64% 29540 30190 102% 30 0 0% 2 1 50% 

Sub-Total 242858 167968 69% 50475 35922 71% 182886 167500 92% 185 91 49% 245905 178581 73% 68 14 21% 25 7 28% 

Zone 3                                             

 
 

East 

Andaman & 
Nicobar    

1625 1710 105% 68 39  57% 0 0 - 10 0   2480 132 5% 0 0   2 0 0% 

Bihar                135000 139400 103% 123 66  54% 8105 10363.01  128% 9 1  11% 13800 7400 54% 0 0   6 4 67% 

Jharkhand            44100 41800 95% 1720 1 0% 18198 0 0% 25 6 24% 42570 39430 93% 0 0   2 0 0% 

Odisha               11512 1044 9% 2095 2576 123% 12625 5776.31 46% 35 14 40% 42400 39579 93% 194 11 6% 3 0 0% 

West Bengal          7700 1078 14% 1665 1447 87% 2000 0 0% 63 40 63% 570 833 146% 2 0 0% 1 0 0% 

Sub-Total 199937 185032 93% 5671 4129 73% 40928 16139 39% 142 61 43% 101820 87374 86% 196 11 6% 14 4 29% 

Zone 4                                             

West DNHaveli             3000 0   0 0   70 0   0 0   0 0   0 0   0 0   

Daman and 
Diu        

400 0 - 36 0 - 60 0 - 0 0 - 10 0 0% 0 0 - 0 0 - 
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Goa                  170 9 - 0 0 - 0 0 - 4 0 - 737 622 84% 2 0 0% 0 0 - 

Gujarat              54000 25981 48% 4890 2407 49% 14585 3945.95 27% 27 24 89% 20175 13288 66% 12 0 0% 5 2 40% 

Maharashtra          11439 1549 14% 14357 6003 42% 0 0 - 22 29 132% 43261 48614 112% 0 0 - 15 8 53% 

Rajasthan            29000 26353 91% 577 164 28% 7480 3003 40% 9 1 11% 5900 5330 90% 0 0 - 5 0 0% 

Sub-Total 98009 53892 55% 19860 8574 43% 22195 6949 31% 62 54 87% 70083 67854 97% 14 0 0% 25 10 40% 

Zone 5                                             

North 
East 

Arunachal 
Pradesh    

4077 450 11% 5155 2201 43% 38250 10307 27% 9 0 0% 18101 2100 12% 0 0 - 0 0   

Assam                63000 53000 84% 39203 39223 100% 800 300 38% 56 43 77% 18425 6375 35% 0 0 - 1 2 200% 

Manipur              16868 4223 25% 14060 6627 47% 27556 8110 29% 30 15 50% 10905 3116 29% 0 0 - 1 0 0% 

Meghalaya            20160 1650 8% 80 0 0% 5030 83.002 2% 32 9 28% 34493 14690 43% 0 0 - 0 0  - 

Mizoram              3495 2655 76% 4721 2658 56% 63147 56407 89% 9 2 22% 32945 31823 97% 0 0 - 3 1 33% 

Nagaland             20490 12965 63% 1317 821 62% 14560 14355 99% 21 24 114% 6207 1873 30% 0 0 - 5 1 20% 

Sikkim               7550 3086 41% 497 484 97% 64500 63823 99% 35 35 100% 38176 38997 102% 0 0 - 0 0 - 

Tripura              10658 600 6% 5297 5296 100% 1870 950 51% 41 7 17% 4199 1461 35% 0 0 - 0 0 - 

Sub-Total 146298 78629 54% 70330 57310 81% 215713 154335 72% 233 135 58% 163451 100435 61% 0 0 - 10 4 40% 

Zone 6                                             

Northern 
Hilly 

States 

Himachal 
Pradesh     

11226 3132 28% 9410 4922 52% 35 39.825 114% 13.5 5 37% 11317 1614 14% 0 0 - 0 0 - 

Jammu and 
Kashmir    

20336 8813 43% 14034 16061 114% 8025 1501.01 19% 100 51 51% 23272 15459 66% 0 0 - 8 4 50% 

Uttarakhand          18500 16260 88% 1680 1564 93% 100 45 45% 35 5 14% 10150 9491 94% 0 0 - 1 0 0% 

Sub-Total 50062 28205 56% 25124 22547 90% 8160 1585.835 19% 148.5 61 41% 44739 26564 59% 0 0 - 9 4 44% 

Grand Total 
  

1003251 669333 67% 185467 149958 81% 512704 389335 76% 810 386 48% 700309 501124 72% 10754 6908 64% 111 38 34% 

Source: MoA & FW and MIDH website 
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3.3. Key Findings from beneficiary survey 

 Of all the beneficiaries surveyed, majority of them had availed MIDH scheme in year 2017-18 

(about 49%) followed by 2018-19 (47.5%) and 2015-16 (41.4%). Year 2014-15 had the lowest 

enrolments under the scheme achieving 30%. During period 2014-15 to 2018-19, Southern 

zone had the highest percentage of beneficiaries enrolled under the scheme having 26.3% 

followed by North & Central amounting 21.6%, while Northern Hilly States had the lowest 

amounting 8.2%. 

 The scheme has helped the beneficiaries to grow remunerative crops under horticulture. Area 

under cultivation of horticultural crops has significantly increased as compared to the other 

crops grown by the beneficiary. (See Figure 8) 

 

Figure 8: Impact on area under cultivation for different cropping pattern adopted by the beneficiary 

 There has been an increase in area of fruits (5.42%), vegetables (2.51%) and flowers (1.56%) 

meanwhile minor decline was noted under plantation crops (0.15%), spices (0.26%) and 

aromatic plants (0.02%) as shown in figure below. 

 

Figure 9: Percentage of area is under different crop categories 
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 Production per unit area has also increased under different horticultural crops as shown in the 

figure below. Maximum impact was observed on the vegetables followed by plantation crops and 

fruits (See Figure 10). 

 

Figure 10: Impact of scheme on various horticultural crops productivity 

 Before availing the scheme, the average landholding of the farmers was 5.14 acre which has 

increased to 5.45 acres i.e. 6% increase in average landholding was noted as change. It was also 

observed that farmers owned land has not increased significantly however leased land has 

increased by 22%. 

 The effective increase in land under irrigation among the farmers providing irrigation to their 

cultivated land is 2%. After availing the scheme, the average land (of cultivated land) under 

irrigation is estimated at 71%. 

 Source of Irrigation: 69% of the beneficiaries use Borewell / Tube well for irrigation, 17% use open 

well, 10% use nearby river / canal water and 3% use piped water connection 

 Methods of Irrigation: 44% beneficiaries use flood irrigation, 38% use drip irrigation and 18% use 

sprinkler irrigation 

 Of the total respondents, 60% of them have soil health card. And of the total beneficiaries who 

are being issued health cards approximately 65% have utilized it for testing their soil. Further when 

a soil test is undertaken and the corrective measures are suggested, approximately 78% farmers 

have adopted it fully, 17% have adopted it partially while 5% of them have not adopted any 

measures at all. 

 Approximately 53% of the beneficiaries have put MIDH signboard at the site of implementation of 

the project. Of all the zones, southern zone has the maximum signboards (35%) placed in their 

project sites (See Figure 11). 
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Figure 11: MIDH signboard at the site of project funded under scheme 

 Of all the responses received during field survey, 21% of the beneficiaries belong to Farmer 

Producer Organizations (FPOs) or Farmers Interest Groups (FIGs) 

 Impact on Income: Before availing the scheme per household net income from all the sources was 

Rs. 4.33 Lakhs which has increased to Rs. 6.06 Lakhs after availing the scheme i.e. the income has 

increased significantly by 40 to 44%. 

 

Figure 12: Increase in average net income (in Rs. Lakhs) 

 

Further, an analysis was also undertaken to observe zone wise impact. Average income of the 

beneficiaries was compared before availing the scheme and after availing the scheme. It was observed 

that North East has achieved the highest impact in terms of per capita income enhancement by 75% 

which is followed by Northern Hilly States (67%) and west zone (58%). East zone has remained the 

lowest of all the zones in terms of income enhancement with 14% achievement as depicted in Table 

10. 
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Table 10: Zone wise impact on income of the beneficiaries 

Zones STATE / UTs Avg. income 
Before 
 (in Rs. Lakhs) 

Avg. income 
After 
(in Rs. Lakhs) 

Impact 
(%Change) 

Zone 1 North & 
Central 

Chhattisgarh  0.5 2.47 394.0% 

Delhi                4.02 4.68 16.4% 

Haryana              10.04 12.2 21.5% 

Madhya Pradesh       3 4.76 58.7% 

Punjab               23 29.4 27.8% 

Uttar Pradesh        2.71 4.37 61.3% 

Sub-Total 43.27 57.88 33.8% 

Zone 2 South Andhra Pradesh       1.26 1.52 20.6% 

Karnataka            9.17 12.66 38.1% 

Kerala               2.97 2.86 -3.7% 

Laksha Dweep     
   

Puducherry           2.69 4.62 71.7% 

Tamilnadu            3.43 4.83 40.8% 

Telangana            0.91 1.04 14.3% 

Sub-Total 20.43 27.53 34.8% 

Zone 3 East Andaman & Nicobar    
   

Bihar                1.79 2.19 22.3% 

Jharkhand            0.4 1.97 392.5% 

Odisha               8.48 7.95 -6.3% 

West Bengal          0.96 1.2 25.0% 

Sub-Total 11.63 13.31 14.4% 

Daman and Diu        2.7 2.91 7.8% 

Goa                  3.1 5.54 78.7% 

Gujarat              5.38 7.74 43.9% 

Maharashtra          4.25 7.37 73.4% 

Rajasthan            1.85 3.75 102.7% 

Sub-Total 17.28 27.31 58.0% 

Zone 5 North East Arunachal Pradesh    0.039 0.11 182.1% 

Assam                3.05 5.31 74.1% 

Manipur              1.94 2.62 35.1% 

Meghalaya            0.5 0.66 32.0% 

Mizoram              0.86 2.69 212.8% 

Nagaland             9.74 16.1 65.3% 

Sikkim               1.5 2.81 87.3% 

Tripura              1 2.24 124.0% 

Sub-Total 18.629 32.54 74.7% 

Zone 6 Northern Hilly 
States 

Himachal Pradesh     2.69 5.82 116.4% 

Jammu and Kashmir    3.35 5.2 55.2% 
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Uttarakhand          2.22 2.83 27.5% 

Sub-Total 8.26 13.85 67.7% 

  All India Grand Total 119.5 172.4 44.3% 

 

 Employment Generation: There has been increase in employment also through NHM / HMNEH 

interventions. The scheme has generated the annual employment in terms of man days by 35% 

and the annual wage percentage has also increased by 29%. 

 Awareness Generation: Horticulture department has been the most popular source of 

information for awareness generation among the beneficiaries and approximately 67% responses 

were received in support of this. This is followed by friends / other neighbouring farmers / relatives 

(10.5%), newspaper (6.8%), SAUs (6.7%) and KVKs (5.5%). Other sources of information are also 

shown in Figure 13. 

 

Figure 13: Sources of awareness about NHM /HMNEH scheme among the beneficiaries 

 

Institutional channel for submission of application under NHM / HMNEH scheme: 

Role of Horticultural department has been very important for submission of application by the 

beneficiaries as 96% of the respondents submit application through this medium which is followed by 

Hortnet comprising 3.1%. Other sources are depicted in figure below. 
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Figure 14: Institutional channel for application submission for availing the scheme 

 

Other Socio Economic changes:  

 The data reveals that per capita availability of nutritive food including fruits, vegetables, & 

other horticultural crops for the family has increased. Weighted average score was calculated 

on a scale of 1 to 5 based on the responses received from the beneficiaries and it scored 4.17 

which shows a strong agreement to it. 

 It was also observed that the expenditure on education of the children has increased and 87% 

of the beneficiaries supported the same. It scored 4.15 on a scale of 1 to 5. 

 86% respondents supported that their access to drinking water and sanitation facilities have 

increased. The weighted average score was calculated as4.11 out of 5. 

 Approximately 86% beneficiaries responded that their access to better health care facilities 

has increased and the weighted average score was estimated at 4.13 on a scale of 5. 

 About 74% respondents agreed that their access to improved lifestyle choices has increased 

and scoring 3.75 out of 5 on a likert scale. 

3.4. Component wise Impact of NHM / HMNEH 

Component wise physical achievement and targets have been analysed to observe the impact. Each 

sub components primarily grouped into 10 major components have been analysed and discussed in 

detail in the subsequent chapter. 

3.6.1. Area Expansion 

The objective of the component was to establish New Gardens by bringing additional area into 

cultivation under various fruit crops, vegetables, flowers, plantation crops and spices under NHM. 

India with its wide agro climate diversity offers variety of ecosystems which produce a large range of 

fruits commercially. According to Ministry of Agriculture and the NHM / HMNEH states data, in last 

five years duration (2014-15 to 2018-19) overall 82% achievement was noted under area expansion 

across the country against the target. 
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Of all the zones, south zone witnessed the maximum impact of area expansion with 90% followed by 

west (89%) and North & Central zone (86%) while Northern Hilly states, North East and East zones 

remained at 79%, 77% and 69% respectively (Refer Figure 15). It is more visible in the States of 

Karnataka, Gujarat, Tamil Nadu, Uttarakhand and Sikkim put together accounting for about 33% of 

area brought under horticultural crops (See Table 8). It may however be of concern to note that major 

States like Himachal Pradesh, J&K, Arunachal Pradesh and Maharashtra have a lot to catch up in terms 

of coverage for pronounced impact of the scheme. Mushroom / Spawn making units were also 

assessed under area expansion. East zone particularly Odisha state (126%) was observed to have a 

tremendous impact followed by Haryana (87%) in North and Central zone (See Table 8). 

 

Figure 15: Zone wise performance under Area Expansion 

Key findings from beneficiary survey 

 Majority of the beneficiaries (99%) are individual beneficiaries under this component, however, 

there have been states like Odisha here formally registered groups such as SHGs etc. have shown 

interest in availing the benefits of the scheme as group (SHGs etc.) 

 In last five years, Southern zone had the highest percentage of beneficiaries enrolled under the 

scheme estimated at 40% while North East had the lowest percentage. 

 Average landholding of farmers under this component for the assessment years has been 4.5 acre 

to 5 acre. 

 Under this component, area under horticulture has increased significantly in view of the cropping 

pattern adopted by the beneficiary while area under other crops have declined as depicted in 

Figure 16. 

251509

335655

227468

172308 170292

47058
215929

300928

156986 153849 130906
36994

0

50000

100000

150000

200000

250000

300000

350000

400000

North &
Central

South East West North East Northern Hilly
States

A
er

a 
(i

n
 H

a.
)

Target vs. Achievement under Area Expansion 

Target Achievement



 

50 
 

50 Impact Evaluation of NHM & HMNEH 

 

Figure 16: Impact of scheme on cropping pattern of area expansion beneficiaries 

 Under this component percentage area under various horticultural crops was also analysed and 

the data revealed that Fruits (11%) attained the maximum increase followed by flowers and 

vegetables as shown in the figures below. 

 

Figure 17: % area change under different horticulture crops of the beneficiaries 

 Productivity increase has been maximum in case of vegetables (about 900%) followed by 

plantation crops (73%) and fruits (61%). 

 Major source of irrigation under this component is Borewell / tubewell. Approximately 70% of the 

respondents use this source of water. The data also revealed that 43% of the respondents use 

flood irrigation method while drip irrigation and sprinkler irrigation methods are being used by 

41% and 16% of the beneficiaries respectively. 

 The data reveals that about 84% of the respondents have supported the fact that they are 

generating income through this component while 16% are not.  

 Rs. 2.87 Lakh was noted as an average income before availing this component which increased to 

Rs. 3.93 Lakh after availing the scheme. The effective change in income is approximately 37% 

under this component. 
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 Annual net incremental income realized by the beneficiary is approximately 1 Lakhs after availing 

the scheme and according to beneficiaries the incremental change has been 10 -15%. 

 Of the total beneficiaries 40% of the respondents faced difficulty in preparation of the project 

application and sanctioning of subsidy. Major difficulties faced by the beneficiaries were: Too 

much documentation (22%), submission of application (21%) and filling up the application (20%).  

In order to improve the process of application beneficiaries have suggested following solutions 

based on priority: 

 Timely sanction of the project 

 Reduce the number of documents to be submitted 

 Application should not be complicated but user friendly 

To improve the sanctioning of subsidy following suggestions were provided by the beneficiaries: 

 Joint inspection should be conducted immediately after completion of the project to avoid 

delay 

 Sanction should come in a definite defined time period say 1 month 

 Reduce the formalities 

 Normative cost should be revised every year 

 Approximately 50% of the respondents have supported that loan gets sanctioned within 20 days 

while 17% and 3.6% beneficiaries have reported 21 to 40 days and 41 to 60 days respectively. 

Average time for sanction of loan after submission of application to the bank is 30 days. For 

smooth processing of loan from the bank the beneficiaries have suggested the following: 

 Relaxation in collateral/security 

 Bank should  give preference to applications under scheme 

 Documents  may be asked in one go instead of piece meal 

 As per the beneficiaries, on an average inspection are being conducted within 21 days after 

completion of the project. It takes about 30 days on an average to receive the subsidy in bank 

account after inspection. 

 Benefits availed under integrated package of the programme include: Drip irrigation (62%), IPM / 

INM (15%), mulching (12%), canopy management (6%) and Trellis (6%) as shown in the figure 

below: 

 

Figure 18: Benefits availed under integrated package of programme 
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 At the beneficiary’s point, plants are being sourced from accredited nursery of horticulture 

department (34.6%) and accredited private nursery (32.6%) which is followed by private input 

supplier (16.8%) and public nursery (7.1%). 

 

Figure 19: Sourcing of planting material by the beneficiaries 

 

 About 83% farmers get the information regarding variety selection from Horticulture Department 

while 10% and 7% beneficiaries get it from progressive farmers and SAUs respectively. 

Approximately 80% farmers have reported that the quality of planting material is good. Majority 

of the farmers have supported the survival rate and growth rate of plant to be 75 – 90%. Data 

reveals that the low survival & growth rate of plants is majorly due to pest and diseases. 

 The average area under the crops (before and after availing the scheme) has decreased while 

average production has increased significantly as shown in the figure below. 

 

Figure 20: Impact on area and production of the crops area expansion 

 About 71% of the beneficiaries follow pest & disease management practices. 35% of the 

beneficiaries have reported that they have problems in backward linkage i.e. procurement of 

inputs. Main problems in backward linkage include: lack of disease free planting material, lack of 
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availability of authentic variety wise planting material and lack of input related issues like 

availability pesticides etc. 

 The produce is being marketed in local mandi followed by village level haat and through traders. 

About 40% beneficiaries have reported that they face problems in marketing of their produce. 

Major problems include low price realization, lack of stable market / fluctuation in market prices, 

distress sale and no. of intermediaries involved in the market. 

 Rs. 1.89 Lakh is the average investment by the beneficiaries under this component. Most of the 

beneficiaries have received 50% of the subsidy under this component. 

 Approximately 30% of the sampled beneficiaries have reported that the cost norm and subsidy is 

not adequate, and it should be revised and increased 

 Overall weighted average satisfaction score of the beneficiaries under this component is 4.1 out 

of 5 which is considered be of a good satisfaction level among the beneficiaries 

 To increase the adoption rate among the farmers, following can be done as shown in the figure 

below. About 25% of the farmers have supported that appropriate training should be imparted to 

the beneficiaries followed by conduct of intensive awareness activity about the scheme. 

 

Figure 21: Suggestions to increase adoption among the farmers 

 Suggestions on new crops to be included under this component are the following: 

Dragon Fruits, Jack Fruit, Sweet Potato, Manilatamrind, date palm, chrysanthemum under protected 

cultivation etc. 

3.6.2. Rejuvenation / Canopy Management 

Rejuvenation is a process through which the productive potential of old, unproductive and senile 

orchards is restored. The objective of the component envisaged under the scheme was to bring back 

the old & senile orchards to yield through pruning and canopy management. Under canopy 

management, the pruning of trees affects the quality of sunlight seized by the plant. Light is crucial for 

the development and growth of plants and their fruits. Better light infiltration into the plant canopy 

improves its growth, production, productivity including the fruit quality. This also helps in carrying out 

the inter-cultural practices in the orchard. Through rejuvenation / heading back in old and senile 
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orchards the plants are brought back to bear in a couple of years rather than planting new orchards 

and wait for long years of the pre bearing period.  

South zone holds rank one in achieving the targets under rejuvenation with 105% while other zones 

also noted a good change i.e. North East (75%), west (67%), North & Central (65%), East (55%), and 

Northern and Hilly states zone witnessed the lowest impact having 45%. (See Figure 22) 

 

Figure 22: Zone wise performance under Rejuvenation 

The States topping the list in rejuvenating the senile orchards are Tripura, Karnataka, Andhra Pradesh, 

Assam, Haryana, Kerala and Sikkim. Together they cover 44, 077 ha of total 83, 912 ha in last five years 

that received assistance under NHM. 

Key findings from beneficiary survey 

 Average landholding of the beneficiaries under this component is 7 acres. Of the total beneficiaries 

covered under sample, 45% have availed replacement of senile plantations while 41% have availed 

pruning / canopy management. 

 Approximately 41% of the beneficiaries have faced difficulty in preparation of the project 

application. Submission of application, too much documentation and delay in getting the subsidy 

are some difficulties faced by the beneficiaries in common. 

 The data reveals that conduct of inspection and release of subsidy after Inspection was done in 

less than 20 days after completion of the project while 40% beneficiaries have reported that they 

received subsidy within 21 to 40 days of completion of inspection. 

 Of all the respondents 98% have said their project is operational / functional and they are 

generating income. Also the performance of plant was also assessed after pruning in terms of their 

success rate. Further, 54% beneficiaries have reported 75-90% success rate of the plant followed 

by 19% farmers who have reported 100% success rate of plants. It was also observed that 17% 

farmers reported less than 50% success rate of the plants. 

 Reasons for low performance (in decreasing order of priority) of the plant after pruning include: 

Improper control of pest & diseases; improper use of fertilizers & manures and inappropriate 

method of adoption of technology 
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 The survey data suggests that about 91% beneficiaries are aware of the appropriate rejuvenation 

practices and benefits. According to 67% beneficiaries, productivity has increased by 21 to 40% 

and hence there is increase in production by 15-30% after adopting rejuvenation practices. On the 

other hand 4% beneficiaries have reported no change. It was also observed that it took less than 

five years to notice the change in yield. 

 It was noted that average annual net income per farmer from rejuvenation after availing the 

scheme was Rs. 2.70 Lakh reflecting 10-15% impact. 

 Horticulture department has been the major source for providing suggestions and guidance on 

rejuvenation practices to the farmers.  

 Approximately 77% beneficiaries have availed integrated rejuvenation with other activities of 

MIDH like INM / IPM. 

 Beneficiaries were also enquired about the trainings / seminars / exposure visits attended under 

this component. As shown in the figure below 33% beneficiaries have attended training, 19% 

attended the workshops and 12% have attended the seminar and demonstration. 

 

Figure 23: Training/ exposure received under MIDH programme 

 Beneficiaries have also provided information on the skill development trainings (200 hours) 

availed under MIDH as given in the figure below. It may be seen from the table that 77% 

beneficiaries have attended trainings on one and more aspects and only 23% were not imparted 

any training. 
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Figure 24: Skill development programme (course) availed under MIDH 

 On an average beneficiary made an investment of about Rs. 2 Lakhs under rejuvenation / canopy 

management of the orchard. 

 Weighted average satisfaction score regarding the process of availing the benefit under this 

scheme is 3.8 on a scale of 5. 

 Suggestions given by the beneficiaries to improve the process of application are as follows: 

o Timely sanction of the project 

o Reduce the number of documents to be submitted 

o Reduce the formalities 

 About 13% beneficiaries have reported that the cost norm is inadequate and it should be 

increased by 41 to 60%. Similarly 23% beneficiaries have suggested that the subsidy should be 

increased by 21 to 40% of the project cost 

 The data reveals that 80% of the farmers require additional training under the guidance of 

technical expert 

3.6.3. Protected Cultivation 

It is a well-known fact that some of the hi-tech crops of flowers and vegetables require controlled 

atmosphere in which the plants grow well and yield better quality and higher harvests. With increased 

demand for quality produce in and out of season, protected cultivation has become a necessity even 

in our country to meet the requirements. 

 

In this context, out of 1, 65,364 ha targeted by the NHM 1, 43,842 ha could be accomplished leading 

to 87% achievement. In terms of percentage achievement, East zone topped the list with 99% 

achievement followed by North & Central (90%), North East (84%) and south (80%) (See Figure 25). 

The states which exceeded the targets include Odisha (133%), Karnataka (110%), Sikkim (108%), 

Assam (107%) and Arunachal Pradesh (103%). 
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Figure 25: Zone wise performance under protected cultivation 

 

Key findings from beneficiary survey 

 Of all the beneficiaries interviewed, 33% have availed shade net house followed by plastic 

mulching (29%) and naturally ventilated system (24%) as shown in the Figure below: 

 

Figure 26: Distribution of sub components among the beneficiaries surveyed 

 About 33% beneficiaries have reported that they face difficulty in preparation of the project 

application and sanction of loan / subsidy 

 Difficulties faced in preparing the project application include: Filling of the application, Too much 

documentation and Submission of application 

 It takes 38 days on an average for sanctioning of loan after submission of application to the bank 

 Inspections are generally conducted within 24 days after completion of the project and post that 

subsidy is being released within 35 days. 

 About 88% beneficiaries have reported that the project is functional and 97% beneficiaries are 

generating income. 
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 Data reveals that nurseries accredited by the Horticulture Department are the major source of 

procurement of the planting materials by the beneficiaries which is followed by private accredited 

nurseries as depicted in figure below. 

 

Figure 27: Source of planting material under protected cultivation 

 

 Average size of the structure under this component is 3000 sqm. Crop wise average size of the 

structure and average net annual income of the farmers are given in Table 11: 

Table 11: Protected Cultivation: Impact on production and income 

S.N. Crops Percent change in Average Net annual 

income (%) 

1. Flowers 52% 

2. Vegetables 37.5% 

 

 Net annual income of the farmers has increased in case of flowers and vegetables after adoption 

of protected cultivation by 52% and 38% respectively 

 About 28% beneficiaries have reported that they face problems in backward linkage i.e. 

procurement of inputs. Figure 28 describes various problems faced by the beneficiaries. 
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Figure 28: Problems faced in backward linkage 

 Of all the farmers 16% have reported that their units established under MIDH scheme are not 

viable 

 Survey data reveals that 40% beneficiaries face problems in marketing of the produce. Various 

marketing issues are listed in the figure below: 

 

Figure 29: Marketing issues of the produce 
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Figure 30: Trainings and Exposure visits attended by the beneficiaries 

 It was also observed that 56% beneficiaries under this component have attended various skill 

development programme under MIDH, which is quite low and need to be augmented for better 

results. 

 

Figure 31: Skill development programme (200 hrs. course) availed under MIDH 

  About 13% farmers have reported that the cost norm is not adequate. Moreover, 20% 

beneficiaries have said that the subsidy is not adequate and it should be increased by 30%. 

 To improve the sanction of subsidy, the beneficiaries have suggested the following: 

o Timely inspection should be conducted immediately after completion of the project 

o Sanction should come in a definite defined time period say 1 month 

o Reduce the formalities 

o Normative cost should be revised every year 
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 To increase the adoption of this scheme amongst the farmers it was suggested that appropriate 

training should be imparted, and quantum of subsidy may be reviewed every year in view of 

increasing  cost of cultivation 

 About 71% farmers have reported that they would like to change the existing structural design of 

the protected cultivation structure 

 Data reveals that of all the beneficiaries 83% would like to avail advisory services for the installed 

structure. 95% beneficiaries have opted for Horticulture Department from where they would 

prefer to avail the advisory. 

 Of all the respondents 56% would prefer cultivation through soilless media / hydroponics and 83% 

need automation in the existing protected cultivation structures  

 About 85% farmers have also reported that they require low cost protected cultivation structure 

 Since the growers have indicated need to change design and incorporate advance technologies 

and automation, the cost norms need to be worked accordingly. 

3.6.4. Nurseries 

One of the major issues under establishment of new gardens is the non-availability of disease-free 

elite planting and seed material to the farmers which has direct impact on survival, growth and 

productivity of orchards. NHM assisted the institutions in public sector and entrepreneurs in private 

sector to establish nurseries / seed production units and seed infrastructure for ensuring timely supply 

of good quality seed and planting material. 

NHM targeted its assistance to 810 nurseries to be set up both under private and public domain. The 

accomplishment was to a tune of 386 units amounting to 48% achievement. In percentage 

achievement term the zone which excelled in providing assistance to nurseries is West zone with 87% 

achievement (See Figure 32 & Table 9). Besides nurseries, this component also includes other 

components such as setting up of new TC Units, seed production for vegetables and Spices, open 

pollinated crops, import of planting material and seed infrastructure. 

 

Figure 32: Zone wise performance under Nurseries 
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Key findings from beneficiary survey 

 Among the samples surveyed small nurseries were availed by the beneficiaries in majority 

followed by Hi-tech nursery as depicted in figure below. 

 

Figure 33: Subcomponents availed by the beneficiaries under Nursery 

 

 Data reveals that the bank takes 40-45 days for sanctioning of loan after submission of application 

and within 20 days on an average inspection is being conducted after completion of the project. 

Further within 31 days after inspection subsidy is released 

 It was noted that of all the beneficiaries who have availed the scheme, 96% projects are functional 

and all of them are generating income after being a part of the intervention 

 Average number/ quantity of planting material or seed produced / nursery / annum is 

approximately 2.42 Lakhs 

 Average net income after availing this scheme is Rs. 8.7 Lakhs per annum. The perceived 

percentage increase in income by the beneficiary is 25% 

 About 17% beneficiaries have reported that the skilled manpower is not available at the project 

site to undertake different activities 

 Of the total beneficiaries interviewed, 31% have said that they have problems in marketing of 

produce and primarily they face following issues: 

o Low price realization 

o Volatile market / fluctuation in market demand 

o Distress sale 

 Details of trainings and exposure visits attended by the beneficiaries are given in the figure below: 
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Figure 34: Trainings and exposure visits attended by the beneficiaries 

 It was observed that 81% beneficiaries under this component have also attended various skill 

development programme under MIDH as depicted in figure below. Thus, the progress for skill 

development is quite satisfactory.

 

Figure 35: Skill development programme availed by the beneficiaries under MIDH 

 On an average, per beneficiary’s investment is around Rs. 13 Lakhs under this component and 

average institutional loan and unsecured loan (like loan from friends / relatives) comprise of Rs. 

10.7 Lakhs and Rs.2 Lakhs per beneficiary respectively. 

 Weighted average score was calculated to gauge the satisfaction level of the beneficiaries and it 

came out as 4 out of 5. 

 To improve the process of application, the beneficiaries have provided the following suggestions: 

o Reducing in the number of documents to be submitted 

o Timely sanction of the project 
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o Application should not be complicated and to be made user friendly 

 Similarly suggestions provided by the beneficiaries to improve the sanction of bank loan are as 

follows: 

o Bank should  give preference to applications under scheme 

o Relaxation in collateral/security 

o Bank takes too long to sanction loan 

 About 17% beneficiaries have reported that the cost norm is not adequate and it should be 

revised, and it can be increased by 20%. Similarly subsidy should also be increased by 20% 

 In order to increase the adoption of this scheme amongst the farmers following can be done: 

o Appropriate training to be imparted 

o Quantum of subsidy may be reviewed every  year in view of increasing  cost of cultivation 

o Intensive awareness about the scheme  

 It was also noted that 70% beneficiaries have supported that the minimum requirement of area 

for hi-tech / small nursery in hilly areas should be reduced 

3.6.5. Promotion of IPM / INM 

Overall area covered during 2014-15 to 2018-19 under IPM is 3.89 Lakh ha out of targeted area of 5.12 

Lakh ha amounting to 76% achievement overall. South zone (92%) and North & Central zone (77%) 

performed the better in terms of percentage achievement among all the zones (See Figure 36 &Table 

9). Good performing states under this component include Nagaland, Sikkim, Telangana, Chhattisgarh 

and Haryana. This component also includes infrastructure such as plant protection lab, which is one 

of the crucial components to diagnose and control the pests and diseases for minimizing the losses. 

Hence, NHM made provision for establishment of Disease Forecasting Units, Bio Control Labs, Plant 

Health Clinics and Leaf Analysis Labs. Against the Target of 130 units 59 units were established 

accomplishing 45% achievement. Gujarat, Karnataka and Himachal Pradesh which contributes of more 

than 50% of the achievement. 

 

Figure 36: Zone wise performance under INM / IPM 
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Key findings from beneficiary survey 

 During the course of survey, it was observed that INM / IPM component was found integrated 

with area expansion, nurseries and protected cultivation. However, among the surveyed samples 

promotion of INM / IPM have availed by the beneficiaries in majority as depicted in figure below.  

 

Figure 37: Subcomponents availed by the beneficiaries under INM 

 After completion of the project joint inspection was conducted within 11 days on an average and 

post that subsidy was released within 20 days. 

 87% beneficiaries have reported that the project is functional 

 Production enhancement observed in fruits, vegetables and spices has been 67%, 49% and 41% 

respectively. 

Table 12: Production enhancement after availing the subsidy under INM 

S. 

No. 

Crops Avg. Production in tonne/ acre Percentage 

Change (%) Before availing MIDH 

scheme 

After availing MIDH 

scheme 

1 Fruits 5.43 9.07 65.74 

2 Vegetables 14.40 21.48 49.16 

3 Spices 4.32 6.09 40.97 

 It was observed that for specific module for INM/IPM application 92% beneficiaries follow 

Horticulture department’s advice 

 Per beneficiary average annual income has increased by 20% after availing the scheme 

 Overall 95% farmers availing this component have also attended training programmes and 

exposure visits as depicted in the figure below, which is very significant: 
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Figure 38: Training / exposure visits under MIDH 

 It was observed that 90% beneficiaries under this component have also attended various skill  

development programme under MIDH as depicted in figure below: 

 

Figure 39: Sill development programmes availed under MIDH by IPM beneficiaries 

 

 Weighted average score was calculated to gauge the satisfaction level of the beneficiaries and it 

came out as 4.2 out of 5. 

 About 42% of the beneficiaries have reported that the cost norms are not adequate and it needs 

to be revised 

 To improve the sanction of subsidy, the beneficiaries have suggested the following: 

o Normative cost should be revised every year 

o Timely joint inspection should be conducted immediately after completion of the project 

and avoid delay 

o Sanction should come in a definite defined time period say 1 month 

 To increase the adoption of this scheme amongst the farmers intensive awareness should be 

generated about the scheme and quantum of subsidy may be reviewed every  year in view of 

increasing  cost of cultivation 

 Following suggestions were provided by the beneficiaries to improve the quality of INM/IPM 
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Figure 40: Suggestions to improve the quality of INM / IPM 

 

3.6.6. Water resources 

Soil moisture at critical stages of plant growth is essential for productivity. In rain fed areas and soils 

dependent on groundwater need to have water sources like farm ponds, community water tanks etc., 

to store water and release it to the crops whenever essential. Overall achievement at all India level 

under this component is 71% and the maximum percentage achievement was made by south zone 

(82%) followed by north & Central Zone (81%) and West zone (79%) (See Figure 41 & Table 8). The 

States where positive impacts are quite visible include Haryana, Karnataka, Tripura and Sikkim, far 

exceeding the targets set by NHM. 

 

Figure 41: Zone wise performance under Water resources 
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Further water stressed zones were also analyzed across the states as shown in the images below: 

 

Source: Spatial distribution of current water stress conditions in India, researchgate.net 

Source: http://indiawris.gov.in/wris/#/groundWater 

 

From the map / image cited above, it is evident that parts of some of the states like Tamil Nadu, 

Telangana, Karnataka, Gujarat and Rajasthan are in absolute scarcity of water resources. Therefore, 

the scheme of water resource under MIDH is a very important component. 

With fragmentation & decline of agricultural land holdings and depletion of water resources, India 

must focus on resource efficiency especially in small holder farming to attain sustainability.  The 

Economic Survey 2018-19 suggests that focus should shift from ‘land productivity’ to ‘irrigation water 

productivity’.  Devising policies to sensitise and raise awareness among farmers to improve water use 

should become a national priority. In addition to this, farmers and other stakeholders need to be 

efficiently trained in this direction.  Thrust should be on micro-irrigation that can improve water use 

efficiency.  

 

Key findings from beneficiary survey 

 In this component, it has been observed that community-based systems are more popular as 

compared to individual growers. Among the samples drawn under water resource majorly 

community tanks were availed by the beneficiaries as shown in the figure below. 

Image 1: Water stress condition in India Image 2: Ground water level in India 
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Figure 42: Subcomponents availed by the beneficiaries under water resource 

 

 Difficulties faced in preparing the project application include:  

o Filling of the application 

o Too much documentation and formalities 

o Submission of application 

 It was reported by the beneficiaries that after joint inspection the subsidy is released within 30 

days 

 The beneficiaries were also enquired about the major horticultural crops being irrigated by the 

water resources structure created under the component. The responses have been depicted in 

the figure below: 

 

Figure 43: Utilization of water resources created under the scheme 

 Farmers have reported that the productivity of crops after using the water resources have 

increased. The impact has been shown in the Table 13: 
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Table 13: Productivity of crops after availing water resources under MIDH 

S. No. Crops % change in productivity 

a Fruits 13% 

b Vegetables  42.9% 

c Flowers  16.5% 

 According to the beneficiaries the incremental change in income due to increase in productivity 

among majority of the farmers is 15-20% 

 About 92% beneficiaries have attended training and exposure visit programme under the scheme 

as per the detail shown in figure below, which is very significant. 

 

Figure 44: Training / Exposure received by water resource beneficiaries under MIDH 

 About 47% beneficiaries under this component have also attended skill development programmes 

under various activities. The description is shown in the figure below: 

 
Figure 45: Various skill development programme availed by water resource beneficiaries under MIDH 
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 The data reveals that on an average per beneficiary have made an investment of put in Rs.3.2 

Lakhs. 

 About 10% beneficiaries have reported that the cost norm is not adequate and it should be 

increased by 20%. Moreover 21% beneficiaries have also reported that the subsidy is not adequate 

and it should cover up to 60% of the project cost. 

 Approximately 58% beneficiaries have suggested that there is additional requirement of water 

resources structures 

 

3.6.7. Horticulture Mechanization 

The overall physical performance of the country under this component remained at 81%. The major 

zones which have performed well include Northern & Hilly states (90%), North & Central (89%) and 

North East (81%). (See Figure 46) Among all the zones particularly Haryana, Odisha, J&K and Assam 

have exceeded the targets set by NHM (See Table 9). 

 

Figure 46: Zone wise performance under Horticulture Mechanization 

Key findings from beneficiary survey 

 The beneficiaries surveyed under this component have availed various subcomponents 

as shown in the figure below. 

 

Figure 47: Subcomponents availed by the beneficiaries under Horticulture Farm Machinery 
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 26% beneficiaries faced problems in preparation project application and getting the subsidy. The 

primary issues include: Filling of the application, too much documentation and submission of 

application 

 Under this component, joint inspection was conducted within 28 days on an average after 

completion of the project and subsidy was released within 26 days after inspection 

 92% beneficiaries are using the horticulture farm machinery subcomponent and is functional. 80% 

beneficiaries have reported that the component has helped them to generate income. 

 About 97% farmers have availed this scheme on individual basis while only 1% have availed it in 

the form of farmer groups. 

 Data also reveals that 75% farmers want to earn additional income by contributing your farm 

mechanization equipment to a custom hiring Centre 

 The farmers perceive their incremental income to be 15-20% from this component and the 

incremental savings after availing the scheme is 10-15% 

 Training and exposure visit provided under MIDH were attended by horticulture farm Machinery 

beneficiaries as well. The description is given in the figure below: 

 

Figure 48: Training / Exposure received under MIDH 

 Besides, skill development trainings were also attended by the beneficiaries as depicted in the 

figure below.  Approximately 51% were not imparted any training. 
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Figure 49: Skill development trainings attended by the beneficiaries 

 On an average per beneficiary has invested approximately Rs. 1.74 Lakhs and about Rs. 1.68 Lakhs 

were availed from bank loan. 

 About 10% beneficiaries have reported that the cost norms are not adequate as actual cost is 

much higher as compared to the norms and it should be increased by 40% 

 During the course of survey 89% beneficiaries have suggested that they would like to avail farm 

level sorting / grading equipment under this component 

3.6.8. Bee Keeping 

Overall 67% achievement was recorded under bee keeping against the target set by NHM for last five 

years duration. Of all the zones, East zone has seen significantly better impact amounting to 93% 

(Refer Figure 50 & Table 9). Good performing states against the targets set under NHM include Kerala, 

Bihar, Andaman & Nicobar and Uttar Pradesh. North East zone has shown the least achievement i.e. 

54%. 

 

Figure 50: Zone wise performance under Bee Keeping 
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Key findings from beneficiary survey 

 The samples comprised of the following subcomponents as shown in the figure below 

 

Figure 51: Distribution of sub components under Bee Keeping 

 Of the total respondents, 28% beneficiaries faced difficulty in preparation of the project 

application and sanction subsidy. Major issues include: filling of the application and too much 

documentation 

 Inspection was conducted within 24 days after completion of the project and subsidy was also 

released within 24 days of inspection 

 About 72% beneficiaries have reported that the project is functional and 91% of them are 

generating income from the activity 

 Average production data captured during field survey is given below: 

Table 14: Average production and average income under Bee Keeping 

S. No. Particulars Average Annual net income per farmer (in Rs. 

Lakhs) 

a  Nucleus stock  0.62 

b Bee colonies  31.59 

c Honey  0.84 

d Distribution of bee hives 3.57 

e Honey Extractor 1.25 

 

 It was also noted that 32% beneficiaries are involved in processing of secondary products like bee 

wax, royal jelly, homeopathy medicines, bee venom etc. 

 Approximately 35% farmers market their surplus honey through traders followed by retailers 

(19%) and local mandi (18%) 

 33% farmers face issues in marketing of the produce 

 Training and exposure visits attended by the beneficiaries the details has been shown in the figure 

given below: 
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Figure 52: Trainings and exposure visits attended by the bee keeping beneficiaries 

 The beneficiary has put in his average investment of Rs. 1.48 Lakhs  

 26% beneficiaries have reported that the cost norm is not adequate and it should be increased by 

41to 60%. The same percentage have also reported that the subsidy should be increased up to 

60% of the project cost. 

3.6.9. Integrated Post-Harvest Management 

Creation of facilities under post-harvest management of fruits and vegetables go a long way in 

increasing the shelf life of fruits and vegetables and reducing losses due to different types of wastages. 

PHM also helps in making available quality produce to the consumer. 

NHM provided assistance for a targeted number of 60816 infrastructural facilities across the states 

under evaluation for improving post-harvest management of horticultural produce. Two States viz; 

Karnataka and Maharashtra could plan and utilize 15354 units out of the total 34720 units 

accomplished, accounting to more than 40% of the achievement. Under zone wise achievements, East 

(73%) and West zones (72%) have performed relatively better (See Figure 53). 
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Figure 53: Zone wise performance under PHM 

 

Key findings from beneficiary survey 

 Distribution of the subcomponents availed under market infrastructure is shown in the figure 

below. 

 

Figure 54: Distribution of subcomponents availed by the beneficiaries 
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 Among various types of beneficiaries, majority comprise of farmers for availing the subsidy as 

shown in the figure below: 

 

Figure 55: Forms of availing the subsidy by the beneficiaries 

  Details of average capacity installed by the beneficiary and average capacity utilization of various 

post-harvest components are given in table below: 

 

Table 15: PHM: Average capacity installed and average capacity utilization 

S.N. Name of PHM infrastructure Average capacity (in 
MT) installed by the 
beneficiary 

Utilization 

1.  Packhouse 60 Seasonal use 

2.  Integrated pack house 2400 Seasonal use 

3.  Pre cooling unit (annual handling) 720 Seasonal use 

4.  Cold Room (Staging) 140 Seasonal use 

5.  Cold Storage unit Type 1 5000 Round the year 

6.  Cold Storage unit Type 2 5000 Round the year 

7.  Cold Storage unit Type 2 with add 
on (CA) 

4700 Seasonal use 

8.  Primary / Mobile / Minimal 
Processing unit/ processing unit 

35 Round the year 

9.  Refrigerated van 8 Seasonal use 

10.  Ripening Chamber 95 Round the year 

11.  Preservation unit 4 Round the year 

12.  Low cost onion storage structures 60 Seasonal use 

13.  Integrated Cold Chain 2650 Seasonal use 

 Data reveals that the post-harvest losses have reduced by 10 to 20% to majority of the farmers 

as depicted in the figure below. However it may be pointed out that these figures are based on 

the perception of the beneficiaries and not on any scientific study/data. 
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Figure 56: Reduction in Post-Harvest Losses 

 88% beneficiaries have reported that they use the PHM infrastructure for their own use of 

trading while 4% rent it out and 9% have mixed use of it. 

 

Figure 57: Utilization of PHM infrastructure 

 Of all the beneficiaries, 4% have reported that sufficient raw material available in the catchment 

of the facility. Major issues include: Unavailability of produce throughout the year (39% 

respondents), Unavailability of produce in cluster (26%), Lack of know- how & do-how (16%) 

 34% respondents have said that they face problems in marketing of produce and based on the 

responses major issues include: Low price realization, Lack of stable market/ Fluctuation in market 

prices and number of intermediaries involved in the market 

  Average net annual income from this component is Rs. 3.75 Lakh and the perceived incremental 

income change according to the beneficiary is 15to 25% 

 Beneficiaries were also enquired about the trainings / exposure visits availed under MIDH and 

their responses were recorded as below: 
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Figure 58: Exposure visits and trainings availed under MIDH 

 Approximately Rs. 6 Lakhs were the investment made by the beneficiary on an average and Rs. 

1.08 Crores were availed through bank loan 

 To improve the process of application following suggestions were given by the beneficiaries: 

o Reduce the number of documents to be submitted 

o Application should be user friendly 

o Timely sanction of the project 

 Suggestions to improve the sanction of bank loan: 

o Bank takes too long to sanction loan 

o Relaxation in collateral/security 

o Bank should give preference to applications under scheme 

 According to 11% beneficiaries cost norms are not adequate besides 25% beneficiaries who have 

said that the subsidy is not adequate, and it should be revised. 

3.6.10. Market Infrastructure 

During last five years, 7274 markets were targeted to establish across the states under the assistance 

provided by NHM. Out of this provision, the accomplishment was only 3492 accounting for 48% of the 

target. Only few States could utilize the provisions made to them. Among the zones, North & Central 

and South zones have performed relatively better in terms of percentage achievement (See Figure 59 

& Table 8). The good performing states include Haryana and Karnataka. 
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Figure 59: Zone wise performance under Market Infrastructure 

 

 Types of beneficiaries captured in the sample: Under this component, the scheme has been 

availed majorly by individuals mainly for sorting and grading, retail outlets, vending carts etc. as 

may be seen in the figure 61 below. 

 
Figure 60: Types of beneficiaries who have availed the scheme under Market Infrastructure 

 

 Following has been the distribution of subcomponents availed by the beneficiaries among the 

samples covered under survey 
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Figure 61: Distribution of subcomponents availed under the scheme 

 According to the responses collected during the survey 40% beneficiaries faced difficulty in 

preparation of the project application specifically in filling up and Submission of application 

 After submission of application to the bank loan was sanctioned within 52 days on an average 

under this component.  

 Inspection was conducted with 24 days after completion of the project and subsidy was released 

in another 24 days as soon as the inspection was completed 

 84% beneficiaries have responded that the project is functional and of them 87% beneficiaries are 

generating income. 

 Volume handled under this component on an average is 532 MT and the average capacity 

utilization of the subcomponents is 66% 

 The perceived incremental change in income is less than 10% 

 Average investment by the beneficiaries under this component is Rs 4.92 Lakh and average 

institutional loan is Rs. 3.24 Lakh 

 Approximately 18% beneficiaries have said that the cost norms and the subsidy given under the 

component is not adequate and it should be revised. 

 

3.6.11. Other Components 

Human Resource Development (HRD) 

Under this component, 7, 00, 309 stakeholders were targeted to be trained in last five years whereas 

the achievement remained at 72%. It is an important component as regular handholding and guidance 

is important for the beneficiaries and the other stakeholders. West and East zones have the maximum 

impact of the component. 

Key findings from the beneficiary survey  

 The figure given below depicts the types of subcomponents availed by the beneficiaries under 

HRD. It was noted that training of farmers within the state has attained maximum share of all the 

components 
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Figure 62: Distribution of subcomponents under HRD 

 

 Weighted average overall satisfaction score was calculation from the responses received from the 

beneficiary as described in table below: 

S.N. Activities Weighted average score out of 5 

1.  Seminar 4 

2.  Workshops 4.5 

3.  Trainings 4.3 

4.  Demonstration 4.3 

5.  Exposure Visit /Study tours within the state 4.2 

6.  Exposure Visit /Study tours outside the state 4.7 

7.  Exposure Visit /Study tours outside the country 4 

 

Formation of Farmer Producer organization (FPO) 

At India level 64% achievement was recorded against the target set by the NHM. Majority of the states 

have not shown any progress under the component while states like Chhattisgarh (100%), Haryana 

(52%) and Karnataka (50%) were observed to have a better impact. 

Key findings from beneficiary survey 

 Of the total seven FPOs surveyed, five were producer company and two were cooperative society 

 Problems faced in incorporation of the organization: 

o Lot of formalities and documentation(Digital land records, TIN and PAN numbers) of all 

board members 

o Lack of knowledge  of incorporation process 

o Take more time than prescribed 

 On an average there are 800 members in a FPO 

 FPOs are formed primarily for fruits and vegetables 
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 Major activities of the FPO: 

o Production 

o Supply of inputs 

o Collection/ Aggregation/ Procurement of farmers’ produce 

o Grading and packing 

o Market linkages 

 Accrued benefits of collectivization/ formation of FPOs 

o Exchange of knowledge / experiences of other producers 

o Marketing advantages 

o Access to inputs at a lower cost due to bulk purchase 

 Average net annual income of a FPO is Rs. 61 Lakhs per annum 

Centre of Excellence (CoE) 

This component has not recorded much impact based on the target set by the department. It was 

planned to establish 111 CoE at all India level however in actual only 38 were established. All the zones 

have less than 50% achievements. The zones have recorded average performance for instance 

Northern Hilly states (44%), North East (40%) & West (40%). 

Key findings from beneficiary survey 

 Of the total samples interviewed under this component, 75% beneficiaries have availed the 

benefit for fruit crops and 21% for hybrid vegetable crops 

 60% beneficiaries have revealed that they have availed good planting materials from CoE 

 52% beneficiaries reported that CoE has helped them getting seeded plants and grafted plants. 

Also 47% beneficiaries have availed good quality seeds from the Centre 

 About 76% have confirmed that the facility of preparation of planting material and demonstration 

are available at CoE 

 About 69% beneficiaries have reported that demonstrations in CoE have helped them in adopting 

good agricultural practices such as seed selection, nutrient & pest management. 
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3.5. Key Findings at State level Implementation Unit 

Key Informant Interviews / FGDs were conducted for the state level officers to gauge their working 

and perceptions regarding the progress and impact of the scheme on the beneficiaries. The analysis 

has been done on the basis of responses captured during KII of 15 states and other 5 states responses 

were received over electronic mail. The key findings are presented below:  

Preparation of Annual Action Plan (AAP) 

 

Figure 63: Preparation of Annual Action Plan 

Majority of the respondents (i.e. 48%) supported that the Annual Action Plans of the states are based 

on the AAP provided by the districts and further it is consolidated as state’s AAP. This is followed by 

27% response which supports that the targets provided by the centre are distributed among the 

districts by the states. 

 
Figure 64: Mechanisms for popularizing the scheme among the farmers 

48%

9%

27%

15%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

Districts provide component wise AAP which is further 
consolidated to prepare state’s AAP

Based on previous year’s AAP

Based on the physical / financial targets provided by the
centres and the targets are distributed among the

districts

Conduct the survey and assess the demand

Preparation of Annual action plan

11%

11%

6%

12%

5%

3%

11%

12%

15%

13%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20%

Through newspaper

Through dist Horticulture deptt / SAUs

Krishi Vigyan Kendras (KVKs)

 Gram Sabha / Ratri Choupal

Farmers / Friends / Relatives

Input suppliers

TV/ Radio

Agri exhibitions / Farmer fairs

Seminars

 Training Programmes

Mechanisms for popularizing the scheme among beneficaries



 

85 
 

85 Impact Evaluation of NHM & HMNEH 

It was observed that awareness generation programme has been a regular activity of the NHM / 

HMNEH states. Of the total responses, about 15% reported that information dissemination is majorly 

being done with the help of seminar followed by training programmes (13%), Gram Sabha (12%), Agri 

Exhibitions / farmer fairs (12%) etc (See Figure 64). 

According to the 30% officials, the average turn up percentage of the beneficiaries for availing the 

scheme after attending any awareness programme is 51 – 70% Figure 65.  

 

 

 

It was notable that approximately 50% of the officials have said that they keep record to ensure that 

the target population being covered under any awareness programme have actually availed the 

scheme. In addition, 26% of the responses also supported that they also verify it when beneficiaries 

avail the scheme. 

 

Figure 66: Method to ensuring that the target population being covered under awareness programme have 
actually availed the scheme 
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Selection of the beneficiaries 

 

Figure 67: Procedure to select the beneficiaries 

Of the total responses, 32% supported that the beneficiary selection is done on the basis of 

recommendation of the District Horticulture officer followed by pre specified criteria set by the state 

for each component. Hortnet / Online applications and KVK’s recommendation were supported by 

very few respondents in NHM states. It was also observed during field visit that Hortnet / online 

applications are not being utilized by the NER states. Next to this, problems faced during the 

beneficiary selection were also enquired from the officials. This has been presented in the figure 

below. 

 
Figure 68: Problems faced in beneficiary selection 

The major problem faced in selection of beneficiary is that the beneficiaries fail to fulfil the 

prerequisites of filling up the application. In North East Region, especially due to unavailability of land 

patta, beneficiaries are not able to avail the benefits under scheme as  the beneficiaries are unable to 

avail the credit linked subsidies.  
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Problems faced with banks 

 
Figure 69: Problems in sanction of loan by banks 

It was observed that there have been problems in availing loan for the components which require 

credit link. About 38% officials have responded that banks are not willing to sanction the loan because 

of their strong perception regarding NPAs and recovery of the loan. This has been prevalent in the 

states like Odisha. On the other hand in the states of NER, due to unavailability of land documents 

(land patta) the banks are not able to sanction the loan to the beneficiaries. 

Officials also provided their views on the frequency of 

meeting with the bank officials to resolve the issues. 

About 80% officers meet banks on monthly or quarterly 

or six monthly or least once a year to resolve the issues 

related to scheme such as subsidy, loan etc. About 25% 

respondents told that there have been monthly SLBC 

meeting wherein the problems related to the scheme are 

discussed on a common platform and issues are being 

resolved while 5% of the officials have also reported that 

they have never visited the banks in their area. (See 

Figure 70) 
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Receiving of funds by the state 

Receiving of funds on time is a crucial factor for 

effective implementation of the programme. Of all the 

respondents 55% reported that they receive funds on 

time while there are 45% of the respondents who face 

delays in receiving central share of fund. (See Figure 

71) 

Reasons behind the delay was also analyzed and it was 

found that the major problem is the underutilization of 

previously released installments by the states. 

Moreover, the state treasury also takes time to 

release the fund and approximately 30% officers have 

reported this problem. (See Figure 72) 

 

Figure 72: Reasons for delayed funds received by the states 

In order to regulate it in timely manner, some states like Sikkim have suggested to adopt RTGS system 

especially for NER region. 

Views on component wise modifications in assistance: 

State officials also expressed their views on increase or decrease of the assistance. Majority of the 

states have supported that the assistance under various components should be increased. The 

detailed responses given by the states have been provided in Annexure 3 and their average 

assessment of percentage has been presented below: 

Table 16: Suggestions on average increase / decrease in the pattern of assistance 

S.N. Components Average % increase 

1 Area expansion 44% 

2 Rejuvenation 34% 

3 INM/ IPM 55% 

4 Protected Cultivation 26% 
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5 Nursery 45% 

6 Water Resources 48% 

7 PHM 33% 

8 Market Infrastructure 50% 

9 Hort. Farm Mechanization  75% 

10 Bee keeping 37% 

11 Other Components  

 CoE 30% 

 HRD - 

 Promotion of FPOs 25% 

 Food Processing units 35% 

 

It was worth noting that the states have suggested increase in assistance in all the components except 

for Post-Harvest Management in the state of Sikkim. During discussion it was informed that there are 

a lots of schemes for Post-Harvest Management Infrastructures under other department. The state 

has enough post – harvest infrastructures available and beneficiaries have already availed similar 

benefits under other schemes. Therefore the officials want to promote other components over this. 

On the other hand Odisha have suggested that the assistance should remain same, but suggested to 

revise the existing cost norms. 

Components were also ranked by the state officials based on the impact of the scheme in the state. 

This can be also interpreted as the top five components preferred by the states as given in Annexure 

3. To assess the collective response of the states weighted average score was calculated for top 5 

ranked components by each state. The result is given in the table below: 

Table 17: Scores of components ranked by the state officials based on impact & importance 

S.N. Components Scores (Out of 5) 

1 Area expansion 3.25 

2 Protected Cultivation 2.65 

3 PHM 2.00 

4 Water Resources 1.80 

5 Hort. Farm Mechanization  1.05 

6 Market Infrastructure 0.85 

7 Nursery 0.65 

8 Rejuvenation 0.65 

9 INM/ IPM 0.40 

10 Bee keeping 0.50 

11 Others Components   
 

HRD 0.95 
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CoE 0.15 

 
Food Processing units 0.15 

  Promotion of FPOs 0.00 

Source: KII of SHM officials 

 It can be interpreted from the above table that of all the components Area Expansion, Protected 

Cultivation, Post-Harvest Management, Water Resources, Horticulture Farm Mechanization have 

relatively secured high scores and are taken on priority by the NHM / HMNEH states during year 2014-

15 to 2018-19 and the impacts are visible on the field. 

Monitoring of the project progress at state 

Project monitoring are undertaken by the states through multiple ways. The most common monitoring 

process is through site visits to the facilities and assessment of monthly reports provided by the 

districts followed by assessment of annual reports. (See Figure 73) 

 
Figure 73: Monitoring of the project 

 

The inspection and monitoring of the project is also done at the level of districts as well as state. For 

example, in UP state:  

The general practice for inspection and monitoring is as under- 

 100% project by the district level committee comprising Dist. Horticulture Officer, Officer 

nominated from the office of District Magistrate (DM) and one officer from KVK.  

 20-25% randomly by the Deputy Director at Commissionery Level.  

Random inspection by the officer from the Headquarter of the Sate Horticulture Department. 

 

Reasons for low performance of the states 

According to the SHM officials’ reasons for low performance of the states is majorly attributed to lack 

of manpower at the state as 44% of respondents have supported this. Moreover approximately 50% 

of the states have reported that they don’t have sufficient manpower for the implementation of the 

programme at state level. This is followed by delay in release of fund. 
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Figure 74: Reasons for low performance of the states 

Some states have reported the manpower requirements at the state level which is as follows: 

Table 18: Manpower requirements at state level 

Source: KII of SHM officials 
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S.N. States Manpower Requirement 

1  Rajasthan Technical Staff 

2  Odisha Marketing Experts 

3  Uttarakhand Assistant Programmer, Data Entry Operator, Consultant 

4  Telangana Asstt. Director of Horticulture 

Horticulture Officer 

Accountant 

Senior Assistant 

Computer Operator 

Record Room Assistant 

Programmer 

5  J&K Gardner for nurseries 

Technical staff - Horticulture 

6  Chhattisgarh District Horticulture Consultant 

Data Entry Operator 

Field Consultant 

7  Jharkhand Technical staff 

8  West Bengal Assistant Director (Hort.) 

Software Personnel 

9 A & N Island Project Director 

Accounts Manager 

Marketing Specialist 

Horticulture Specialist 

10 Andhra Pradesh Deputy Director (Hort.) 

Assistant Director of Horticulture 

Horticulture officer 

11 Gujarat Technical Staff 
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Suggestions provided by the states on including new components 

The SHM officials also provided their opinion on the new potential components which are considered 

to be important for the state and can be added under the scheme. State wise suggestions are as 

follows: 

Table 19: Suggestions on inclusion of new components 

S.N. Zones States Suggestions provided by the states 

1 North & 
Central 

Uttar Pradesh Cold supply chain 

2 Chhattisgarh NA 

3  
 
 

South 

Telangana  Establishment of Small-scale units for value addition and 
processing of Turmeric and Tomato crops at village level 

 Establishment of Low-cost cold chain at village level 

4 Andhra Pradesh  New machinery under farm mechanization                                                                   

 Inclusion of dragon fruit and date palm under area 
expansion 

 Shade net on top of polyhouse for coastal areas only;  

 Automation for fertigation;                                       

 Soil less cultivation;                                                     

 Circulation fans 

 Growing benches for orchids                                                                                          

5 Karnataka  Bio digester should be included  

 Boomer spray for grapes (Cost is Rs. 90,000 - Rs. 1,00,000 
- Subsidy of Rs. 37,000 is given under state scheme) 

6    Kerala NA 

7 Tamil Nadu  Hydroponics / Soil less horticulture 

 Supporting structures like pandals (made of stone) for 
grapes , bitter gourd etc. 

8 Puducherry NA 

9  
 

East 

Odisha  Assistance should also be provided in groups like SHGs for 
the activities like area expansion, Rejuvenation etc. 

 New Horticulture Machineries like tree pruners, mist 
blowers etc. should be added 

10 Jharkhand  Dragon fruits should be included under area expansion 
and fencing should also be added. 

11 West Bengal  Betel vine can be included under protected structures. 

 Chrysanthemum can also be included under protected 
structures. 

12 A & N Islands Area Expansion of tuber crops for southern districts and water 
melon fruit 

13  
 

West 

Rajasthan NA 

14 Gujarat NA 

15 Maharashtra Low cost protected cultivation - wire & post 

16 North 
East 

Sikkim  Area Expansion should also include coffee, temperate 
crops 

 Potential of mushroom production in the state is high 
therefore provision should be made for low cost 
mushroom production (INR 5 – 7 Lakhs). Credit linkage 
should be removed from such components which can be 
taken up by entrepreneurs. 

17 Nagaland  Common Collection Centres / Common Service Centres 
under PHM 
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The states have also suggested that the selection of districts should be reassessed for the left out 

districts as it was observed that the districts which do not come under the fold of NHM also have 

potential for horticulture development. 

 

 

Constraints in the implementation of the scheme 

Among other problems highlighted by state officials’,37% officials have reported that  benefiaciaries 

faced constraints because the cost norms have not been revised followed by difficulties in availing of 

loan by the beneficiaries. 

 

 
Figure 75: Constraints faced by department in the implementation of the scheme 

 

Perception regarding overall design of the scheme 

An analysis was undertaken regarding the satisfaction level of overall design of the scheme. The 

weighted average score is 3.95 (out of 5) which represent a good score for scheme design. 
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18  
Northern 
Hilly 
States 

Uttarakhand NA 

19 J&K NA 

20 HP  Under area Expansion High Destiny Plantation of Apple ( 
approx. 2666-4444 plants/ Ha) should be included 

 Small Mushroom Production units should be included 

 Polyline tank with Brick pitching, polyline tank with stone/ 
riverbed boulders pitching, Reintroduction of vermi 
compost unit,  

 Prefabricated water storage structures, Flexi Tanks, Anti 
hail Net with permanent support structure, 

 Power operated machinery-submersible and water lifting 
pumps, bush cutter etc. 

 Small scale single line fruit grading-packing machine. 
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Table 20: Perception of SHM officials on overall design of scheme 

Total No. of respondents Weighted average score1 on a scale of 1to 5- Very satisfied (5);        

Satisfied (4); Neutral (3); Dissatisfied (2); Not at all satisfied (1) 

20 3.95 

 

Trainings of the State Staff 

The states’ staffs attend about four to five 

trainings annually to enhance their technical 

knowledge. The technical staff require MIDH 

guidelines related training at centre and state and 

84% of the SHM officials have said that they 

require training for smooth implementation of 

the scheme.   

 

 

 

Convergence 

An unidirectional approach has been followed by 

various states to achieve the development objectives. The states have converged with various 

departments and schemes as follows: 

                                                           
1 Weighted avg of the response code were calculated as: very satisfied as code 5, satisfied as code 4, neutral as 
code 3, dissatisfied as code 2  and not satisfied as code 1.Formula used to calculate weighted average was: 
={(No. of respondent who rated 1 x 1) + (Nos of respondent who rated 2 x 2) + (Nos of respondent who rated 3 x 3) + (Nos of respondent 
who rated 4 x 4) + (Nos of respondent who rated 5 x 5)}/ Total nos. of respondents 

S.N. Zones States Convergence 

1 North & 
Central 

Uttar Pradesh  

2 Chhattisgarh MGNREGA 

3  
 
 
South 

Telangana  Pradhan Mantri Krishi Sichai Yojna(PMKSY) 

 Rashtriya Krishi Vikas Yojana 

 State Plan Polyhouse scheme 

4 Andhra Pradesh  ITDAs 

 NABARD 

 NHB 

5 Karnataka  MGNREGA (Onion Storage 

 PMKSY (Drip) 

6    Kerala NA 

7 Tamil Nadu  Pradhan Mantri Krishi Sichai Yojna(PMKSY) 

8 Puducherry NA 

9 East 
 

Odisha NA 

10 Jharkhand Pradhan Mantri Krishi Sichai Yojna (PMKSY) 

84%

16%

Training requirement of staff 

Yes No

Figure 76: Training requirement of SHM staff 
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Suggestions for better implementation of overall NHM / HMNEH programme 

Suggestions were received during the course of discussion with few states for the better 

implementation of the programmes are given below. However, the overall key suggestions have been 

summarised in Chapter 4. 

Table 21: Suggestions for better implementation of overall NHM/ HMNEH scheme 

11 East West Bengal  MGNREGA 

 State Development Scheme 

 RKVY 

12 A & N Islands NA 

13  
 
West 

Rajasthan NA 

14 Gujarat NA 

15 Maharashtra NA 

16 North 
East 

Sikkim  MGNREGA for area expansion (Fruit plantation ,spice)  

 Water resources 

17 Nagaland  Honey Bee - Nagaland Honey Bee Mission 

 Mushroom - Women Resource Development 

 Large Cardamom (Area Exp.)- Rural Development 
Department 

18  
Northern 
Hilly 
States 

Uttarakhand NA 

19 J&K NA 

20 HP NA 

S.N. Zones States Suggestions provided by the states 

1  
 
 

South 

Telangana  Rectification of defects in HORTNET 

 Enhancement of percentage of assistance 

 Revision of unit cost 

 Andhra Pradesh  Components in which subsidy is 35%, it should be increased 
to 50% with an upper ceiling in cost norms  

 GoI should allocate fund in proportion to horticulture 
potential of the states   

 States should have the flexibility to customise the 
components as per the local conditions of different states 
and the approval for this can be taken directly taken from 
technical bodies like ICAR/ SAUs etc. and State Level 
Executive Committee (SLEC) at the state level  

 Chilly Integrated value chain (new component) can be 
implemented in Public Private Partnership mode in Andhra 
Pradesh (Currently being done in partnership with ITC)  

 Fruit care activity (new component) for banana can be 
taken up in PPP mode - Fruits will be blemish free & shelf 
life will also increase 

 Circulating fans should be added in protected cultivation 
structures (polyhouse) in areas where humidity is high. 

2 Kerala  Subsidy for Area Expansion programme may be provided as 
one time, instead of instalments, as majority of crops are 
grown as single season crops in the state. 
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 In the state smaller units of Mushroom production has 
more takers as they are more cost effective among the 
small scale farmers and entrepreneurs.  

 Assistance may be provided for meeting cost of planting 
materials and cultivation of foliage plants in poly houses. 

 For Components like Horticulture Mechanization Inclusion 
of GST@18% to the proposed total cost may be considered. 

3 Tamil Nadu  Provision for technological advancements 

 Traditional varieties should also be focused under area 
expansion like Manila tamarind; brinjal etc. New crops like 
dragon fruit, date palm, manila tamarind, medicinal crops 
to be included under Area expansion 

 Insurance for high value structures like polyhouses; PHM 
etc. 

 Location specific projects should be under the jurisdiction 
of state mission (Approved by Technical committee & SLEC) 

 Power of SLEC & Mission Directors to be increased - Based 
on the requirements of the state, Mission Directors should 
be vested with power to allocate the amount for different 
sub-components - keeping the total value for the 
components as allocated 

 Subsidy under farm mechanization should be as per SMAM 
guidelines 

 Food processing unit upto 2 crores should be under the 
mandate of NHM 

 As per the requirement of the state there should be 
liberalization in terms of expenditure allocated by the 
Centre 

 Automatic seedling machinery (Rs. 16 lakh)/ semi-
automatic seedling machine (Rs. 5 Lakh) should be included 
under Nursery component 

 Provision for PHM & Market infrastructure should also be 
given to non NHM districts 

4  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

East 

Odisha  Mushroom Projects up to 10 lakhs may be relaxed from 
credit linked 

 % assistance should remain same however Cost norms 
should be revised 

 The present assistance for general category is 35% which 
should be increased to 50% 

 2MT Refer vans should be revived 

 Projects up to 15 to 25 lakhs may be relaxed from credit 
linked 

 For FPOs assistance should be as per SFAC norms 

 Secondary processing unit should also be included 

 Guidelines and implementation related trainings of the 
technical officers of the states should be conducted on 
yearly basis 

5 Jharkhand  Subsidy amount should be increased up to 15% for SC / ST 
farmers 

6 West Bengal  Fund should mandatorily be disbursed through online 
software 

7 A & N Islands  Enhancement of subsidy pattern for A & N Islands from 
50% to 80% for all schemes 

  
 

Maharashtra  Subsidy is not released/disbursed until technical training is 
undertaken for any component 
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West 

 Managerial training should also be focused.  

 Training programme should also be conducted for 
Organization & Management in addition to technical 

8 Rajasthan  Cost norms should be revised 

 Focus crops under area expansion should be decided by the 
state  

 Planting materials of flowers should be made available to 
the state  

 Guidelines under food processing units should be revised 
and it requires more clarity 

 Plug tray nursery (Vegetables) should be included 

 Gujarat  Cost norms needs to be revised i.e. 2-5% increase in cost 
norms year-on-year basis  

9 North 
East 

Sikkim  Plantation such as coffee, temperate fruits (peach, pear, 
plum, walnut etc.) should be included under area 
expansion 

 Low cost mushroom production should be included (5 to 
7Lakhs). Credit linking should be decreased or relaxed for 
such subcomponent so that these activities can be taken 
up by the young entrepreneurs 

 Cost norms should be revised. Bee keeping is important for 
the state but it could not be implemented because the 
projects are not viable in view of increased cost. 

 RTGS system should be followed for release of fund to 
SHM’s account 

 HRD - guidelines are not clear regarding farmers training  

 Moreover, training slots are not available in the training 
institutes when required; Institutes should be empanelled 
by MoA for training of farmers 

 Guidelines provided under HRD for farmers’ training is not 
clear (Rupees 10,000/farmer or on actual basis limited to 
10,000 rupees) 

 Modules for farmer’s training are not able to customizable 
as per requirement as they are already defined by the 
training institutes 

10 Nagaland  Cost norms should be revised 

 Focussed crops may be selected by the concerned states 
depending upon the horticulture potential crops under 
area expansion 

 Guidelines in the scheme should be self-explanatory 

 Credit linking should be relaxed for some components like 
mushroom production unit so that the young 
entrepreneurs can avail the benefit of the scheme. Besides 
majority of the people do not have land patta and bank 
requires land documents as a part of pre requisites. 

 Retail market should be promoted. As of now only one such 
infrastructure is available in the state 

11  
 
 
 

 
 

J&K  Revision of unit cost of all components.  

 Incentives under area expansion must be increased on the 
pattern of neighbouring states like H.P, Punjab etc. 

12 HP  Revision of cost norms of components viz. Area Expansion, 
mushroom, water resources, anti-hail nets grading, packing 
house, CA storage etc. 

 Incorporation of new components viz. area expansion 
fruits- High Density Plantation of Apple (2666-4444 plants/ 
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Northern 
Hilly 

States 

per/ ha.), Small mushroom production units, polyline tank 
with brick pitching, polyline tank with stones/riverbed 
boulders pitching, prefabricated water storage structures, 
Flexi Tanks, Anti - hail nets with permanent support 
structure, Reintroduction of vermi compost unit, power 
operated machinery- submersible and water lifting pumps, 
bush cutter etc., Small scale line fruit grading-packing- 
Packing machine. 
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Chapter 4: Conclusions, Recommendations and Policy Suggestions 

4.1 Conclusion 
Overall performance of NHM/HMNEH schemes, its components and sub components across the zones 

and states for the period 2014-15 to 2018-19 indicates positive impact on the horticulture production 

and economy in general and marginal and small farmers in particular. 

The impact indicators include: area, production and productivity enhancement of the horticultural 

crops; physical and financial achievements in view of set targets; income enhancement of farmers 

through various activities under the scheme; employment generation and percentage wage increment 

of the beneficiaries, perceived change in the socio economic conditions of the beneficiaries in terms 

of consumption, expenditure and access to various facilities etc. 

The study suggests that there has been an overall increase in horticulture area, production and 

productivity of the country from 2014-15 to 2018-19 at an impressive rate of 8.8%, 11.6% and 2.5% 

respectively which is further supported by the beneficiary survey findings reflecting that there has 

been an significant increase in area of fruits (5.42%), vegetables (2.51%) and flowers (1.56%). Primary 

data also reveals that cropping pattern of the beneficiaries has changed and is diversified towards 

horticulture crops over other crops like food grains, oilseeds etc. The effective percentage increase in 

land under irrigation is 2%. Presently the average land under irrigation is 71% according to primary 

data findings. 

The financial achievement is indicated by the ratio of “Expenditure incurred to the Targeted 

Allocation”. The overall achievement ratio of the country comes to 0.80 with variations across states, 

but on an average, it seems to be exemplary, given the process of project implementation. 

Maharashtra, Andhra Pradesh, Chhattisgarh, Assam, Himachal Pradesh, Tripura, Manipur and 

Mizoram have recorded the best achievement ratio of more than one. However, the performance of 

Union Territories is low. 

Of all the Zones, Northern Hilly States zone (112%) has utilized the maximum fund allocated for various 

horticulture activities which is followed by South zone (87%), North & Central zone (83%) and West 

(77%). North East (67%) and East zone (66%) have performed relatively low in terms of overall 

expenditure. Except UTs and a few states like Arunachal Pradesh, Kerala and West Bengal all states 

have utilized more than 60% funds. The utilization percentage indicates efficiency in the utilization of 

allocated funds. State wise financial performance during 2014-15 to 2018-19 has been summarized 

into four categories: Top Performing States (> 90%), Good Performing States (71 - 90%), Fair 

Performing States (50 - 70%) and Poor Performing States <50% in the table below: 
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Table 22: Financial Performance (% utilization of allocated funds) of states / UTs under MIDH 

Top Performing States   
(> 90%) 

Good Performing 
States (71 - 90%) 

Fair Performing 
States (50 - 70%) 

Poor Performing States 
(<50%) 

Jammu and Kashmir    Himachal Pradesh Telangana Puducherry(UT) 

Andhra Pradesh Mizoram Meghalaya Andaman & Nicobar (UT) 

Sikkim Gujarat Punjab Delhi(UT) 

Karnataka Uttar Pradesh Rajasthan Lakshadweep (UT) 

Tamilnadu Haryana Jharkhand DN Haveli (UT) 

Uttarakhand Madhya Pradesh Nagaland Chandigarh(UT) 

Chhattisgarh Maharashtra Manipur Daman and Diu(UT) 

  Goa Assam Arunachal Pradesh    

  Odisha Tripura  

  Bihar Kerala   

    West Bengal   
 

It may be seen from the table above that seven states viz. Jammu and Kashmir, Uttarakhand, Sikkim, 

Tamil Nadu, Andhra Pradesh, Karnataka and Chhattisgarh have emerged as top performing states 

during 2014-15 to 2018-19 period while Lakshadweep, Puducherry, Andaman & Nicobar, Arunachal 

Pradesh, Chandigarh, DN Haveli, Daman and Diu and Arunachal Pradesh are poor performing states / 

UTs.  

More than 80% of the overall target was achieved in the components like area expansion, 

rejuvenation, protected cultivation and horticulture mechanization. Positive impact was also observed 

in case of water resources (71%), bee keeping (67%), formation of FPOs (64%), human resource 

development (72%), area development under INM / IPM (76%) and post- harvest management (57%). 

Relatively low achievement was seen in market infrastructure (48%), nursery (48%) and Centre of 

Excellence (34%).  

Of all the zones, south zone witnessed the maximum impact of area expansion with 90% followed by 

west (89%) and North & Central zone (86%) while Northern Hilly states, North East and East zones 

remained at 79%, 77% and 69% respectively. It is more visible in the States of Karnataka, Gujarat, 

Tamil Nadu, Uttarakhand and Sikkim put together accounting for about 33% of area brought under 

horticultural crops. Survey data suggests that 84% beneficiaries agree that they are generating income 

through this component. Annual net incremental income realized by the beneficiary is approximately 

1 Lakhs after availing the scheme and according to beneficiaries the incremental change has been 10-

15%. Mushroom / Spawn making units were also assessed under area expansion and it was concluded 

that East zone particularly Odisha state (126%) was observed to have a tremendous impact followed 

by Haryana (87%) in North and Central zone. 

South zone holds rank one in achieving the targets under rejuvenation with 105% while other zones 

also noted a good change i.e. North East (75%), west (67%), North & Central (65%), East (55%), and 

Northern and Hilly states zone witnessed the lowest impact having 45%. 

In context of protected cultivation, out of 165,364 ha targeted by the NHM, 143,842 ha could be 

accomplished leading to 87% achievement. In terms of percentage achievement, East Zone topped 

the list with 99% achievement followed by North & Central (90%), North East (84%) and South (80%). 
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The states which exceeded the targets include Odisha (133%), Karnataka (110%), Sikkim (108%), 

Assam (107%) and Arunachal Pradesh (103%). 

NHM target was to set up 810 nurseries both in private and public sectors. The accomplishment was 

to a tune of 386 units amounting to 48% achievement. West Zone was the best performer in 

component with 87% achievement of the target. 

Overall area covered during 2014-15 to 2018-19 under IPM is 3.89 Lakh ha out of target of 5.12 Lakh 

ha amounting to 76% achievement. South zone (92%) and North & Central zone (77%) performed 

better in terms of achievement among all the zones. Best performing states under this component 

include Nagaland, Sikkim, Telangana, Chhattisgarh and Haryana. 

Overall achievement at all India level under component of water resources is 71% and the maximum 

percentage achievement was made by south zone (82%) followed by north & Central Zone (81%) and 

West zone (79%). The States where positive impacts are quite visible include Haryana, Karnataka, 

Tripura and Sikkim, far exceeding the targets set by NHM. 

The overall performance of the country under farm mechanization component remained at 81%. The 

major zones which have performed well include Northern & Hilly states (90%), North & Central (89%) 

and North East (81%).  Among all the states particularly Haryana, Odisha, J&K and Assam have 

exceeded the targets set by NHM. 

Overall 67% achievement was recorded under bee keeping against the target set by NHM for last five 

years duration. Of all the zones, East zone has seen significantly better impact amounting to 93%. 

Good performing states against the targets set under NHM include: Kerala, Bihar, Andaman & Nicobar 

and Uttar Pradesh. North East zone has shown the least achievement i.e. 54 percent. 

NHM provided assistance for a targeted number of 60816 infrastructural facilities across the states 

under evaluation for improving post-harvest management of horticultural produce. Two States viz; 

Karnataka and Maharashtra could plan and utilize 15354 units out of the total 34720 units 

accomplished, accounting to more than 40% of the achievement. Under zone wise achievements, East 

(73%) and West zones (72%) have performed relatively better. 

During last five years, 7274 market infrastructure were targeted to establish across the states under 

the assistance provided by NHM. Out of this provision, the accomplishment was only 3492 accounting 

for 48% of the target. Only few States could utilize the provisions made to them. Among the zones, 

North & Central and South zones has performed relatively better in terms of percentage achievement. 

The good performing states are Haryana and Karnataka. 

Under HRD, 700309 stakeholders were targeted to be trained in last five years whereas the 

achievement remained at 72%. It is an important component as regular handholding and guidance is 

important for the beneficiaries and the other stakeholders. West and East zones have the maximum 

impact of the component.  

At India level, 64% achievement was recorded against the target set by the NHM in respect of FPO. 

Majority of the states have not shown any progress under the component while states like 

Chhattisgarh (100%), Haryana (52%) and Karnataka (50%) were observed to have a better impact. 
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As a result of above interventions, survey data reveals that before availing the scheme per household 

net income from all the sources was Rs. 4.33 Lakhs which has increased to Rs. 6.06 Lakhs after availing 

the scheme i.e. the income has increased significantly by about 45%. 

Further, an analysis was also undertaken to observe zone wise impact. Average income of the 

beneficiaries was compared before availing the scheme and after availing the scheme. It was observed 

that North East has achieved the highest impact in terms of per capita income enhancement by 75% 

which is followed by Northern Hilly States (67%) and west zone (58%). East zone has remained the 

lowest of all the zones in terms of income enhancement with 14% achievement. 

There has been increase in employment also through NHM/HMNEH interventions. The scheme has 

generated the annual employment in terms of man days by 35% and the annual wage percentage has 

also increased by 29%. 

The inferences drawn from the study also suggests that awareness generation and imparting the 

training to the beneficiaries under a technical expert is a must to improve the performance. 

The perceived socio economic changes among the beneficiaries include the following:  

 Per capita availability of food including fruits, vegetables, & other horticultural crops for the 

family has increased 

 Expenditure on education of the children has increased and 87% of the beneficiaries 

supported the same 

 86% respondents supported that their access to drinking water and sanitation facilities have 

increased 

 Approximately 86% beneficiaries responded that their access to better health care facilities 

has increased 

 About 74% respondents agreed that their access to improved lifestyle choices has increased 

 

To sum up the all the findings, the observation has been presented in the form of OCED / DAC 

evaluation criteria of Relevance, Effectiveness, Efficiency, Impact and Sustainability (Source: 

Guidelines for Project and Programme Evaluations of OECD / DAC). 

Relevance of the interventions 

1. In view of national priority of food security and nutritional requirements, the scheme has been 

able to successfully contribute to it. Food and Nutritional Security Analysis (FNSA), India, 2019 (a 

report published by joint effort of Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation, GoI and 

The World Food Programme), suggests that between 2004-05 to 2011-12, among the poorest, the 

share of expenditure on food has declined by 9 percent in rural and 8 percent in urban areas of 

India. Declining trends indicates that incomes have increased in both rural and urban areas and 

that food is no longer the only predominant expenditure head for the people. (Engel’s Law2). The 

report also highlights that relative importance of fruits & vegetables has shown a remarkable 

increase indicating an increased diversity in consumption in the country. As per Indian Council of 

                                                           
2 The share of income spent on food decreases, even as total food expenditure rises. A higher share of total 
monthly expenditure for food shows lower purchasing power and is related to food access 
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Medical Research (ICMR) norm per capita nutrition consumption in urban and rural areas is higher 

than the minimum daily requirement. 

Moreover, Indian agriculture ranks among top three in production of many crops, fruits and 

processed products when compared to rest of the world. Annexure 4 provides a comparison of 

Fruits & Vegetables production in India and World.  The country has secured a remarkable position 

in the global retail ranking as well. Overall the country has been known to have a high market 

potential, low economic risk and moderate political risk. 

 

2. Additionally, FNSA report talks about improvement of food availability through agricultural 

diversification including nutritious foods such as soybeans, vegetables and fruits etc.; use of 

innovative and low cost farming technologies; increase in the irrigation coverage and enhancing 

knowledge of farmers in areas such as appropriate use of land and water, establishment of agro-

processing units and improved supply chains; enhancing the storage capacity, prevention of post-

harvest losses etc. the scheme incorporates all these elements and as such is in line with the 

developmental objectives of the country.  

In view of above constraints / needs of the target group, the assistance provided under the NHM 

/ HMNEH is successfully contributing in meeting the requirements and helping in development of 

the beneficiaries. 

 

3. Furthermore, addressing the challenges faced by smallholder farmers is quite critical because 

small holders form a significant proportion of the producers community, and their low incomes 

and productivity inhibit overall socio-economic development. Recently, the Government had   

announced that the efforts will be made to double farmers’ incomes by 2022 for which 

horticulture adoption by farmers can contribute significantly. The average monthly income per 

agricultural household was Rs. 6426 per month (NSSO, 70th round 2012-13) of which 32 % was 

from wages & 60 % from cultivation and livestock rearing. The additional income realization was 

strategized through increase in crop productivity, crop intensity, input efficiency, diversification 

towards high-value crops, improved price realization etc. Diversification to horticulture crops 

increases crop intensity, enhance productivity and command remunerative prices as compared to 

MSP crops. It is noticeable that the key findings of the primary survey regarding the income 

enhancement and the case studies provided in Chapter - 6 of this report supports the same. 

4. The Government is also aiming to re orient the sector by focusing on income centeredness. In 

order to realize net positive returns for the farmer, several schemes are being promoted and 

implemented in a major way through states/UTs. MIDH scheme have been listed as an important 

scheme to fulfil the objective. 

 

5. It was also observed that the design of NHM / HMNEH scheme is coherent with other existing 

schemes in the states. For instance GoI is committed to accord high priority to water conservation 

and its management through Pradhan Mantri Krishi Sinchayee Yojana (PMKSY) having the 

coverage of irrigation ‘Har Khet ko Pani’(water in every farm), and improving water use efficiency 

‘More crop per drop' in a focused manner. This has been in sync with the NHM / HMNEH 

components and subcomponents like establishment of water resources (community & individual 

structures), micro irrigation, mulching etc. 
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6. India as a nation is committed to meet the Sustainable Development Goals3 (SDGs) in a timely 

manner. The key findings / results of NHM / HMNEH evaluation study also present a trajectory 

towards achievement of SDG-2 and its targets. 

Effectiveness 

1. The expenditure under MIDH during period 2014-15 to 2018-19 was 80% of the allocated budget. 

The resultant effect of this investment has been turned out to be spectacular in terms of 

horticulture area increase by 6%, production enhancement by approximately 11% and yield at the 

rate of about 5%. 

2. Approximately 80% of the major components have attained more than 50% achievement against 

the target set by MIDH national and state implementation units which shows that programme has 

good demand from target beneficiaries and been effective in its implementation. 

3. In majority of the cases the interventions have been realistic except few such as underutilisation 

of fund by the states under Market Infrastructure, Tissue Culture Labs, Bio Control Labs, CoE etc. 

which have not been effective. Moreover, in cases like low cost Mushroom cultivation / spawn 

making unit which could have been taken up by the beneficiaries / young entrepreneurs but it was 

not utilized because it was credit linked. Similarly, in few cases due to lack of know how & do how 

particularly in protected cultivation the effectiveness has remained low. 

4. Factors which had been crucial for achievement were: Availability of man power at state and 

district level, regular monitoring of the project, timely release of fund and subsidy, mutual 

coordination with various levels of implementation units and redressal mechanism, Ease in getting 

loan from banks etc. 

Efficiency 

1. The assistance under MIDH had been crucial for making the desired projects viable. However, it 

was reported by beneficiaries that the percentage of assistance in real terms works out to be much 

below the defined levels due to increased cost of the projects on account of inflation etc.  It was 

observed from the discussions that that over 4 years have passed and the cost norms of the 

components have not been revised. This has affected the envisaged impact of the scheme.  

Despite this factor, outcomes of the scheme elaborated in section 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3 of this report 

justifies the outlay and the investments made by the Govt. to bring in the qualitative change in 

the country during 2014-15 to 2018-19 as scheme has been able to stimulate the desired 

developments. 

2. Fund flow efficiency in the programme has been good. Majority of the states revealed that they 

receive funds on time from Centre however, the process involved in the fund routed through state 

treasury takes time. Delay in release of fund from state treasury affects the performance of overall 

programme in few states. 

 

                                                           
3 SDG-2: aims to end hunger, achieve food security and improved nutrition and promote sustainable 
agriculture by 2030;  
SDG-2.3: focuses on doubling the agricultural productivity and incomes of small-scale food producers and 
farmers 
SDG:2.a; focuses on increasing investment in rural infrastructure to enhance agricultural productive capacity 
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Impact 

1. The horticulture sector as a result of MIDH scheme has emerged as a promising sector for 

diversification of agriculture. Over the last decade, the area under horticulture grew by 2.6% per 

annum and annual production increased by 4.8% (MoA & FW). Average income from per unit area 

of land from horticulture is more than the agricultural crops. 

2. Contribution of the scheme in increase in production of fruits of vegetables has been remarkable 

as it can be seen in Figure 77. 

 
Source: Horticulture Statistics 2018, MoA&FW, Horticulture statistics Division 

Figure 77: Horticulture vis a vis fruit & vegetable production in India 

3. With a remarkable increase in production, the focus has been also on post-harvest management 

and processing. The scheme has triggered development in direction also by way of adding value 

to the produce by creating various PHM infrastructures and processing facilities. 

4. Women’s participation in the sector has increased to 13.9 per cent in 2015-16 from 11.7 per cent 

in 2005-06 and their concentration is highest (28 per cent) among small and marginal farmers 

(Source: Economic Survey 2018-19). Hence the programme has also obtained gender 

mainstreaming to a good extent. 

5. The scheme has also promoted the community participation among the targeted beneficiaries. 

During field visit it was observed that the beneficiaries covered in the recent years (say 2014-15) 

were influenced by the impact transpired to the beneficiaries of early years of the scheme. It has 

helped in generating awareness among the farmers. This mutual learning amongst the farmers 

has encouraged the spill over effects under this programme. 

6. Improved horticultural practices and income enhancement have led the farmers to invest further 

for expansion. It has also given ample opportunities for the entrepreneurship. Therefore the 

scheme has also generated direct and indirect employment in various parts of the country as well. 

Sustainability 

Sustainability of the projects is important to ensure the continuation of benefits from the scheme in 

order to produce long term benefits.  

1. Most of the components of the scheme aims at developing production, post-harvest management 

and processing infrastructure which are commercially viable and will be able sustain in short, 

medium and long terms. 
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2.  Conduct of hands on trainings and refresher trainings on regular basis to address the know-how 

and do - how issues of the target group and this may strengthen the system and prepare the 

counterparts and target groups to adopt the external changes and shocks. 

4.2 Recommendations 

The chapter provides the key recommendations based on the qualitative & quantitative assessment 

of the data collected from field visit and also an analysis on the basis of relevance, effectiveness, equity 

and sustainability. Overall the chapter contains two kinds of recommendations. First is General and 

second are component specific recommendations. The recommendations are discussed below:   

4.2.1 General 

S. No. Problem Statement Recommendations 

1.  29% of States included in the study are of the 

view that the current process of release of 

fund from the MIDH to the State Horticulture 

Mission (SHM) is through state treasury, 

Which results in delay of the fund flow to the 

SHM – on an average by one month. This 

affects the entire process of subsequent 

release of the remaining funds by MIDH. 

The fund from the Centre should be 

directly released to the State Horticulture 

Mission (SHM) an autonomous agency 

(registered under Societies Registration 

Act.), instead of fund be routed through 

the state government treasury. This will 

help the SHM to get the fund from the 

Centre on time. 

2.  The physical and financial target for SC and 

ST is similar across all the states. However, 

the proportion of population is different and 

therefore, funds allocation to these 

categories needs to be rationalized. 

Physical and Financial targets for SC and ST 

population may be fixed in proportion to 

the population of SC and ST farmers / 

beneficiaries in the state.  

3.   Almost 100% state officials during KII 

reported that the cost norms fixed over 

duration of 5 years does not capture the 

incremental cost year-on-year basis or 

inflation. As a result the beneficiary does 

not get real amount of the assistance 

against the expenditure incurred which 

further affect the viability of the project. 

 Similarly, this issue was also raised for 

rejuvenation, water harvesting system 

for individual including establishment of 

small nursery and upgradation of 

nursery scheme. 

Cost norms should be reviewed. As per the 
findings from beneficiary survey it should 
be revised particularly for: area expansion, 
rejuvenation, water harvesting and 
nursery on priority 

4.  Strengthening State & District Mission 

Offices and  Implementation agencies 

The project of MIDH is considered for 

assistance under the scheme only after a 

satisfactory visit by the officials of SHM. In 

addition to above, to manage the 

administrative expenditure towards 
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S. No. Problem Statement Recommendations 

engagement of consultants / subject 

matter specialist e.g. INM / IPM expert, 

water conservation expert, high density 

plantation expert and other manpower at 

state and district level including project 

preparation, computerization and 

contingency expenditure, it is suggested 

that present allocation of 5% of total 

annual expenditure may be reviewed and 

enhanced to 7.5% by MIDH.  

5.  Lack of ease in credit linked back-end subsidy The collateral security may be relaxed for 

the farmers or entrepreneurs who are not 

able to provide such security for availing 

the bank loan.  

NABARD should take initiative to make a 

separate norms and also rationalise the 

interest rate on horticulture credit 

particularly for the scheme implemented 

by the Government   

6.  Lack of crop specific & cluster based value 

chain approach for integrated development 

of horticulture 

 

1. PHM projects have been installed 

without analysing the detailed viability 

analysis 

2. Inadequate backward & forward 

linkages 

For linking small farmers to the markets 

and to establish the post-harvest and 

supply chain infrastructures to meet the 

gap, the crop specific and cluster based 

area expansion programme may be made 

in future. 

 

Based on crop & cluster specific value 

chain study, Ministry should focus on 

cluster based development of horticulture 

through export promotion to address the 

issues of small scale farmers. 

7.  During the discussion, 44% of covered states 

informed that they do not have adequate 

number of technical staff for speedy 

implementation of the scheme. 

Need to fill up vacant technical posts 

under SHM on priority. 

8.  Special Incentive: Recognition for 

Outstanding Performance 

The best performing states & districts may 

be given special status by declaring as 

"Star State" & "Star District" of the Year by 

MIDH to boost and motivate the teams. 
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4.2.2 Component Specific 

4.2.2.1 Establishment of New Garden / Area Expansion 

S.N. Problem Statement Recommendations 

1.  During the course of survey, 30% 

beneficiaries reported that the cost 

of cultivation is high and subsidy is 

not adequate.  

It is suggested that while preparing the cost norms 

the period for which it is applied be taken into 

account and the cost norms should be revised at 

regular intervals. 

2.  Inclusion of more crops under area 

expansion component 

 Kharif onion in Northern states, minor fruits 
such as dragon fruit, jamun, jackfruit 
plantation, date palm, sweet-potato etc. may 
be brought under area expansion. 

 In NORTH-EAST region, emphasis should be 
given for production of spices like large 
cardamom, ginger and turmeric etc. 

3.  Revision in assistance under 

Mushrooms including Production 

units, Spawn making units and 

Composting units 

As the off take of this component is less whereas 

there is growing demand of all type of mushroom 

in the market is high, the assistance may be 

increased from 40% to 50% for private sector. 

4.  The SHM officials during KIIs 

informed that the physical / 

financial targets for SC / ST 

beneficiaries are mostly not met as 

they generally do not possess own 

land or a small patch of land. This 

results in exclusion of these 

marginal classes from availing the 

benefits under MIDH.  

For components like area expansion seasonal crops 

such as vegetables and flowers wherein the season 

lasts for up to 3- 6 months, the SC / ST farmers may 

be allowed to avail the benefit if they provide the 

proof of land on registered lease for at least a 

period of three years so that these category of 

farmers may also be able to avail benefits from the 

scheme.  

This may impact: 

 To uplift the socio economic condition of SC / 

ST beneficiaries and  

To help the states to achieve their target in both the 

categories 

5.  As per the mandate of area 

expansion, planting material is to 

be sourced from accredited 

nurseries. However, the demand 

for planting material is not met due 

to limited accredited nurseries in 

India.  

There should be a check mechanism designed by 

the Centre to allocate the fund as per the 

availability of planting material in the states so that 

demand supply gap is reduced. 

The accreditation of nurseries by the nodal 

agencies identified by GoI should be accelerated. 

6.  Under the sub-component – spices, 

the cost norm per unit for seed 

spice and rhizomatic spices are 

same. However, in practice the 

cost incurred is different for both 

these categories. 

 Under spices, Rhizomatic spices such as Ginger, 

Turmeric etc. may be separated from seed 

spice since the cost of planting material of 

Rhizomatic spices are comparatively higher.  
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4.2.2.2 Post-Harvest management 

S. No. Problem Statement Recommendations 

1  Survey revealed following viability 
issues: 

 Only 4% have reported that 
sufficient raw material available in 
the catchment of the facility.  

 Unavailability of produce 
throughout the year (39% 
respondents) 

 Unavailability of produce in cluster 
(26%) 

 Lack of know- how & do-how (16%) 

 <5 % of the high value projects have 
been installed 

 Capacity utilisation of large projects 
pertaining to CA & Cold Stores, Cold 
Chain, Integrated post-harvest 
Infrastructure is low at about 30-
40%.  

 
 

 Techno Economic Feasibility Evaluation of 
large size projects (CA & Cold stores) 
costing above Rs. 2 Crores by the experts 
and professional consultants before 
sanction of such projects 

 In order to fund only viable and modern 
infrastructural project, process to sanction 
of projects costing Rs 2 cores and above is 
proposed to be modified as: 
 Only modern infrastructure (multi-

chamber, multi temperature cold 
stores, CA & MA stores, pre coolers 
etc.) may be funded under scheme 

 Techno-economic feasibility of such 
projects may be evaluated through 
professional consultants for which a 
panel of consultants to be selected by 
the Horticulture Division of MoA & FW 

 
In addition, such projects may be sanctioned 
centrally by the Ministry since appointment of 
experts and professional consultants for 
Techno-economic feasibility in all the states 
will be difficult and more expensive 
 
It is advised that the Ministry may conduct a 
separate study for mapping and identifying the 
gaps 

2  According to 11% beneficiaries cost 
norms are not adequate. As per existing 
cost norms for CA storage is 
approximately Rs. 20,000 / MT, Whereas 
the cost has gone to Rs. 50,000 / MT and 
above. 

 The cost of CA stores should also be 
reviewed and revised 

 
 This will also help in import substitution 

particularly for apples 

3  Rationalization & introduction of new 
components under Integrated PHM 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Assistance to garlic storage may be 
extended as per onion storage structure. 

 Beneficiaries may also be allowed to get 
term loan from any non-banking financial 
institutes approved by RBI.  

 Provision to include small size refrigerated 
vans of 1MT and above capacity for 
assistance 

 The pack house can be renamed as "On 
Farm Packing House" as it has no grading 
packing line.  

 Plastic crates which is basic 
subcomponent for handling of F&V from 
harvesting to market may be included 
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under scheme to reduce the post-harvest 
losses 

4  Beneficiaries during the survey reported 
that they require primary processing 
unit particularly among small & marginal 
farmers 

 Primary processing units may be 
continued for utilization of immediate 
surplus F&V which also provides 
employment to the rural sector, especially 
women and small and marginal farmers. 

5  Exclusion of existing sub components 
 

There have been lack of proposals and 
demand across the states for few PHM 
subcomponents which may be excluded: 
 Mobile pre-cooling unit 
 Evaporating low energy cool chamber 
 Pusa zero energy cool chamber 

 

4.2.2.3 Establishment of Nursery 

S. No. Problem Statement Recommendations 

1.  70% beneficiaries suggested to 

reduce minimum requirement of 

area for hi-tech / small nursery 

especially in hilly areas and NE 

region 

There should be reduction of eligibility criteria 

under small nursery;  

Presently, the area required for establishment of 

small nurseries is 1 ha. This should be reduced to 1 

acre. Similarly the area as required for hi tech 

nursery should be reduced to 2 ha. 

2.  During KIIs with SHM officials, it was 

revealed that there is no provision 

for flower & vegetable nurseries & 

Plug - Type nurseries which is in 

demand 

Provision of flower & vegetable nurseries may be 

made under MIDH. 

3.  Unavailability of quality & disease 

free planting material 

 Under area expansion 35% 

beneficiaries reported lack of 

disease free planting material 

 Under protected cultivation 

57% beneficiaries have 

reported problems related to 

planting material 

The GoI launched accreditation scheme of Nursery 

in the year 2008-09. So far about 750 nurseries 

have been accredited across the country whereas 

a large number of nursery have not been found 

eligible for accreditation in absence of proper 

mother / root stock blocks and other 

infrastructures.  

 Further an up gradation of existing nursery sub 

component of MIDH was introduced in 2014-

15. 

 In order to promote the scheme and to ensure 

the availability of planting material the 

following measures may be adopted: 

a. Wide publicity of scheme 

b. Increase in cost norm 

c. Relaxation from credit link 

d. Nursery accreditation work by 

authorised agency should be accelerated 

 Import of elite planting material  
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 Private sector should also be made 

eligible for financial support under the 

scheme 

State Govt. / PSUs are already eligible for import of 

planting material. Similarly FPOs / farmers 

association and individual farmers (in consultation 

with ICAR) may also be made eligible for healthy 

competition. 

4.  Planting material available from 

nurseries are without labeling & bar 

coding 

For providing authentic and disease free planting 
material, the nurserymen should use bar coding for 
which an agency may be engaged by them. 
 
To begin with, it should be made mandatory for 
Government & public sector nurseries. On its 
success, it should be made mandatory for all.   
 
The bar coding should have following details- 

 Name and address of the 
nursery/organisation 

 Contact number  

 Name of plant 

 Variety 

 Age of the planting material 

5.  Relaxation of credit linkage under 

the scheme 

The credit facility from any banks / FIs requires lot 

of formalities including collateral security before 

sanctioning of loan. To encourage more nurseries 

to be setup, it may allow to establish even through 

own fund and mandatory provision of credit linked 

should be removed both for Hi-tech and small 

nursery.  

 

 

4.2.2.4 Integrated Pest Management (IPM)/ Integrated Nutrient Management 

S. No. Problem Statement Recommendations 

1.  92% beneficiaries revealed that 
they need specific module for   
INM / IPM application 
 
Non-availability of location-
specific IPM modules for many 
crops (MIDH has prepared a 
technical bulletin on IPM 
Schedule for Vegetables, Citrus, 
Mango, etc.) 

 Availability of location - specific IPM modules, 
which are ecologically sound, economically viable 
and socially acceptable. 
 

 MIDH may prepare and regularly update technical 
bulletin, crop calendar (month wise / activity wise) 
on IPM Schedule for major Fruits, Vegetables, 
Flowers, Spices etc. 

2.  Low awareness & 
innovativeness of extension 

Technical staff may be provided training to further 
transfer information to farmers / beneficiaries about 
crop rotations that mitigate weeds, disease, insect and 
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personnel and target groups 
(KII) 

other pest problems; provide alternative sources of 
soil nitrogen; reduce soil erosion; and reduce risk of 
water contamination by agricultural chemicals. 

3.  Lack of know-how and do how 
among the users 
 
18% farmers reported that 
proper advisory service & 
knowledge is required at 
appropriate time 

 Enhance capacity building of beneficiaries 
regarding pest control strategies include 
integrated pest management techniques that 
reduce the need for pesticides by practices such as 
scouting/ monitoring, use of resistant cultivars, 
timing of planting, and biological pest controls 

 This component may be made mandatory with the 
area expansion programme and the cost norm may 
be revised to 50% to make it more effective. 

 Farmer Field Schools and chemical safety 
programmes aimed at risk-assessment and 
reduction may be encouraged for judicious use of 
agricultural chemicals. 

 

4.2.2.5 Protected Cultivation 

S. No. Problem Statement Recommendations 

1.  About 85% farmers have reported 
that they require low cost protected 
cultivation structure 

Low cost shade net should be introduced and 
popularized for production of vegetables 
particularly tomato, cucumber and capsicum 

2.  28% beneficiaries face problems in 
procurement of planting material 
 

Nurseries supplying planting material for Flowers 
& Vegetables should also be accredited and 
details of such nurseries should be made 
available on MIDH website 

3.  Lack of know how & do how:  
According to survey 83% 
beneficiaries reported that they 
would like to avail technical advisory 
services for the installed structure 

 Proper training to the beneficiary is required 
before opting for this component. The 
training may be at CoE, Horticulture Training 
Centre (HTC) Pune and ICAR institutes etc. 

 Identification of zone wise specific training 
Institutes for such training 

4.  According to survey: 

 71% farmers want to change the 
existing structural design and 
incorporate advance 
technologies and automation of 
the structure 

 

 83% beneficiaries desire 
automation in the existing 
protected cultivation structures 

 Provision for additional assistance should be 

made under this component to provide 

replacement of unsuitable soil and replace 

it with coco peat / rockwool or other 

suitable soil 

 Establishment of RO units & automation for 

irrigation and fertigation may also be 

incorporated as add on component 

5.  Introduction of new sub-
components 

 Insurance of Polyhouse may be included 
 Hydroponics / Aeroponics may be included 

and separate cost norms may be fixed 
 Provision of maintenance of greenhouses 

may be made 
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4.2.2.6 Rejuvenation/ Canopy Management 

S. No. Problem Statement Recommendations 

1.   Rejuvenation & canopy 

management practices are 

popular among the farmers. 

Of the total sample 45% 

availed replacement of 

senile plantations while 41% 

have availed pruning / 

canopy management but 

they reported lack of 

technical guidance.  

 80% farmers require 

additional training under the 

guidance of technical expert 

 The execution of this component needs technical 

support such as hands on training of farmers and 

this should be done under proper technical 

guidance. 

 Farmers are now opting high density plantation. 

Therefore, regular workshop and awareness 

programmes on this topic may be given priority 

for promotion of this component. 

 The training programme may be formulated to 

cover both, the technique of rejuvenation, 

pruning and after care of plants. 

 

2.  About 36% beneficiaries have 

reported that the cost norm is 

inadequate 

Currently the upper ceiling of assistance is Rs. 20000 

per ha which may be reviewed & enhanced. 

 

4.2.2.7 Horticulture farm mechanization 

S. No. Problem Statement  Recommendations 

1.  During the course of discussion 

with SHM officials and field visit 

low financial assistance as 

compared to SMAM was 

observed 

Pattern of assistance may be made at par with SMAM 

under MIDH.  i.e. 50% for SC& ST, hill states NER and 

40% for general categories 

2.  Survey Data reveals, 75% 

farmers want to avail  

equipment from a custom 

hiring Centre therefore, high 

efficiency machine may be 

included. 

 

To begin with under noted high efficiency machines 
may be imported and may be included under this 
component. These machines should be made 
available to the farmers on custom hiring basis by the 
Govt. / public sector organization / FPOs. Similarly this 
facility should also be available at CoE to extend the 
services to the farmers. 

 Protray step seeder 

 Vegetable seedling transplanter 

 Row crop weeder 

 Tractor operated mechanical tree pruner 

 Air blast orchard sprayer 

 Electro static spray pump 

 Fertilizer spreader 

 Bag filler in nursery etc. 

Details of same has been provided in Annexure 5 

3.  Inclusion of individual farmers 

for import of machine 

 Individual farmer may be allowed to import 

suitable high efficiency machinery which should be 
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S. No. Problem Statement  Recommendations 

made eligible for financial support under the 

scheme 

4.  Accessories for Anti bird & Anti 

hail nets (KII) 

 MIDH may enhance the assistance especially in 

hilly states to reduce losses due to birds & hail. The 

cost of accessories may be incorporated in the 

project cost.  

List of accessories and their cost is provided in 

Annexure 7 

4.2.2.8 Creation of water resources 

S. No. Issues Recommendations 

1.  • About 31% beneficiaries 
reported that the cost norm and 
subsidy is not adequate 
particularly in hilly areas like J&K 

• Survey data reveals that on an 
average per beneficiary made an 
investment of approx. Rs. 3.2 
Lakhs & in the hilly regions is 
about cost is Rs.4.0 Lakhs (KII) 
against Rs 1.5 lakhs &  Rs 1.8  
lakhs in Hilly States 

 Cost norm may be revised and enhanced to  
60% of the project cost 
 

 Provision for integration with Solar PV Panels 

2.  Lack of interest among farmers for 
rain water harvesting measures in 
Hilly states & NER. 

Rain water harvesting may be made mandatory in 
new orchards, protected cultivation to conserve 
water. 

 

4.2.2.9 Bee keeping 

S. No. Problem Statement Recommendations 

1.  Beneficiaries (26%) have 

reported that the cost norm is 

not adequate 

 

KVIC assistance is on  higher side 

 

 Rate of assistance may be increased from existing 

40% to 60% or at par with Bee Mission as 

i. It helps in pollination and productivity of 

crops and 

ii. Also creates employment in tribal regions, 

Left Wing Effected (LWE) areas and 

backward districts of the country 

2.  Farmers (33%) face issues in 

marketing of the produce 

Honey processing unit should also be supported to 

facilitate the farmers 

3.  Difficulty faced by beneficiaries 

in interstate & intrastate 

movement of bee hives (KII) 

The bee keepers shift their bee hives from one place 

to another (interstate and intrastate) in view of 

flowering seasons. Since they do not have any 

authentic papers / documents with them, they face 

problems in this regard. An advisory may be issued to 

State Govt. for hassle free passage of bee hives. 
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4.2.2.10 Establishment of Marketing Infrastructure for Horticultural Produce in 

Govt/Private/Cooperative Sector 

S. No. Problem Statement Recommendations 

1.  Lack of proposals for 

establishment of Terminal 

Markets, Wholesale Markets, 

Gravity Operated Ropeway in 

Hilly Areas, District Market, 

Rural Market / Apni Mandi / 

Direct Market etc. (KII) 

 These sub components may be excluded from MIDH. 

However, retail markets, mobile vending carts may 

be continued 

 It is also suggested that the sub components like 

terminal and wholesale market etc. are broadly 

under DMI. Exception may be made for the projects 

already approved 

 

4.2.2.11 Other Components 

Centre of Excellence (COE) 

S. No. Problem Statement Recommendations 

1. Insufficient technical 

manpower at CoE 

 Structure of CoE should have more activities for its 

sustainability. The details of which are given in 

figure below. 

 CoE should be strengthened by providing sufficient 

technical manpower to achieve the mandate of 

providing demonstration & training including 

supply of sufficient number of planting materials to 

the nurserymen and farmers. 

 Services to the farmers of 

neighbouring area  

 CoE should have high efficiency machineries for 

providing services to the farmers of the area on 

custom hiring basis. 

 

Proposed structure of CoE may be as follows: 

 

Figure 78: Proposed structure of CoE 
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Human Resource development (HRD) in Horticulture 

S. No. Problem Statement Recommendations 

1  84% of the SHM officials have said 

that they require training for 

smooth implementation & 

monitoring of the scheme 

 

Lack of sufficient technical trained 

manpower particularly field 

functionaries and gardeners etc. 

 Regular training programmes for technical 

officials for up gradation of knowledge and field 

functionaries like supervisor/gardener should 

be conducted under this component and 

should be made mandatory for such staff. 

 The present period of training for supervisor, 

gardeners and entrepreneurs should be 

reduced to 1-2 months. 

2  Lack of training and exposure visit 

of farmers 

 The beneficiaries availing benefits of MIDH 

scheme for any component may be covered 

under short duration training programme at 

least for five days and exposure visit to the 

places of horticulture excellence.  

3  Identification of training institutes 

at National / State level 

National / Zone level training institutes across the 

country having good infrastructure and trained 

manpower for the training of beneficiaries  under 

MIDH may be identified for conducting trainings 

 

Food Processing 

S. No. Problem Statement Recommendations 

1 Food processing and primary/ 

minimal processing 

components and cost norms 

are not clearly defined in the 

guidelines. 

Food Processing is a mandate of MOFPI at large, 

however, smaller units for primary / minimal processing 

(where there is no change of form) and value addition 

should continue with MIDH. 

 

It is suggested that the activities / components eligible 

under this head should clearly be defined with their 

normative cost. Component like solar dehydration unit 

may also be considered and included under the head of 

the primary / minimal processing. 

 

4.2.3 Other Suggestions 

a) Continuation of Scheme 

The scheme of MIDH has been designed to integrate the horticultural activities of the horticulture 

value chains and all the components are well knitted to achieve overall development in horticulture 

sector across the country. The NHM Guidelines have incorporated various components of the 

schemes. However, interventions are required to strengthen this sector further. The Mission has been 

effectively instrumental in promoting commercial horticulture in various states. Keeping in view its 

impact on horticulture sector in general and farmers & other stakeholders in particular, it is proposed 
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that the scheme may be continued. Some of the reasons for the continuation of the scheme are 

highlighted below: 

Although India has emerged as one of the leading producer of fruits and vegetables in the World, 

however, per capita consumption of fruits and vegetables is only  281 gms / day during 2005-06 which 

increased to 397 gms / day in 2017-18. This is much lesser as compared to world average of 479 gms 

/ day and highest 1211 gms / day by China followed by Iran of 1059 gms / day. Hence, horticulture 

must remain focus area for ensuring food and nutritional security. 

Increasing demand for Fruits and Vegetables 

 During last decade, the growth of urban population and disposable income levels have 

triggered the demand for quality food in general and fruits and vegetables in particular.  

 With changing lifestyles, people have become more health conscious and hence they are 

resorting to healthy diets. The demand for fruits and vegetables as sources of various essential 

minerals, vitamins and proteins is increasing at a faster rate.  

 With higher disposable income, consumer is demanding better quality as their disposable 

income has increased and is willing to pay for quality produce. 

 Organized retail has also made its presence in big cities. The demand for fresh and quality 

fruits and vegetables is expected to grow many fold with the growth of organized retail. 

 Approach for procurement of raw material by the processing industry has changed in recent 

years. In the past they used to procure small size and culled produce not suitable as table 

fruits. However, in order to meet quality standards and achieve competitiveness, there has 

been a shift to customized cultivation of process-able varieties. The Ministry of Food 

Processing Industry has set up target of processing 25% of the production by the end of year 

2025 from the present level of 5.78%. This represents immense opportunities to the growers 

to upgrade production level and get high remuneration per unit of area. 

 There have been significant socio-economic advantages of the scheme and various 

components of the schemes have been able in sustaining livelihood of farmers and other 

beneficiaries of scheme by enhancing their income, create opportunities for employment 

generation for skilled and unskilled persons especially unemployed youths. 

 The Scheme has so far been instrumental in achieving holistic growth of the horticulture 

sector through backward & forward linkages of value chains. It has resulted in area expansion, 

improving productivity & production as well as create post-harvest infrastructure which 

resulted in better quality and reduced post-harvest losses. 

 The Scheme adopted a coordinated approach and is able to establish convergence and 

synergy among multiple on-going and planned programmes for horticulture development 

such as Support to State Extension Programmes for Extension Reforms under Sub-Mission 

on Agricultural Extension (SMAE), National Food Security Mission and National Mission on 

Sustainable Agriculture, Sub-Mission for Seed & Planting Material, Sub-Mission on Agricultural 

Mechanization, MGNERGA etc. 

 The scheme has also been able to empower women as MIDH required them to organize into 

Self Help Groups. In the past, assistance have been availed for creation of infrastructure, farm 

input, technological & extension supports which resulted to make women self-reliant. Women 

constitute as a major workforce in projects related to floriculture under controlled condition. 

Further, trainings have been especially designed as per their needs under various components 
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of MIDH enabled them to enhanced their skill sets and to pursue their livelihoods on a 

sustainable basis. This has ensured and enhanced their participation and productivity, as also 

helped to create and sustain horticultural based livelihoods of rural women as well as their 

status in the society.  

 United Nations General Assembly (UNGA) declares 2021 to be the International Year of 

Fruits and Vegetables. The resolution says that UNGA considered the urgent need to raise 

awareness of the nutritional and health benefits of fruits & vegetables consumption. It 

further called upon to take effective measures to help to integrate smallholders into global 

production, value & supply chains for sustainable production and consumption of fruits & 

vegetables. 

b) Growth Drivers 

Vast supply of production base, increase in population, rising disposable income urbanization, life 

style, rising & off seasoned demand throughout the year and potential export market will remain the 

key drivers of the growth in this sector. Horticulture sector has become one of the major drivers of 

growth as it is more remunerative than the agricultural sector (food grains mainly). The production of 

fruits and vegetables has overcome the production of food grains in the country. This sector 

provides employment possibilities across primary, secondary and tertiary sectors. Horticulture crops, 

fruits are more resilient to change in weather conditions and the vegetables augment the income of 

small and marginal farmers. Water utilization is very low, minimizing the risk of crop failure and it can 

be done on smaller farms. Multiple crops are planted simultaneously to get more yield and to use the 

maximum of the fertilizers. This sector enables the population to eat a diverse and balanced diet for 

a healthy lifestyle. 

The reason for the growing preference of horticulture crops for the Indian farmer is that vegetables 

are short duration crops that are mostly grown on small patches of land by marginal farmers, often in 

less than an acre of land. As land holdings become increasingly fragmented & small, production of 

vegetables ensure quick returns to farmers, compared to say, some pulse varieties that take up to six 

months to harvest. Better incomes, urbanisation and higher consumption of fruits and vegetable seem 

to be driving demand. However, several gaps remain. First, prices crashing during peak harvest season 

and peaking during lean months means India needs to invest more in food processing units that are 

located close to the farm gate. A better cold chain network with pack houses and access to refrigerated 

transport can also help prolong the shelf life of fresh produce and earn better value for farmers. Better 

access to markets, technology and intelligence can help translate the higher perishable production to 

higher earnings for farmers. 
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c) Inclusion of More Districts under MIDH  

With the growth of technology, modernization, and changes in consumption pattern, Indian 

agriculture has undergone a major shift in the recent past, moving away from the cereal to non-cereal 

crops cultivation, especially toward the horticulture crops. Horticulture has been one of the fastest 

growing sectors within the larger agricultural activities in the country. Better incomes, urbanization 

and higher consumption of fruits and vegetable seem to be driving demand. A positive for India’s 

horticulture story is that it is spread across the country from West Bengal to Tamil Nadu, unlike food 

grains where successes post green-revolution were largely limited to northern states like Punjab, 

Haryana and western Uttar Pradesh. The reason for the growing preference of horticulture crops for 

the Indian farmer is that vegetables are short duration crops that are mostly grown on small patches 

of land by marginal farmers, often in less than an acre of land. As land holdings become increasingly 

fragmented & small, production of vegetables ensure quick returns to farmers, compared to say, some 

pulse varieties that take up to six months to harvest. 

However, with fragmentation & decline of agricultural land holdings and depletion of water resources, 

India has to focus on resource efficiency especially in smallholder farming to attain sustainability.  The 

Economic Survey (2018-19) suggests that focus should shift from ‘land productivity’ to ‘irrigation water 

Limited Farmland/ small & 
fragement holdings

Low Yield & lack of know-
how & do- how

Use of high Yield 
Seeds/ planting 
material & bio 

fertilizers to improve 
productivity

Low Access to fertilizers & 
high yield seed/ planting 
materials by neighboring 

countries

India's vasr collection of 
germplasm coupled with its 

R&D capabilities

Potential to emerge as 
export hub

Increasing prices of fruits & 
vegetables crops

Raising demand through 
out the year  for 

commodities

Driving the use of 
quality  inputs

Increasing Population
Rising per capita income, 
urbanization & changing 

life style

High demand for fruits & 
vegetables & more 

emphasis on achieving 
nuteritional sustainability

Apart from above factors , increasing demand for organic products together with  increasing 

awareness , growth of Horticulture and Floriculture , Support from Government and lower cost 

of usage is expected to drive future demand . 
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productivity’.  Devising policies to sensitize and raise awareness among incentivize farmers to improve 

water use should become a national priority.  

A total of three hundred and eighty four (384) districts under National Horticulture Mission (NHM) 

are covered in 23 states/ UTs and all the districts of North-Eastern and three Himalayan States are 

covered under HMNEH scheme. For finalizing / identifying potential horticultural crops districts for 

inclusion under NHM, a cluster approach was adopted ensuring backward and forwarded linkages. 

Further, the selection of the district was decided on the comparative advantage of crops based on 

agro climatic conditions, potential for developing marketing opportunities were taken into 

consideration.  

During the course of KII / discussions with various state officials it was informed that the districts which 

are not included under NHM also have good horticulture potential. None of the SHM officials 

suggested to exclude the districts already covered. On the other hand, SHM officials of each state 

opined to cover entire districts of the state keeping in view its overall impact on the economy and 

farmers. More districts may be covered in phased manner on the basis of horticulture potential in the 

districts. Prioritization Matrix method may be followed for selection of new districts as given in table 

below. 

Criteria of Selection of New Districts 

A variety of methods may be used to identify the potential district through discussions with 

stakeholders, key informants’ interviews, participatory workshops, and review of literature, 

consultative meetings, findings of previous studies, gather new facts, validate hypotheses, and arrive 

at a better understanding of the business, economic, social, and agro-ecological conditions of 

agribusiness development in each of the districts etc. For this, a prioritization approach is suggested 

for selection of new districts based on important economic parameters and without any biased which 

is described as under: 

Table 23: Prioritization Matrix 

S. 
No.  

Parameters 
Weight of 
Parameter 

Score between 
0-4 

Score between 4-7 
Score between 
8-10 

1 

Suitable agro climatic 
conditions in the 
district for 
horticulture 

1 Low suitability 
Moderate 
suitability 

High suitability 

2 
Water sources & 
availability for 
irrigation 

1 Low Medium High 

3 

Growth trends (area) 
/% change  and 
district ranking in 
state  

1 
Negative 
growth/change & 
poor ranking  

Moderate (growth 
less than 20%) & 
stagnant ranking 

High (above 20 
%) & increase in 
ranking 

4 

Production of 
horticultural crops in 
the district & Scalable 
Production Potential 
(with comparative 
advantage) 

1 
Far below  State 
averages 

  Near to State 
averages  

Above State 
averages 

file:///C:/Users/admin/Desktop/Prioritization%20Matrix.docx
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5 
Productivity of 
horticultural crops in 
the district 

1 
Far below  State 
averages 

  Near to State 
averages  

Above State 
averages 

6 
Proximity to market 
within/outside the 
district/ state 

1 
Within the 
district (<40%) 

  Within & outside 
the district (40-
70%) 

Within & outside 
the district and 
state (> 70%) 

7 

Potential of setting 
up post-harvest 
infrastructure and 
value addition 
units/industries in 
the district 

1 Low Medium High 

8 

Technology adopted 
and gaps against 
benchmarking 
technology 

1 

Using traditional 
technology with 
poor 
management 
practices (<40%) 

Using both 
traditional and new 
technology with 
poor management 
practices (40-70%) 

Shifting towards 
high value crops 
using new 
technology with 
management 
practices (>70 %) 

9 

Awareness & 
willingness of 
farmers & other 
stakeholders in the 
districts  

1 Low Medium High 

10 

Government 
initiative & priority to 
include the district 
under MIDH 

1 
Least priority 
area ( <40%) 

Priority area (40-
70%) 

Focused area (> 
70%) 

 

Scoring and Evaluation Criteria of Final Selection of District 

Each parameter will be evaluated on a scale of 1 to 10 against the above parameters and divided the 

scale further into score between 0-4, 5-7 and 8-10 (where 1 is least & 10 are highest). The expert team 

will undertake this exercise with desired characters of each parameter as given in table above. 

Thereafter, the responses will be analysed using weighted averages and if rank is high then 

automatically it will account accordingly and may take higher position in prioritization matrix.  
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Chapter 5: Impact Evaluation of Central Institute of Horticulture (CIH) 

Nagaland 

5.1. Introduction 

North East Region having diverse agro climatic conditions accounts nearly eight percent of country’s 

geographical area. It offers huge potential for development in horticulture. The Govt. of India 

recognized the potential and equipped the region with required institutional support to harness the 

untapped potential which is the setting up of “Central Institute of Horticulture” (CIH) at Medziphema, 

Nagaland in 2005-06 under Central Sector Scheme. The Institute was envisaged to generate holistic 

development of horticulture in North East Region (NER) of India. CIH situated at Medziphema is spread 

in an area of 43.50 ha and is well connected with National Highway 39 (35 Kms from Dimapur and 45 

Kms from Kohima). It has an average rainfall of 2500 mm and the temperature ranges from 12 to 35 

°C. The terrain is low hills with soil suitable for growing various sub-tropical horticulture crops. 

The mandate of the Institute is as follows: 

Vision:  To emerge as the pioneering, innovative and farmer focused Institute in the country 

Mission: To provide excellent, innovative and relevant training to all the stakeholders so as to 

empower individuals and enable horticulture industry to bring about socio economic development 

and sustainability in North East region. 

In view of the assignment awarded by the MoA & FW, the impact of this scheme has to be gauged as 

to what extent it has been able to achieve its objectives. The objectives and approved programmes by 

the MoA & FW during the impact assessment years (2014-15 to 2018-19) are as follows: 

• Capacity building by training of trainers and farmers / beneficiaries 

• Demonstration of improved production technologies 

• Certificate courses in horticulture 

• Accreditation and Certification of Nurseries in NE region 

• Skill Development Courses in Horticulture 

• Follow-on extension support in the field of horticulture. 

• Promotion of organic cultivation of horticulture crops. 

• Establishing convergence and synergy among programmes in the field of horticulture. 

• Monitoring of Centrally Sponsored Programmes in the area of horticulture. 

Additional new mandates suggested by High Powered Committee Report are as follows: 

• Linking of farmer / farmer groups with financial institutions for availing agriculture credit. 

• Create awareness among farmers for formation of clusters / farmers group through SFAC 

• Creating of market linkage for the farmers with the help of NIAM, Jaipur. 

Major beneficiaries of the scheme include: Farmers, Farmers’ Cooperatives /FPOs / SHGs, KVKs, Govt. 

institutions like State Govt. Department of Agriculture & Horticulture of various NE states, NGOs & 

private institutions working in related field, processors, entrepreneur etc. 
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5.2. Performance of the Scheme 

5.2.1. Allocation, Release and Expenditure (2014-15 to 2018-19) 

In the view of total allocation amounting to Rs. 46.06 Crore, cumulative expenditure is Rs. 21.42 Crores 

which is 37.8% of the total allocation to the institute.  

 
Figure 79: Overall allocation, release and expenditure under the scheme 

Year wise percentage achievement has been provided in the table below. 

Table 24: Allocation, release and expenditure detail (2014 -15 to 2018-19) 

S.N. Year Total Allocation 
(in Rs. Crores) 

Total Release (in 
Rs. Crores) 

Actual Expenditure 
(in Rs. Crores) 

%  Target vs 
Achievement 

1. 2014-15 8.00 4.20 2.93 36.6% 

2. 2015-16 9.00 4.52 4.26 47.3% 

3. 2016-17 10.75 7.94 5.04 46.8% 

4. 2017-18 9.25 5.99 5.76 62.2% 

5. 2018-19 9.06 5.07 3.43 37.8% 

 Total 46.06 27.72 21.42 37.8% 

Source: CIH Nagaland 

5.2.2. Target vs achievement 
The achievement was assessed for the targets given to the institute during 2014-15 to 2018-19. The 

detail is given in table 27.Of all the programmes Skill development courses exceeded the target and 

attained 109% achievement which is followed by PHM/marketing & Agri-Business Promotion (96%), 

Demonstration of Improved production Technology (74%), Capacity Building & Training Programme 

(72.4%) and certificate courses (70%). Production of quality planting material and Accreditation & 

Certification of Nurseries were observed to have low performance. 
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Table 25: Cumulative target and achievement (Physical and Financial) – 2014-15 to 2018-19 

Programmes Target Achievement Achievement (in %) 

  Physical 

(in no.) 

Financial 

(rupees in 

Lakhs) 

Physical 

(in no.) 

Financial 

(rupees in 

Lakhs) 

Physical (in 

%) 

Financial 

(in %) 

Capacity Building & 

Training Programme 

243 236 176 133 72.43% 56.32% 

Production of quality 

planting materials 

320600 57.6 208262 20.6 64.96% 35.73% 

Demonstration of 

Improved production 

Technology 

51.97 267 38.52 66.2 74.12% 24.79% 

Accreditation & 

Certification of 

Nurseries 

68 115 42 30.4 61.76% 26.45% 

Certificate Courses 20 152 14 60.3 70.00% 39.68% 

Skill Development 

Courses (RKVY + 

MIDH) 

31 76.8 34 59.4 109.68% 77.32% 

PHM/marketing & 

Agri-Business 

Promotion 

29 111 28 52.6 96.55% 47.16% 

Publications-Annual 

report & other 

publications 

54 38 27 22.1 50.00% 58.26% 

Source: CIH Nagaland 

5.2.3. Component wise performance of the scheme 

a) Capacity building & training programmes 

Training programme plays a vital role in transferring the technology to the beneficiaries by providing 

a systematic improvement of knowledge and skill which in turn helps the beneficiaries to perform 

effectively in their respective fields. According to the trainers of the institute any training programme 

at the institute starts with the identification of training needs which is further translated into training 

objectives. This is followed by the development of module. Once the module is decided, appropriate 

training methods are selected for each topic (classroom and practical / field training). The topics are 

put in a sequence and the training schedule is decided. Detail of various training programmes 

conducted is given in the table below: 
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Table 26: Capacity building programmes (2006-2018) 

  2006-07 to 
2013-14 

2006-07 to 2013-
14 

2014-15 to 
2018-19 

2014-15 to 2018-
19 

S.N. Type of  beneficiary No. of 
trainings 

conducted 

No. of 
participants 

No. of 
trainings 

conducted 

No. of 
participants 

1. Training of Trainers 
(ToT) 

49 1989 16 479 

2. Training of Farmers 197 14489 170 8547 

3. Exposure visit cum 
Trainings 

18 371 10 634 

4. Capacity Building 
Programmes 

17 47 8 22 

 Total 281 16896 204 9682 
Source: CIH, Nagaland 

According to the farmers, the training programmes conducted at CIH have made the improvements 

in: 

 Improved productivity / reduction in cost / reduction in post-harvest losses 

 Time saving / Reduction in labour intensive work 

 Quality of product has improved and resulted an increase in income 

 Enhancement in the confidence of farmers 

According to the Institute’s data, average area, production and income per farmer under horticulture 

has increased significantly. This has been depicted in the figure below:  

 

Source: Survey of beneficiaries by CIH 

Figure 80: Impact of scheme on farmer’s cultivation area, production and productivity 

Increase in production has majorly taken place because of the adoption of improved package of 

practices instead of traditional cultivation methods for the horticultural crops such as pineapple, large 

cardamom, banana, citrus fruits and vegetables. The impacts of adoption of technology were primarily 

observed in the HMNEH scheme components such as area expansion, Integrated Pest Management 

(IPM) and post-harvest management. The area expansion ranges from 0.5 ha to 2 ha per farmer with 

an increased production by approximately 50% as compared to the last 10 years. During pre-
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intervention period farmers lacked knowledge of IPM and post training this practice has been slowly 

changing however some of the farmers are still practicing indigenous technical knowledge. 

b) Production of quality planting materials 

Lower productivity of horticultural crops can be attributed to unavailability of quality planting 

materials. Mother tree orchards of the elite varieties were established at CIH as scion wood or bud 

banks for multiplication in the central nursery and supply to the smaller nurseries in the network. 

Progress under this component are as follows: 

Table 27: Progress of planting material production (2009 – 2019) 

 S.N. Particulars Crops Total Production 
(Nos.) 

1. Raising of rootstocks Citrus (Rangpur lime, Rough lemon, 
Cleopatra mandarin, Volka mariana), 
Cashew, Guava, Mango, Rose 

492573 

2. Production of propagated 
materials 

Cashew, Guava, Mango, Citrus, Rose 305721 

Source: CIH Annual reports 

The institute played a vital role in production of the planting material which was distributed / sold to 

the farmers & state departments of Assam, Nagaland and Manipur. Citrus, Cashew, Guava & Mango 

crops are the four major crops which are being propagated in the institute. Institute’s data reveals 

that about 180 ha area expansion has taken place through distribution / sale of more than 72000 (nos.) 

of planting material. The success rate of planting material produced in the institute ranges from 78 to 

81 percent. 

c) Demonstration of Improved production 

The institute has state of art demonstration units of fruits, vegetables, flowers, spices and organic 

input production units. Multiple trials have been conducted at the institute in order to identify suitable 

and high yielding varieties for the NE region. Approximately 23 ha on farm demonstrations (at institute 

level) and 56 ha off farm demonstrations (farmers’ field) have been the achieved till date. 

d) Skill development programmes in horticulture 

The skill development programmes have helped in generating self-employment opportunities in the 

field of horticulture. It has proved to be a good initiative for the unemployed youth of NE Region. The 

skill development training is duly certified by the ASCI. The progress of the programme is given below: 

 

Figure 81: Progress under skill development (2015-19) 
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Of the total trainees, approximately 20% trainees are employed or self-employed. 

Table 28: Certificate courses conducted (2015-2019) 

S.N. Course No. of courses completed Total no. of trainees 

1. Modern nursery management in 
horticulture crops 

2 38 

2. Post-harvest management of 
horticulture crops 

3 54 

3. Protected cultivation of horticulture 
crops 

1 14 

4. Organic farming and certification 1 15 

 Total 7 121 

The data suggests that till now approximately 12% trainees are employed / self-employed. 

e) Accreditation and certification of horticulture nurseries in NER 

Good quality planting material is one of the keys to the successful commercial horticulture production. 

CIH is an authorized nodal institution for accreditation of Nurseries of all Horticulture crops in NE 

region by MoA, DoA&C since 2014. The institute has played a role of reliable source of planting 

materials for NER. Since inception total 43 nurseries have been accredited. Of the total nurseries 

visited 78% nurseries were found as per the standard and were accredited. State wise detail of the 

nurseries accredited in NER is given below. 

 

Figure 82: Nurseries accredited by CIH (2014-2019) 

Survey data by CIH reveals that availability of planting material is not enough to meet the demand of 

the NER. Therefore, some of the states are still procuring planting materials from non – accredited 

nursery. Impact of nursery accreditation was assessed through two nurserymen from Arunachal 

Pradesh and Assam. Their sales and income given below shows that their income has increased 

remarkably. 

Table 29: Impact on income of beneficiaries after nursery accreditation 

Name of Nurseries Crops Income before 
accreditation 

Income after 
accreditation 

Namthung Agri -Horti Multipurpose 
Nursery, Arunachal Pradesh 

Kiwi 30,000 70,000 

Apple 5,000 13,000 

Northeast Agro Services, Assam Mandarin 20,000 60,000 

Lemon 23,000 80,000 

Source: CIH, Nagaland 
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At present approximately 3700 ha area has been covered by planting material procured from CIH 

accredited nurseries. Majority of the nurseries are small scale with production capacity of 15000 – 

20000 plants. The average net profit from a small scale nursery is 5-6 Lakhs per year while a medium 

scale nursery produces 20000 – 50000 plants fetching a net profit of around 10-15 Lakhs. Similarly a 

large scale nursery with production capacity of 100000 plants have approximately 20-30 Lakhs return. 

f) Marketing and Agri business promotion 

Agri business promotional programmes is a platform which provides an opportunity to the 

beneficiaries to create market avenues. The objective is to strengthen the knowledge base and 

providing exposure to the entrepreneurs so that products from NER can be promoted across the 

country. Various programmes under this component include: 

 Exhibitions / trade fairs / buyer sellers meet 

 Training programmes in marketing & market awareness 

 Facilitation in preparation of projects for farmers 

 Seminar / Conference / Workshops 

Exhibition: Exhibitions are being organized by the institute to showcase the high value horticulture 

produce of the region. Progress of exhibitions organized / participated is given below: 

 

Figure 83: Number of exhibitions organized / participated (2008 to 2019) 

Buyer Seller Meet: The institute provided a platform to bridge the gap between the growers and the 

market. During 2008-09 to 2018-19 the institute has organized eight buyer seller meet. 

The perceived benefits as per the discussion with beneficiaries are as follows: 

 Knowledge on customer choice & preferences 

 Understanding the supply chain 

 Knowledge on marketability of the product 

 Product presentation requirements 

 Knowledge on markets, their dynamics and the major players 

Training programmes in marketing & market awareness: The awareness programme plays an 

important role in understanding the critical factors which govern the markets and marketability of the 

produce. To strengthen the capability, the institute has partnered with reputed institutions like 
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National Institute of Agricultural Marketing, North Eastern Regional Agricultural Marketing 

Corporation (NERAMAC) etc. The progress of the programme is as follows: 

Table 30: Trainings and awareness programmes 

Programme No. of training organized Participants 

Trainings / Awareness programmes 
on marketing 

15 507 

As a result of this programme total three farmer groups have been formed and 153 officers were 

trained to be the master trainers of the subject. 

Brand Development: The institute has facilitated and promoted Nagaland Pineapples with a brand 

name and logo. As per the recent study conducted by the institute the impact of the initiative includes: 

Increase in sales by 12% and acceptance of brand by consumers (80%). The product received the 

national recognition of being quality pineapple from NER. 

Facilitation in preparation of projects for farmers: Farmers were facilitated by CIH in availing schemes 

of national Horticulture Board. Approximately 30 Detailed Project Reports (DPRs) were prepared by 

the institute for availing the financial assistance. 

Seminar / Conference / Workshops: A common platform is provided by the institute to interact and 

share the learning. The beneficiaries of the programme include farmers, govt. officials, NGOs, private 

players, entrepreneurs etc. Approximately 30 such programmes were organized by the institute.  

g) Post-harvest Management of horticulture crops 

Improper post-harvest management and handling leads to 5 to 30 % losses in NER. In order to reduce 

the losses several initiatives have been taken through value addition and trainings. According to a 

survey conducted by the institute, 20-38% farmers have started following the post-harvest 

management practices in the farm. 

5.2.4. Socio economic impact of various programmes 

The indirect impact of the programmes include increase in assets, livestock, access to better health 

facilities and education. Prior 2010 most of the farmers lived in the thatched houses but the 

substantial increase in income have enabled them to afford pakka houses now. Farmers have also 

invested in rearing of livestock. The children are now studying in better schools and their access to 

medical service has also increased. 

5.3. Issues in the implementation of the programme 

1. Lack of manpower at the institute affects the effectiveness of the programme. New mandates 

of the institute like market linkage require more staff to manage the regular activities 

2. Trainees who are imparted training from the institute are sometimes not covered under the 

scheme however they should be given preference by the state govt.  

3. Supply of good planting material in NER is less in view of current demand. In order to fulfil the 

demand, state govt. procure planting materials from a non-accredited nursery for distributing 

it among the beneficiaries which affects the production and productivity. 
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4. Lots of efforts have been made to promote horticulture in NER to the advance level of 

development but the efforts by various institutions are in sporadic in manner. There is a lack 

of proper coordination mechanism among the stakeholders of region such as CIH, SHM, line 

departments, other training institutes, NGOs undertaking the horticulture related activities 

etc. 

5.4. Recommendations 

1. The institute has excelled in terms of backward linkage. Now it requires new infrastructures 

to complement the requirements of current market trends such as primary processing units 

of the suitable crops of NE Region, advanced sorting grading lines, pre cooling units, cold store 

etc. which can be utilized by the beneficiaries on chargeable / lease basis. This will help to 

demonstrate the technology as well as it will also strengthen the supply / value chains in NER. 

2. In the view of scale of projects handled by the institute, the budget suffice the current needs  

however the budget has to be increased in the view of new infrastructures / facilities to be 

created like post-harvest infrastructures such as sorting grading line, cold stores, hydro 

cooling units etc. which will further strengthen the supply / value chains. 

3. The current infrastructure allows a batch of 25 – 30 participants which should be expanded 

up to 100 – 150 so that parallel trainings can be conducted at the same time. Further the 

trainees require farmers’ hostel, training halls with higher sitting capacity, transport vehicles 

etc. Currently these services are being hired or contracted by the Institute. 

4. The total number of employed officials is 14. Technical Staff may be recruited for regular & 

timely activities to be undertaken at the institutes. Considering the limited facilities of state 

govt in NE Region and other socio-economic problems in the states, the role of CIH is very 

crucial and it is urgent need to strengthen CIH with more manpower and infrastructure 

support in all spheres so that the institute will be able to achieve more tangible output in the 

development and growth of horticulture sector in the region. 

5. The trainees who have imparted trainings from the Institute may be given preference to avail 

the benefits of the scheme from the State Govt. under various programmes.  A proper channel 

or information mechanism needs to be designed to ensure the availing of the scheme by the 

trainees. 

6. Proper planning, coordination and comprehensive discussion is required on a platform by CIH 

and HMNEH State Horticulture Mission officials. Development of horticulture in the region 

requires unidirectional effort instead of sporadic manner. CIH can act as a NER hub for 

horticulture related training, technical knowledge and solution provider. NE States on a 

common platform should interact more to share the issues and CIH being a technical institute 

should come up with solutions for the states. Similarly for trainings, in the beginning of 

financial year the institute can share the tentative list / whole package for the trainings to be 

conducted at the institute and the NER states should finalize the training related Annual 

Action Plan as per the requirement and submit to CIH. 

7. Mandate should be given to the NE states to attend the trainer’s training by the officers of the 

department.  

8. Market linkage activities like buyer seller meet, exhibitions should be organized more 

frequently in order to showcase and promote the products from NER. Product branding and 

packaging should also be focussed and promoted. 
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Chapter 6: Case studies 

Case Study- Uttar Pradesh 

Case Study-1:  

Name of the beneficiary Sh. Surendra Prasad 
Maurya 

Village Gaura Kala 

District Varanasi State Uttar Pradesh 

 

Socio Economic Background 

Age 53(approx.) Caste - 

Gender Male Education B Sc (graduation) 

Family size - 

 

Details of activity under the scheme 

The beneficiary has a total cultivated area around two bigha (1.25 acre) and is engaged in the 

cultivation of vegetables. Since he is an educated farmer, adopting recent technology developed for 

cultivation of vegetables, he has availed a benefit under NHM for power tiller machine in the year 

2018-19.The total cost of power tiller was Rs. 76500 out of which he received a subsidy of Rs. 34200. 

He is growing a minimum of three crops of vegetables in a year. Due to mechanization, he has been 

able to save 50-60 thousand rupees per year towards labour expenditure. His income has also 

increased. Presently, his income is Rs. 5-6 lakhs per year. He was fully satisfied with the assistance and 

support provided by the department of horticulture. During the field visit, he also suggested that low 

cost shade net for vegetable cultivation should be popularised so that off season vegetables can also 

be grown successfully. 

Case Study 2:  

Name of the beneficiary Sh. Ram Narayan 
Yadav 

Village Chhitona 

District Varanasi State Uttar Pradesh 

Socio Economic Background 

Age 55 Caste OBC 

Gender Male Education 8th pass 

Family size - 
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Details of activity under the scheme 

The beneficiary is having a total area of around 11 bigha (2.75 hectare) of cultivable land, out of which 

he has engaged 2 hectares of land in horticulture. He has availed assistance under NHM scheme for 

cultivation of banana crop in one hectare (area expansion) during the year 2018-19 and further in 

2019-20 for area expansion of 1 hectare under banana crop. Before availing the assistance his income 

was around Rs. 15000/per acre from agricultural 

crops. Now, his income has been increased to Rs. 6-7 lakhs per hectare due to banana crops. During 

the field visit, he also suggested that the assistance for area expansion should be increased so that 

farmers can be motivated to change their cropping pattern from agriculture to horticulture which 

provides a higher income as compared to agricultural crops. The component Mechanization should 

also be taken as thrust area in view of the unavailability of labour in agriculture sector.  

Case Study 3:  

Name of the beneficiary Shiv Kumar Village Motabai 

District Agra State Uttar Pradesh 

Socio Economic Background 

Age 63 Caste general 

Gender Male Education Primary 

Family size Male-4, Female-3 (7) 

 

Details of activity under the scheme 

The beneficiary was growing vegetables, wheat, rice and sugarcane in the past. His annual income was 

insufficient to meet his family needs. He started floriculture i.e marigold cultivation in 2015-16 in the 

area of one hectare under the area expansion scheme of NHM. His annual income increased to Rs. 1, 

48,000 per annum. The floriculture scheme has helped his family to avail good education for their 

children. His future plan is to extend the floriculture cultivation under protected condition. 
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Case Study 4:  

Name of the beneficiary Habib Khan Village Ahmadpur Khera 

District Lucknow State Uttar Pradesh 

 

Socio Economic Background 

Age 52 Caste - 

Gender Male Education Primary 

Family size Male-3, Female-5 (8) 

Details of activity under the scheme 

The beneficiary was growing potato, wheat, rice and sugarcane in the past. He started tissue culture 

banana cultivation in 2016-17 in 0.5 hectare area under area expansion scheme of NHM. His annual 

income increased to about Rs. 5,15,000 per annum. His future plan is to extend the business by 

bringing more area under cultivation of tissue culture banana. 

Case Study 5:  

Name of the beneficiary Virendhra Singh Village Pehlapur 

District Sitapur State Uttar Pradesh 

Socio Economic Background 

Age 43 Caste General 

Gender Male Education 12th 

Family size Male-2, Female-3 (5) 

 

Details of activity under the scheme 

The beneficiary and his family was engaged in the traditional method of farming. The entire family  

fully dependent for their livelihood which was based on agri and allied activities. The beneficiary 

started floriculture i.e. Gerbera cultivation under green house of size 1000 sqm under NHM scheme 

during the year 2016-17. His total cost of installation of green house was Rs. 14,35,000 out of which 

he got subsidy of Rs. 5,92,500. His annual income from this venture is increased and his future plan is 

to extend floriculture cultivation by construction of more green houses.  

Case Study 6:  

Name of the beneficiary Jagpal Village Nanpur 

District Saharanpur State Uttar Pradesh 

 

Socio Economic Background 

Age 39 Caste SC 

Gender Male Education Primary 

Family size Male-4, Female-3 (7) 

 

Details of activity under the scheme 

The beneficiary was engaged in the farming of sugarcane and the entire family was fully dependent 

on agriculture. He started cultivation of onion under area expansion by utilizing foundation seeds in 
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0.4 hectare area during the year 2017-18. He is getting a yield of 100 quintal per acre with the 

monetary benefit of Rs. 1.50 lakh approx.  He has also motivated farming community of his locality 

and expanded onion cultivation to about 20 hectares. His future plan is to register his village as model 

village for onion cultivation. 

 

Case Study – Andhra Pradesh 

Case Study- 1 

Name of the beneficiary Sadanala Raghu Ram Village Guttinadeevi 

District West Godavari State Andhra Pradesh 

Socio Economic Background 

Age 62 Caste - 

Gender Male Education 8th 

Family size Male-3, Female-3 (6) 

Details of activity under the scheme 

The beneficiary has availed coconut pack house of 600 square feet for storage of 150000 coconut and 

ball copra preparation during the year 2016-17 and availed a subsidy of Rs. Two lakhs under MIDH 

against a total investment of Rs. four lakh eighty three thousand. Earlier the beneficiary used to sell 

raw coconut as whole to local traders which usually were yielding them lower income. After 

construction of pack house they are stacking their coconuts during the lean period and sell them 

during offseason at profitable prices. After availing the scheme the beneficiary is able to generate an 

additional income of Rs. 4 lakhs approx. 

Case Study- 2 

Name of the beneficiary Vasarla 
Lakshminarayana 

Village Godi 

District East Godavari State Andhra Pradesh 

Socio Economic Background 

Age 65 Caste General 

Gender Male Education Primary 

Family size Male-2, Female-5 (6) 

 

Details of activity under the scheme 

The beneficiary had availed a coconut pack house of 1152 square feet for storage of 200000 coconut 

and ball copra preparation during the year 2016-17 and availed a subsidy of Rs. 2 lakhs under MIDH 

against a total investment of Rs. 8.5 lakhs. The beneficiary used to sell raw coconut as whole to local 

traders which usually were yielding them lower income. After construction of pack house they are 

stacking their coconuts during the lean period and sell them during offseason at profitable prices. 

After availing the scheme the beneficiary is able to generate an additional income of Rs. 4.5 lakhs. 
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Case study- 3. 

Name of the 
beneficiary 

Sri Ramanjineya Swamy  
 
Anjura Products & Producers, Marketing 
Mutually Aided Co-operative Society Limited 
(FPO). 

Village Pasaluru 

District Anantapur State Andhra Pradesh 

 

Socio Economic Background 

Age NA Caste NA 

Gender NA Education NA 

Family size NA 

 

Details of activity under the scheme    

The beneficiary had availed a dehydrated solar poly drier of 600 square feet capacity under MIDH for 

fig and vegetable processing during the year 2015-16. The annual income generated by the beneficiary 

from fresh figs was Rs.1,40,000/- and there is also a significant increase in their annual income 

i.e.Rs.6,40,000 after availing this scheme from dehydrated figs. The beneficiary also showed interest 

and eagerness to increase their processing unit for other fruits and vegetables. 

 

Case Study- Gujarat 

Case Study 1:  

Name of the 
beneficiary 

Thakor Ashokbhai Village Chandisar 

District Ahmadabad State Gujarat 

Socio Economic Background 

Age 32 Caste OBC 

Education Graduate Gender Male 

Family size Male-3 and Female-2 (6) 

Details of activity under the scheme 

The beneficiary has availed area expansion scheme of MIDH for vegetable cultivation during the year 

2018-19. His annual income before availing the scheme was rupees 1.15 lakh which increased upto 

five lakh rupees after availing the scheme. His overall standard of living has improved including child 

education after availing this scheme and is presently aiming at post-harvest practices like packaging, 

sorting, grading of okra crop. 
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Case Study 2:  

Name of the beneficiary Patel Natvarbhai Village Dholka 

District Ahmedabad State Gujarat 

 

Socio Economic Background 

Age 56 Caste General 

Education 10TH Pass Gender Male 

Family size  Male-3 and Female-2 (5) 

Details of activity under the scheme 

The beneficiary has availed area expansion scheme of MIDH for plantation with drip irrigation system 

during the year 2015-16. His annual income before availing the scheme was rupees 3.15 lakh which 

increased upto 5.60 lakh rupees after availing the scheme. His future plan is to develop more high 

density fruit orchards for good income and adaptation of post-harvest practices like packaging, 

sorting, grading and value addition of Pomegranate. 
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Case study 3: 

Name of the 
beneficiary 

Patel PravinbhaiIshvarbhai Village SavelaKampa 

District Aravalli State Gujarat 

Socio Economic Background 

Age 43 Caste OBC 

Gender Male Education 8th Standard 

Family size Male-2 and Female-3 (5) 

Details of activity under the scheme 

The beneficiary has availed area expansion scheme of MIDH for establishment of new pomegranate 

orchard with drip system of irrigation. His annual income before availing the scheme was rupees 8 

lakh which increased upto 15lakh rupees after availing the scheme. His future plan is to develop more 

high density pomegranate orchards with modern post-harvest practices like packaging, sorting, 

grading and value addition of pomegranate. 

 

 

Case study 4: 

Name of the beneficiary Patel Bharatbhai Village Ramshi 

District Aravalli State Gujarat 

Socio Economic Background 

Age 42 Caste General 

Gender Male Education Basic 

Family size  Male-2 and Female-2 (4) 

Details of activity under the scheme 

The beneficiary had availed plastic mulching under MIDH for the cultivation of vegetables. His annual 

income before availing the scheme was rupees 12 lakh. He is providing employment to three 

individuals and his overall standard of living is good. His future plan is to install green house for 

cultivation of exotic vegetables. 
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Case study 5: 

Name of the beneficiary Patel Rakeshkumar Village Manorpur 

District Sabarkantha State Gujarat 

Socio Economic Background 

Age 42 Caste General 

Gender Male Education Basic 

Family size  Male-4 and Female-4 (7) 

Details of activity under the scheme 

The beneficiary has availed plastic mulching under NHM for the cultivation of vegetables during the 

year 2017-18. He is providing employment to one individuals and his overall standard of living is good. 

His future plan is to install green house for cultivation of exotic vegetables. 

 

 

Case study 6: 

Name of the beneficiary MasiRafikaliIbrhimbhai Village Maherpura 

District Sabarkantha State Gujarat 

Socio Economic Background 

Age 39 Caste General 

Gender Male Education Intermediate 

Family size Male-2 and Female-3 (5) 

Details of activity under the scheme 

The beneficiary has availed area expansion scheme of MIDH for establishment of new pomegranate 

orchard with drip system of irrigation. His annual income before availing the scheme was rupees 7 

lakh which increased upto 15 lakh rupees after availing the scheme. His future plan is to develop more 

high density pomegranate orchards with modern post-harvest practices like packaging, sorting, 

grading and value addition of Pomegranate. 
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Case study- J&K 

Case study 1: 

Name of the beneficiary Bashir Ah Lone Village Manzimpara 

District Shopian State/UT Jammu and Kashmir 

Socio Economic Background 

Age 48 Caste General 

Gender Male Education 12th pass 

Family size Male-3, Female-2 (5) 

Details of activity under the scheme 

The beneficiary availed area expansion scheme of MIDH for apple high density plantation during the 

year 2016-17. His annual income before availing the scheme was Rs. five lakh which likely to increase 

to Rs. seven lakh fifty thousand in near future. He is providing employment to about six individuals. 

The family is also providing good education to the children. The beneficiary is further motivated to 

increase area under high density apple plantation.  

 

Case study 2: 

Name of the beneficiary Mohd Iqbal Naikoo Village Sidiqabad 

District Shopian State/UT Jammu and Kashmir 

Socio Economic Background 

Age 52 Caste General 

Gender Male Education Primary 

Family size Male-3, Female-4 (7) 

Details of activity under the scheme 

The beneficiary availed area expansion scheme of MIDH for high density plantation of apple during 

the year 2017-18. His annual income before availing the scheme was Rs. four lakh which is likely to 

increase upto Rs. seven lakh. He is providing employment to about four individuals on yearly basis. 

The beneficiary is further motivated to increase area under high density of cherry and walnut 

plantation.  
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Case study 3: 

Name of the beneficiary Ab Hamid Kumar Village Daramdora 

District Shopian State Jammu and Kashmir 

 

Socio Economic Background 

Age 33 Caste General 

Gender Male Education 8th pass 

Family size Male-4, Female-5 (9) 

Details of activity under the scheme 

The beneficiary availed area expansion scheme of MIDH for cherry cultivation during the year 2017-

18with drip irrigation in 2.0 hectares of area. His annual income before availing the scheme was Rs. 

5,23,500 which is likely to increase to Rs. 10,75,000 approx . The beneficiary is now eager to increase 

area under pecan nut and walnut fruit cultivation. 

 

 

Case study 4: 

Name of the beneficiary MohdAyoubBhat Village Nowpora 

District Shopian State Jammu and Kashmir 

Socio Economic Background 

Age 47 Caste General 

Gender Male Education Primary 

Family size Male-3, Female-5 (8) 
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Details of activity under the scheme 

The beneficiary availed area expansion scheme of MIDH for High Density Plantation of apple with drip 

irrigation system during the year 2015-16. His annual income before availing the scheme was Rs. 3.15 

lakh which is likely to increase to Rs.7.60 lakh approx. in near future. He is providing employment to 

about three individuals. His future plan is to develop more high density fruit orchards for good income 

and adaptation of post-harvest practices like packaging, sorting, grading and value addition of 

temperate fruits and nuts. 

 

 

Case study 5: 

Name of the beneficiary Ab Gani Wani Village Handew 

District Shopian State Jammu and Kashmir 

Socio Economic Background 

Age 62 Caste - 

Gender Male Education Primary 

Family size Male-3, Female-3 (6) 

 

Details of activity under the scheme 

The beneficiary used to grow vegetables crops in past under natural climatic conditions. He used to 

face severe financial crunch during off season period. In 2016-17 when poly house cultivation was not 

very popular in the district, with the intervention of the Department, he availed subsidy for 

construction of naturally ventilated polyhouse under HMNEH scheme for vegetable crop cultivation. 

His annual income before availing the scheme was Rs. three lakh which has been increased after 

availing the scheme. He is providing employment to about four individuals. His future plan is to extend 

his polyhouse by 2000sqm for vegetable nursery. 

 

 

Case Study - Karnataka 

Case Study 1:  

Name of the beneficiary MrsJayamma Village Melekote 

District Tumkur State Karnataka 

Socio Economic Background 
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Age 58 Caste General 

Gender Female Education Basic 

Details of activity under the scheme 

 The beneficiary availed community farm pond of size 60x30x3.4m during the year 2018-19. 

Sree Honneshwara Swamy Water users self help group of eight members including President, 

Secretary and Board Directors are consumers of the community water farm pond. Her annual income 

before availing the scheme was Rs. three lakh which increased to Rs. Four lakh twenty thousand after 

availing the scheme. An increase in the annual income has supported her to have a better quality of 

life. Her future plan is to install green house for vegetable cultivation. 

 
 

 

Case Study 2:  

Name of the beneficiary Sri Sadashivayya Village Hale Upparlahalli 

District Chikkaballapura State Karnataka 

Socio Economic Background 

Age 50 Caste General 

Gender Male Education BE computer science 

Family size Male-3, Female-1 (4) 

Details of activity under the scheme 

The beneficiary availed benefit of the scheme in the year 2018-19 for tuberose cultivation and banana 

cultivation with drip irrigation and pack-house. His annual income before availing the scheme was Rs. 

three lakh which increased to Rs. Five lakh twenty-five thousand. An increase in the annual income 

has supported the beneficiary to provide a better quality of life to his family members. His future plan 

is to install greenhouse under NHM scheme. 

   
 

Case Study 3:  
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Name of the beneficiary Sri. 
T.S.Somashekar 

Village Thalur 

District Mysore State Karnataka 

Socio Economic Background 

Age 49 Years Caste OBC 

Gender Male Education Pre-university 

Family size 8 members 

Details of activity under the scheme 

The beneficiary and his family used to grow vegetables, coconut and pulses in the past. In 2016-17 he 

availed subsidy for construction of naturally ventilated polyhouse under NHM scheme for vegetable 

cultivation. He is cultivating crops such as capsicum, cucumber etc. His annual income before availing 

the scheme was Rs. 4 lakh which increased to Rs. 6 lakhs approx. He is providing employment to about 

10 individuals. His future plan is to extend his polyhouse by 2000sqm and diversification to flower 

cultivation. 

   
 

 

Case Study 4:  

Name of the beneficiary R.H.Suresh Village Varavookaval,ChallakereTq. 

District Chitradurga State Karnataka 

Socio Economic Background 

Age 55 Years Caste General 

Gender Male Education BSc 

Family size 4 members 

Details of activity under the scheme 

Sri Kanive Maramma Horticulture crops growers association (R.) constructed Community Farm pond 

under the NHM Scheme during 2018-19.His annual income before availing the scheme from 

cultivation of groundnut and onion was Rs.five-six lakh which has been increased . The beneficiary has 

also invested in live-stocks and organic farming. His future plan is to install green house for organic 

farming. 
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Case Study- Nagaland 

Case Study 1:  

Name of the beneficiary Mr.Hezhüzü Village Lhothavi 

District Dimapur State Nagaland 

Socio Economic Background 

Age 48 Caste - 

Gender Male Education Basic 

Details of activity under the scheme 

The promoter is one of the beneficiaries under area expansion scheme on pineapple. He started 

pineapple cultivation during 2013 and since then has been adding more suckers to his farm every year. 

The average fruit weight of his cultivated pineapple is about 2.5-3 Kg. For his efforts he was awarded 

the best farmer award by ATMA Dimapur. The overall quality of life of the entire family has improved 

after the scheme was availed.  

  
 

Case Study 2:  

Name of the beneficiary Mr. Seimingthung Village Phungsang 

District Dimapur State Nagaland 

Socio Economic Background 

Age 35 Caste - 

Gender Male Education Graduation 
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Details of activity under the scheme 

He is a noteworthy successful cultivator of pineapple under HTM. He is one of the beneficiaries under 

area expansion scheme on Pineapple. He started pineapple cultivation during 2013 and since then has 

been adding more suckers to his farm every year. The overall quality of life of the entire family has 

improved after the scheme was availed. The family is also able to spend money on education and 

healthcare facilities.  

 

  
 

Case Study-Sikkim 

Case Study 1:  

Name of the beneficiary Mrs Nar Maya 
Gurung 

Village Middle Begha 

District West-Sikkim  State Sikkim  

Socio Economic Background 

Age 63 Caste ST 

Gender Female Education Basic 

Details of activity under the scheme 

The beneficiary is a member of New star Self Help Group and member of Farm School having 0.3ha 

area farm, in which she is cultivating different vegetables like peas, cole crops etc. She has availed poly 

pipe for irrigation, vegetable seeds, power tiller and has undergone awareness training on organic 

vegetable production. The annual income of the beneficiary has increased upto Rs. Two lakh rupees 

from vegetable cultivation. Most of the products are sold to local market and up to Gangtok. Her 

future plan is to expand the area under production of organic vegetables. 
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Case Study 2:  

Name of the beneficiary Mr. Buddhilalsubba 
 

Village Basielakha 

District East-Sikkim  State Sikkim  

Socio Economic Background 

Age 53 Caste ST 

Gender Male Education Fifth Standard 

Family size 7 members 

Details of activity under the scheme 

The beneficiary was engaged in traditional method of farming which was just enough to meet the daily 

expenses.  The entire family is dependent on their livelihood based on agri and allied activities. He 

started Gerbera cultivation in green house under HMNEH programme during the subsequent years of 

2014-15 and 2015-16. His annual income is Rs 3,00,000/- per annum (approx.). He is satisfied with the 

Floriculture,HMNEH scheme and is keen to continue growing Gerbera flower in the future. 

 

 

 

 

 

Case Study 3:  

Name of the 
beneficiary 

Shri. PalchenDorjeeBhutia Village Upper Chumbong 

District West-Sikkim  State Sikkim  

Socio Economic Background 

Age 50 Caste SC 

Gender Male Education 10th Pass 

Family size Male-2, Female-3 (5 members) 

Details of activity under the scheme 

The beneficiary availed area expansion scheme for Kiwi fruit under HMNEH for three subsequent years 

of 2011-12: 30 nos. of trellis and 27 nos. of saplings, In 2014-15: 40 nos. of trellis and 40 nos. of saplings 

and in 2018-19: 30 nos. of trellis and 30 nos. of saplings in one acre area of land. The beneficiary has 

engaged his own family members and hired farm laborers for training, pruning, weeding and 

harvesting of fruits, post-harvest activities like packaging, transportation and marketing of produce. 

His annual income before availing the scheme was Rs. 3.5 lakh which is likely to increase in near future.  
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Case Study 4:  

Name of the 
beneficiary 

Robin Pradhan Village Middle Tarpin 

District East-Sikkim  State Sikkim  

Socio Economic Background 

Age 30 Caste OBC 

Gender Male Education 10th Pass 

Family size Male-2, Female-2 (4 members) 

Details of activity under the scheme 

The beneficiary availed area expansion scheme for vegetable cultivation under MIDH for three 

subsequent years of 2016-2017: Power Tiller, one Bamboo Green House and vegetable seeds, in 2017-

2018. 1000ltr of poly Tank, mulching plastic , bio pesticides and vegetables seeds and in 2018-2019 

one 100sqm Tubular structure Green House, Genap Tank, mulching plastic, vegetables seeds, pro tray 

and other equipment for nursery.His annual income before availing the scheme was Rs. One lakh 

which increased upto Rs. three lakh.  

Case Study- Telangana 

Case Study 1:  

Name of the beneficiary Jalagam Krishna Rao Village Nagaram 

District Medchal State Telangana  

Socio Economic Background 

Age 60 Caste - 

Gender Male Education SSC 

Family size Male-3, Female-4 (7 Members) 

Details of activity under the scheme 

The beneficiary has availed area expansion scheme of MIDH for guava cultivation during the year 

2016-17. His annual income before availing the scheme was Rs. two lakh which increased upto three 

lakh rupees approx. after availing the scheme. The overall quality of life of the entire family has 

improved.  
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Case Study 2:  

Name of the beneficiary Thummalapudi 
Sunitha 

Village Palvancha 

District Bhadradri State Telangana  

Socio Economic Background 

Age 40 Caste BC 

Gender Female Education Intermediate 

Family size Male-3, Female-2(5 Members) 

Details of activity under the scheme 

The beneficiary availed area expansion scheme of MIDH for acid lime cultivation during the year 2014-

15. Her annual income before availing the scheme was Rs. two lakh which increased  upto Rs. three 

lakh approx. Her overall standard of living has improved due to increase in her income. 

  
 

Case Study 3:  

Name of the 
beneficiary 

MatangiAnjaiah Village Thimmapur 

District Karimnagar State Telangana  

Socio Economic Background 

Age 58 Caste - 

Gender Male Education 10th Pass 

Family size Male-3, Female-2 (5 Members) 
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Details of activity under the scheme 

The beneficiary availed scheme of Protected Cultivation - Plastic Mulching under NHM & Drip irrigation 

under PDMC for production of green chilli in 0.60 hectares area. His annual income before availing the 

scheme was Rs. 1,15,000 which increased upto Rs. 2,20,000 approx. 

  

 

 

Case Study 4:  

Name of the 
beneficiary 

ModiumKesavaRao Village Alligudem 

District BhadradriKothagudem State Telangana  

Socio Economic Background 

Age 46 Caste General 

Gender Male Education 10th Pass 

Family size Male-3, Female-3(6 Members) 

Details of activity under the scheme 

The beneficiary has availed area expansion scheme of NHM for guava cultivation during the year 2017-

18 & drip irrigation under PDMC in 2.0 hectares of area.His annual income before availing the scheme 

was Rs. 87,500 which increased upto Rs.1,75,000. The beneficiary is now eager to increase area under 

guava fruit cultivation. 
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Case Study 5:  

Name of the 
beneficiary 

Vallabaneni Ravi Village Ammapuram 

District Mahabubabad State Telangana  

Socio Economic Background 

Age 48 Caste - 

Gender Male Education 12th Pass 

Family size Male-2, Female-3(5 Members) 

 

Details of activity under the scheme 

The beneficiary has availed area expansion scheme of NHM in the year 2016-17 & drip irrigation under 

PDMC in 2.0 hectares of area. His annual income before availing the scheme was Rs. 54,000 which 

increased upto Rs.1,05,000. The beneficiary is now eager to increase area under fruit cultivation. 

  
 

Case Study 6:  

Name of the beneficiary Mrs Geetha Village Ammapur 

District Mahabubnagar State Telangana  

Socio Economic Background 

Age 45 Caste - 

Gender Female Education Graduation 

Family size Male-4, Female-3(7 Members) 

Details of activity under the scheme 

The beneficiary availed area expansion scheme of NHM for pomegranate cultivation during the year 

2015-16 & drip irrigation under PDMC in 2.0 hectares of area. Her annual income before availing the 

scheme was Rs. 2,07,500 which has been increased after availing the scheme. Her overall standard of 

living has also improved.  She is now eager to increase area under fruit crops. 
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Case Study 7:  

Name of the 
beneficiary 

RavinuthalaSrikanth Village Khanapur 

District Mahabubnagar State Telangana  

Socio Economic Background 

Age 38 Caste - 

Gender Male Education 12th pass 

Family size Male-2, Female-2(4 Members) 

Details of activity under the scheme 

The beneficiary availed area expansion scheme of NHM for pomegranate cultivation during the year 

2016-17& drip irrigation under PDMC. His annual income before availing the scheme was Rs. 2,00,000 

which increased upto Rs. 4,50,000 approx. after availing the scheme. The beneficiary is now eager to 

increase area under fruit crops. 

  

 

Case Study 8:  

Name of the 
beneficiary 

Mrs. Nama Nethaji Village Gandhamvarigudem 

District Nalgonda State Telangana  

Socio Economic Background 

Age 49 Caste - 

Gender Female Education primary 

Family size Male-1, Female-3(4 Members) 
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The beneficiary availed scheme of Protected Cultivation - Plastic Mulching under NHM & Drip irrigation 

under PDMC for production of watermelon in 0.80 hectares area. Her annual income before availing 

the scheme was Rs. 93,000 which increased upto Rs. 1,80,000 after availing the scheme.  

  

 

Case Study 9:  

Name of the 
beneficiary 

NandimallaVenkataiah Village Nandimallagadda (Wanaparthy) 

District Wanaparthy State Telangana  

Socio Economic Background 

Age 35 Caste - 

Gender Male Education Graduation 

Family size Male-3, Female-3(6 Members) 

The beneficiary availed scheme of Protected Cultivation - Plastic Mulching under NHM & Drip irrigation 

under PDMC for production of dolichos bean in 2.0 hectares area. His annual income before availing 

the scheme was Rs.45,000 which increased uptoRs.1,42,500 after availing the scheme. 

  
 

Case study of Central Institute of Horticulture 

Case study 1: 

The Meghalaya Small Farmers Agri-Business Consortium (MgSFAC) under the Department of 

Agriculture, Govt. of Meghalaya took the initiative of sending farmers from the state of Meghalaya to 

acquire Technical skills on Floriculture (Floriculturist-Protected Cultivation) and Gardening (Gardener). 

CIH, Nagaland trained 96 Farmers in 4 batches.  Out of 96 trainees, MgSFAC provided employment to 

25 trainees, 12 trainees were employed in departmental farms and 10 trainees were provided 

schemes for self employment. The farmers are generating income through different horticultural 

activities like production of flowers and planting materials on small scale. 

Case study 2: 
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Mrs. Khezheli Achumi, Resident of Vilkuho village, Dimapur, Nagaland, formed a society along with a 

group of women for uplifting unemployment of rural youth and women of the community. They were 

cultivating aloe vera in their farms and were facing problems regarding processing and marketing of 

aloe vera. They approached CIH for technical help, for which three days exposure visit cum training on 

production technology and processing of aloe vera was facilitated to them. The training has created 

huge impact on the farmers and now apart from better production and marketing of fresh organic 

aloe vera, they have started processing aloe vera and making it into aloe vera products. 

 

Case study 3: 

Mr. Mebinch.Marak is a marginal farmer residing in Samingree village of West Garo hills, Meghalaya. 

He has a small orange orchard and was unable to meet daily livelihood properly. He attended a  

training programme on importance and economics of oyster mushroom cultivation for rural livelihood 

conducted by CIH. 

 

Case study 4: 

Mr Subha Chandra Laishram, a school teacher turned farmer residing in Lamding-wangjing village, 

Thoubal district of Manipur. He always had the interest in farming but lack of technical knowledge had 

been restricting him from his farming passion.  After acquiring training programmes and workshops 

conducted by CIH, he is now cultivating fruit crops like citrus, litchi and mango along with seasonal 

vegetables, earning  income throughout the year. 

Case study 5: 

Shri Bodumba is the owner of Namthung Agri-Horti Multi-Purpose Nursery residing in Dirang, West 

Kameng, Arunachal Pradesh. He has been managing his nursery since 2004. Before accreditation of 

his nursery the demand of planting material was less and confined to only state of Arunachal Pradesh. 

However, after accreditation and certification with two star rating nursery for apple and Kiwi planting 

material by CIH, Nagaland during 2016, the demand of planting material have increased manifolds and 

presently he is supplying plants to many states along with the home state. Now his nursery business 

has flourished and his income is doubled and was also awarded best accredited nursery by CIH during 

the year 2017. 

Case study 6: 

Dream Dragon Fruit Farm & Tropical Plant Nursery is located in Shitovi village of Dimapur, Nagaland. 

The nursery is one of the few accredited Dragon fruit nurseries in the entire North East Region. The 

accreditation of the nursery by CIH, has helped in recognition of nursery in the production of quality 

planting materials and presently, the nursery is supplying quality planting material of dragon fruit in 

North-East states. The demand of the planting materials has increased tremendously as the crop is 

gaining its importance in the region. 

Case study 7: 
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Mr. N. TushiAo, a prominent orange grower at Yajang village of Mokokchung district of Nagaland state 

got assistance from dept. of horticulture under the HMNEH alone covered an area of about 20.0 

hectare. He is also chairman of the Horticulture Society of Yajang and motivated about 100 households 

to plant orange seedlings, who are now actively engaged in this activity. Mr. N. TushiAo is earning 

about Rs. 5 lakhs in a year.  

Case study 8: 

Mr. W. ImdongLongchar of Waromung village in Mokokchung districtof Nagaland state is a politician 

by profession, who has three sons, one is having post graduate degree in horticulture and two are 

graduates in agri. & allied sectors. Under Horticulture Technology Mission during 2007-08, the 

department has given 15 ha. Area expansion and also provided integrated components like verm 

incompost unit and community tank to the project. Initially he took to orange farming as a hobby with 

just a mere 3 Ha area in the year 2002. But later on, he expanded at large scale about 20 Ha, inclusive 

of orange orchard. They are also imparting technical knowledge to the farmers with the proper 

package of practices. 

Case study 9: 

The farmers of Hakchang village of Tuensang district are fully dependent on their livelihood based on 

agri and allied sectors. With the introduction of Horticulture Technology Mission (HTM) in the state, 

Mandarin orange planting started in small areas. Till 2009 the villagers had developed more than 30 

hectare of orange plantation. The farmers have also formed an association called Orange Growers 

Association of Hakchang Village and all basic needs of the farmers are being assisted by this association 

apart from the assistances they received from the Department of Horticulture, under the Technology 

Mission. The women of the village have also formed into three Orange Self Help Groups. These groups 

are active in cultivating turmeric, French beans and ginger as intercrops in the orange orchards during 

non-fruiting period. The association also controls the sale and marketing of orange fruit.  

Case study 10: 

Sendenyu orange project in Kohima district of Nagaland was established in the year 2002-03. Earlier, 

the land was used for jhum cultivation, but through the initiation of the Horticulture Department 

under the Horticulture Technology Mission, the farmers had gained interest by switching towards the 

orange cultivation. Initially, Horticulture Department helped by giving free planting material along 

with maintenance allowance, during the first year and subsequently seeing the interest of farmers and 

department provided community tank irrigation and farm handling to each farmers for collection of 

fruits. Now the land has been developed into vast orange farm covering about 50 Ha. of land. At, 

present, there are 25 households who are directly in 
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ANNEXURES 

ANNEXURE 1: Details of sample coverage 

 The scheme has been availed by the individual beneficiaries in majority (95.5%). Minor 

percentage also include Institution – Public-private partnership (5%), Institution – private 

sector (3%), Group of beneficiaries (2.7%), Institution public sector (1%) as given in the figure 

below. 

 

Figure 84: Form of availing the scheme by beneficiaries 

 

Component and sub component wise sample coverage are as follows: 

 

Figure 85: Samples covered under area expansion 
 Under area expansion, various fruits being covered in the sample across the states which 

include: Banana, Mango, Pomegranate, Acid Lime, Aonla, Guava, Litchi, Citrus fruits like 

orange, Apple, Ber, Cashew, Grapes, Kiwi, Strawberry and Watermelon. 
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Similarly, vegetables include: Brinjal, Cabbage, Cauliflower, Turmeric, Chilli, Capsicum, Garlic 

etc. 

 

 

 

Figure 88: Samples covered under protected cultivation 
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Figure 87: Samples covered under Rejuvenation Figure 86: Samples covered under INM / IPM 
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Figure 89: Samples covered under Nursery 

 

 

Figure 90: Samples covered under PHM 
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Figure 91: Samples covered under Horticulture Farm Machinery 
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Figure 93: Samples covered under Bee Keeping Figure 92: Samples covered under CoE 
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Figure 94: Samples covered under HRD 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Socio Economic Profile of the beneficiaries: 

 Majority of the respondent comprised the age 

group of41 to50 years and 51 to 60 years 

 Of the total respondents, 13.6% are females and 86.4% are males 

 Lion’s share of the beneficiaries have low to medium education level comprising secondary (20%) 

followed by primary (18%) and matriculation (15%) while 15% of the total sample are illiterate 

(See Figure 50). Of the total respondents having education level matriculation and above about 

50% of them are computer literate. 
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Figure 96: Samples covered under Promotion of FPOs 

Figure 95: Samples covered under Food Processing 
Units 
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Figure 97: Education level of the beneficiaries 

 

 Approximately 34% beneficiaries covered under this component are OBC, 9% are SC and 15% 

are ST.  

 

Figure 98: Social category of the beneficiaries covered under sample 

 Average size of the household is 3-5 members 
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ANNEXURE2: Area, Production and Productivity of flowers, spices, plantation crops, fruits and vegetables 

Table 31: Percentage Change in Area, Production and Productivity of Flowers (2005 -06 to 2018-19) 
Percent Change in Area, Production and Productivity of Flower Crops between 2005-06 to 2013-14 and 2014-15 to 2018-19 

Zone 

1 
STATE/

UTs 
 

Area (000’ ha) Production (000MT) Productivity (MT/ha) 

2005-

06 

2013-

14 

% 

Change 

2014-

15 

2018-

19 

% 

Change 

2005-

06 

2013-

14 

% 

Change 

2014-

15 

2018-

19 

% 

Change 

2005-

06 

2013-

14 

% 

Change 

2014-

15 

2018-

19 

% 

Change 

N
o

r
th

 &
 C

e
n

tr
a
l 

Chandigar

h 

1.6 - - - - - 3 - - - - - 2 - - - - - 

Chhattisg

arh 

- 10 - 2 13 470% - 46 - 5 270 5485% - 5 - 2 21 879% 

Delhi - 6 - -   - - 1044 - - - - - 190 - - - - 

Haryana 0.4 6 1520% 0.1 6 5860% 3 995 32940

% 

0.01 75 754800

% 

8 153 1939% 0 13 12566

% 

Madhya 

Pradesh 

9 17 84% 4 31 672% 56 200 257% 54 376 596% 6 12 94% 13 12 -10% 

Punjab 3 1 -55% 1 2 53% 2 11 365% 11 13 23% 1 8 936% 8 6 -20% 

Uttar 
Pradesh 

1 17 2861%   21 - 1 3499 546650
% 

- 112 - 1 211 18367
% 

- 5 - 

  Total 15 57 287% 8 74 843% 65 5794 8774% 69 846 1118% 18 578 3184% 8.9 11.46 29.09% 

Zone 

2 

  

S
o

u
th

 

Andhra 

Pradesh 

16 20 26.7% 3 28 776% 80 139 75% 14 303 2007% 5 7 38% 4 11 140% 

Karnataka - 31 - 5 25 416% - 6079 - 28 253 795% - 199 - 6 10 73% 

Kerala - - - 13 53 298% - 0 - 0 45 89740

% 

- - - 0 1 22453

% 

Lakshadw
eep 

1.9 - - - - - 1 - - - - - 1 - - - - - 

Puducherr

y 

1 0 -83% 0   -1 4 1 -71% 0 - - 5 9 67% 5 - - 

Tamil 

Nadu 

- 55 - 55 40 -28% - 344 - 344 539 57% - 6 - 6 14 117% 

Telangana - 7 - 2 5 1 - 41 - 7 32 4 - 6 - 3 7 1 

  Total 19 113 502.83

% 

79 150 91.08

% 

85 6603 7668% 393 1171 198% 11 226 1 5.0 7.78 55.84% 

Zone 

3 
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E

a
s
t 

An &Nc 

Islands 

- 0 - 0 - - - 0 - 0 - - - 2.31 - 0.85 - - 

Bihar 0 1 332% 0 1 985% 2 19 708.70
% 

1 11 874% 12.11 22.68 87.38% 8.31 7.46 -
10.19% 

Jharkhand 21 2 -92% 2 1 -49% 156 1733 1009% 22 9 -61% 7.42 1083.
13 

14498
% 

13.77 10.64 -
22.71% 

Odisha - 7 - - 7 - - 37 - - 74 - - 5.03 - - 11.15 - 

West 

Bengal 

0 25 248400

% 

25 29 15%   21299 - 68 286 320%   857.0

8 

- 2.69 9.84 265.46

% 

  Total 21 35 64% 27 38 40% 159 23088 14461

% 

91 379 315% 20 1970 9991% 3.4 9.99 197.30

% 

Zone 
4 

  

W
e
s
t 

Dadra 
and Nagar 

Haveli 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Daman 

and Diu 

5.5 - - - - - 5.7 - - - - - 1.02 - - - - - 

Goa 7 0.01 -

99.86% 

-   - 42 - - - - - 5.92 - - - - - 

Gujarat 5 17 219.19

% 

7 21 211% 26 5227 19758

% 

63 196 213% 4.86 302.1

2 

6121% 9.49 9.55 0.65% 

Maharash

tra 

1 23 4159.26

% 

1 11 1320% 1 5851 835714

% 

2 58 3673% 1.30 254.3

8 

19523

% 

1.91 5.08 165.67

% 

Rajasthan 0 3 2430.00

% 

3 4 51% 33 3 -92% 3 8 161% 331.0

0 

1.07 -

99.68% 

1.07 1.85 72.63% 

  

Total 19 43 128.85

% 

10 36 255.69

% 

108 11080 10162

% 

67 261 289.30

% 

344 558 62.03% 6.6 7.26 9.45% 

Zone 
5 

  

N
o

r
th

 E
a
s
t 

Arunachal 
Pradesh 

- 1 - - 0 - - 1 - - 0 - - 0.56 - - 3.00 - 

Assam 104 98 -6.23% 99 108 9% 218 175 -

19.85% 

238 199 -16% 2.09 1.78 -

14.53% 

2.41 1.85 -

23.29% 

Manipur - 1 - 1 1 0% - 2 - 0 0 107% - 1.67 - 0.17 0.34 106.67

% 

Meghalay

a 

18 26 43.07% 26 26 2% 22 29 34.25% 29 31 6% 1.22 1.15 -6.17% 1.14 1.18 3.61% 

Mizoram 2 8 280.00

% 

11 12 13% 5 4 -

16.98% 

7 9 25% 2.65 0.58 -

78.15% 

0.68 0.76 10.42% 

Nagaland 1 2 51.82% 2 2 0% 2 11 440.48

% 

12 10 -11% 1.91 6.80 256% 5.32 4.72 -

11.26% 

Sikkim - - - - - - - - - - 0 - - - - - - - 

Tripura 7 16 135.97

% 

16 14 -12% 12 32 175.21

% 

32 29 -8% 1.75 2.04 16.63% 2.01 2.10 4.23% 

  Total 132 150 13.93% 154 163 5.81% 259 254 -1.87% 318 279 -

12.29% 

10 15 51.52% 2.1 1.71 -

17.10% 
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Zone 

6 

  

N
o

r
th

e
r
n

 H
il

ly
 

S
ta

te
s
 

Himachal 

Pradesh 

0 1 256.52

% 

0 1 482% 1 594 64476

% 

- 23 - 4.00 724.5

1 

18013

% 

- 35.80 - 

Jammu 
and 

Kashmir 

- 1 - 0 0 460% - 20 - 0 31 44829
% 

- 27.20 - 1.40 112.3
2 

7922.96
% 

Uttarakha

nd 

18 1 -

92.45% 

0 2 1007% 42 2058 4766% 0 15 11108

% 

2.36 1524.

44 

64389

% 

0.93 9.40 912.31

% 

  others - - - - 7 - - - - - 2 - - - - - 0.26 - 

  Total 18 3 - 0 9 - 43 2673 - 0 71 - 6 2276 - 2 158 - 

  Grand 

Total 

224 401 79% 278 470 69% 719 4949

2 

6785% 940 3008 220% 3 123 3738% 3.4 6.4 89.36

% 
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Table 32: Percentage Change in Area, Production and Productivity of Spice crops (2005 -06 to 2018-19) 

Percent Change in Area, Production and Productivity of Spice Crops between 2005-06 to 2013-14 and 2014-15 to 2018-19 

Zon

e 1 STATE/

UTs 

Area (000’ ha) Production (000MT) Productivity (MT/HA) 
2005-

06 

2013-

14 

% 

Change 

2014-

15 

2018-

19 

% 

Change 

2005-

06 

2013-

14 

% 

Change 

2014-

15 

2018-

19 

% 

Change 

2005-

06 

2013-

14 

% 

Change 

2014-

15 

2018-

19 

% 

Change 

N
o

r
th

 &
 C

e
n

tr
a
l 

Chandiga

rh -   -   - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Chhattisg
arh 29 12 -59% 12 12 -1% 168 8 -95% 12 18 56% 6 1 -88% 1 2 58% 

Delhi - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Haryana - 16 - 16 11 -31%   83 - 83 18 -79% - 5 - 5 2 -69% 

Madhya 

Pradesh 292 285 -3% 340 640 88% 346 454 31% 699 2961 324% 1 2 35% 2 5 125% 

Punjab - 19 - 21 32 52% - 71 - 92 101 10% - 4 - 4 3 -27% 

Uttar 

Pradesh 91 62 -32% 58 394 579% 284 244 -14% 222 251 13% 3 4 27% 4 1 -83% 

  

Sub 

Total 412 394 -5% 447 1089 143% 798 860 8% 1107 3348 203% 10 15 49% 2.5 3.07 

24.27

% 

Zon

e 2   

S
o

u
th

 

Andhra 

Pradesh 327 169 -48.2% 201 199 -1% 921 776 -16% 918 743 -19% 3 5 63% 5 4 -18% 

Karnatak

a 259 192 -26% 207 224 8% 620 334 -46% 346 678 96% 2 2 -27.3% 2 3 81% 

Kerala 428 167 -61% 167 153 -9% 192 114 -41% 140 193 38% 0 1 52% 1 1 51% 

Lakshad

weep - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Puducher

ry - 0 - 0 - - - 0 - 0   -1 - 4 - 4 - - 

Tamil 

Nadu 130 166 28% 108 105 -2% 784 555 -29% 188 178 -5% 6 3 -45% 2 2 -3% 

Telangan

a - 134 - 122 144 0 - 552 - 494 651 0 - 4 - 4 5 0 

  
Sub 
Total 1144 829 

-

27.57
% 805 825 2.50% 2516 2330 -7% 2086 2443 17% 12 18 0 2.6 2.96 

14.26
% 

Zon

e 3   

E
a
s
t 

An &Nc 

Islands - 2 - 2 - - - 3 - 3 - - - 1.88 - 1.88 - - 
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Bihar - 13 - 13 8 -36% - 13 - 13 12 -1% - 0.96 - 0.96 1.49 54.87% 

Jharkhan

d -   - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Odisha 146 123 

-

15.32% 123 148 20% 195 182 -7.07% 182 297 64% 1.34 1.47 9.74% 1.47 2.01 36.26% 

West 

Bengal 108 98 -9.63% 98 120 23% 227 208 -8.38% 208 344 65% 2.10 2.13 1.38% 2.13 2.86 34.29% 

  

Sub 

Total 254 236 

-

7.10% 236 277 17% 422 405 -4% 405 653 61% 3 6 87% 1.7 2.36 

37.35

% 

Zon

e 4   

W
e
s
t 

Dadra 

and 

Nagar 

Haveli - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Daman 

and Diu - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Goa - 1 - 1 - - - 0 - 0 747 

248950

% - 0.33 - 0.33 - - 

Gujarat 426 542 27.15% 609 491 -19% 506 849 67.82% 1020 65 -94% 1.19 1.57 31.98% 1.68 0.13 

-

92.11% 

Maharash

tra 113 121 7.38% 123 34 -72% 106 109 2.83% 130 194 49% 0.94 0.90 -4.24% 1.06 5.74 

443.28

% 

Rajastha

n 347 820 

135.90

% 867 928 7% 297 675 

127.13

% 618 943 52% 0.86 0.82 -3.72% 0.71 1.02 42.36% 

  

Sub 

Total 886 1483 

67.38

% 1600 1453 

-

9.18% 909 1633 80% 1769 1949 

10.20

% 3 4 

21.49

% 1.1 1.34 

21.34

% 

Zon

e 5   

N
o

r
th

 E
a
s
t 

Arunacha

l Pradesh - 10 - 10 12 14% - 64 - 64 69 7% - 6.30 - 6.30 5.93 -5.93% 

Assam - 93 - 99 104 5% - 279 - 321 310 -3% - 3.00 - 3.26 2.99 -8.14% 

Manipur - 11 - 11 12 10% - 24 - 24 29 19% - 2.30 - 2.30 2.49 8.30% 

Meghalay

a - 18 - 18 15 -12% - 84 - 84 74 -11% - 4.79 - 4.79 4.81 0.32% 

Mizoram - 23 - 23 28 19% - 60 - 66 101 54% - 2.65 - 2.82 3.65 29.36% 

Nagaland - 10 - 10 10 2% - 39 - 39 59 50% - 4.00 - 4.00 5.90 47.57% 

Sikkim - 32 - 34 43 25% - 56 - 61 106 74% - 1.74 - 1.79 2.49 39.22% 

Tripura - 6 - 6 6 8% - 18 - 18 30 68% - 3.16 - 3.16 4.91 55.60% 

  

Sub 

Total - 201 - 210 229 8.99% - 624 - 677 778 

14.85

% - 28 - 3.2 3.40 5.38% 
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Zon

e 6   

N
o

r
th

e
r
n

 H
il

ly
 

S
ta

te
s
 

Himachal 
Pradesh - 8 - 7 7 -7% - 14 - 22 1 -95% - 1.69 - 3.01 0.17 

-
94.28% 

Jammu 
and 

Kashmir - 5 - 5 5 -1% - 1 - 1 0 -100% - 0.22 - 0.22 - - 

Uttarakh

and - 8 - 8 9 17% - 41 - 41 40 -2% - 5.07 - 5.07 4.27 

-

15.87% 

  others - - - - 3 - - - - - 3 - - - - - 1.00 - 

  

Sub 

Total 0 21 - 20 25 21% - 56 - 65 45 -30% - 3 - 3.2 1.8 

-

42.27

% 

  

Grand 

Total 2696 3164 17% 3317 3896 17% 4645 5908 

27.21

% 6108 9216 51% 2 2 8.39% 1.8 2.4 

28.46

% 
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Table 33: Percentage Change in Area, Production and Productivity of Plantation Crops (2005-06 to 2018-19) 

Percent Change in Area, Production and Productivity of Plantation Crops between 2005-06 to 2013-14 and 2014-15 to 2018-19 

Zon

e 1 
STATE/

UTs 

Area (000’ ha) Production (000MT) Productivity (MT/HA) 

2005

-06 

2013

-14 

% 

Chang

e 

2014

-15 

2018

-19 

% 

Chang

e 

2005

-06 

2013

-14 

% 

Chang

e 

2014

-15 

2018

-19 

% 

Chang

e 

2005

-06 

2013

-14 

% 

Chang

e 

2014

-15 

2018

-19 

% 

Chang

e 

N
o

r
th

 &
 C

e
n

tr
a
l 

Chandig

arh -   - - - - -   -   - - - - - - - - 

Chhattis

garh - 15 - 15 17 7% - 24 - 28 29 5% - 2 - 2 2 -2% 

Delhi - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Haryana - - - - 0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Madhya 

Pradesh - - - - 0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Punjab - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Uttar 

Pradesh - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

  Total - 15 - 15 17 7% - 24 - 28 29 5% - 2 - 1.8 1.76 -1.79% 

Zon

e 2   

S
o

u
th

 

Andhra 

Pradesh 286 330 15.2% 315 343 9% 707 1365 93% 1114 1221 10% 2 4 68% 4 4 1% 

Karnatak

a 735 871 18% 871 1038 19% 1096 3901 256% 4078 4221 3% 1 4 

200.6

% 5 4 -13% 

Kerala 1097 998 -9% 846 965 14% 4545 4307 -5% 3582 5422 51% 4 4 4% 4 6 33% 

Lakshad

weep 2.7 2.6 -5% 2.6 - - 37 49 34% 49   - 14 19 40% 19 - - 

Puduche

rry 5 7 35% 7 - - 20 27 31% 18   - 4 4 -3% 3 - - 

Tamil 

Nadu 498 635 27% 639 620 -3% 3415 4842 42% 4843 3744 -23% 7 8 11% 8 6 -20% 

Telanga

na - 2 - 2 0 -1 - 17 - 17 3 -1 - 10 - 10 7 0 

  Total 2623 2844 8.39% 2682 2967 

10.64

% 9819 14507 48% 13701 14610 7% 32 54 3 5.1 4.92 -3.63% 

Zon

e 3   

E
a
s
t 

An &Nc 

Islands 30 27 -8.90% 27 - - 65 96 

47.93

% 96 - - 2.16 3.50 

62.38

% 3.50 - - 
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Bihar - 15 - 15 9 -41% - 97 - 97 40 -59% - 6.38 - 6.53 4.56 

-

30.11

% 

Jharkha

nd - 14 - 15 16 5% - 5 - 5 6 28% - 0.33 - 0.30 0.37 

21.84

% 

Odisha 171 218 

27.45

% 231 256 11% 267 309 

15.86

% 309 329 6% 1.56 1.42 -9.10% 1.34 1.28 -4.15% 

West 

Bengal 44 52 

17.04

% 52 54 3% 262 289 

10.50

% 290 300 3% 5.91 5.58 -5.59% 5.57 5.58 0.26% 

  Total 245 326 

32.99

% 340 334 -2% 594 796 34% 797 674 -15% 10 17 79% 2.3 2.02 

-

13.90

% 

Zon

e 4   

W
e
s
t 

Dadra 

and 

Nagar 

Haveli - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Daman 

and Diu - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Goa 82 85 4.35% 86 - - 116 123 6.59% 123 - - 1.41 1.44 2% 1.43 - - 

Gujarat 20 40 

94.12

% 40 35 -13% 99 228 

129.64

% 231 185 -20% 4.86 5.75 

18.30

% 5.76 5.31 -7.91% 

Maharas

htra 180 214 

19.16

% 217 237 9% 376 369 -1.94% 368 364 -1% 2.09 1.72 

-

17.71

% 1.70 1.54 -9.45% 

Rajastha

n - - - - - - - - - - 0 - - - - - - - 

  Total 282 340 

20.28

% 342 271 

-

20.68

% 591 720 22% 721 549 

-

23.89

% 8 9 6.57% 2.1 2.02 -4.04% 

Zon

e 5   

N
o

r
th

 E
a
s
t 

Arunach

al 

Pradesh - 1 - - 0 - - 1 - - 0 - - 0.56 - - 3.00 - 

Assam 104 98 -6.23% 99 108 9% 218 175 

-
19.85

% 238 199 -16% 2.09 1.78 

-
14.53

% 2.41 1.85 

-
23.29

% 

Manipur - 1 - 1 1 0% - 2 - 0 0 107% - 1.67 - 0.17 0.34 

106.67

% 

Meghala

ya 18 26 

43.07

% 26 26 2% 22 29 

34.25

% 29 31 6% 1.22 1.15 -6.17% 1.14 1.18 3.61% 

Mizoram 2 8 

280.00

% 11 12 13% 5 4 

-

16.98

% 7 9 25% 2.65 0.58 

-

78.15

% 0.68 0.76 

10.42

% 
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Nagalan

d 1 2 

51.82

% 2 2 0% 2 11 

440.48

% 12 10 -11% 1.91 6.80 

256.00

% 5.32 4.72 

-

11.26

% 

Sikkim - - - - - - - - - - 0 - - - - - - - 

Tripura 7 16 

135.97

% 16 14 -12% 12 32 

175.21

% 32 29 -8% 1.75 2.04 

16.63

% 2.01 2.10 4.23% 

  Total 132 150 

13.93

% 154 163 5.81% 259 254 -1.87% 318 279 

-

12.29

% 10 15 

51.52

% 2.1 1.71 

-

17.10

% 

Zon

e 6   

N
o

r
th

e
r
n

 H
il

ly
 

S
ta

te
s
 

Himacha

l 

Pradesh - - - - 0 - - - - - 0 - - - - - - - 

Jammu 

and 

Kashmir - - - - 0 - - - - - 0 - - - - - - - 

Uttarakh

and - - - - - - - - - - 0 - - - - - - - 

  others -   - - 128 - - - -   226 - - - - - - - 

  Total -   - - 128 - - - - - 226 - - - - - 1.8 - 

  

Grand 

Total 3283 3675 12% 3534 3880 10% 

1126

3 

1630

1 

44.74

% 

1556

5 

1636

8 5% 3 4 

29.30

% 4.4 4.2 

-

4.24% 
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Table 34: Percentage Change in Area, Production and Productivity of Fruit Crops(2005-06 to 2018-19) 

Percent Change in Area, Production and Productivity of Fruit Crops between 2005-06 to 2013-14 and 2014-15 to 2018-19 

Zon
e 1 STATE

/UTs 

Area (000’ ha) Production (000MT) Productivity (MT/HA) 

200
5-06 

201
3-14 

% 
Chan

ge 
201
4-15 

201
8-19 

% 
Chan

ge 
200
5-06 

201
3-14 

% 
Chan

ge 
201
4-15 

201
8-19 

% 
Chan

ge 
200
5-06 

201
3-14 

% 
Chan

ge 
201
4-15 

201
8-19 

% 
Chan

ge 

N
o

r
th

 &
 C

e
n

tr
a
l 

Chandig

arh 0.1 -   -     1 -   -     11           

Chhattis

garh 76 213 181% 192 225 17% 647 1930 198% 2071 2580 25% 9 9 6% 11 11 6% 

Delhi 0 - - - - - 1 - - 1     10 - - - - - 

Haryana 27 51 87% 61 67 11% 236 555 135% 704 712 1% 9 11 25% 12 11 -9% 

Madhya 

Pradesh 46 204 344% 220 357 62% 1044 5696 446% 6119 7465 22% 23 28 23% 28 21 -25% 

Punjab 52 77 48% 78 95 22% 746 1541 107% 1645 2002 22% 14 20 39% 21 21 0% 

Uttar 

Pradesh 279 92 -67% 372 481 29% 3009 2251 -25% 7559 10651 41% 11 24 127% 20 22 9% 

  Total 480 636 33% 923 1225 33% 5684 

1197

3 111% 

1809

8 

2341

0 29% 86 93 7% 19.6 19.11 

-

2.56% 

Zon
e 2   

S
o

u
th

 

Andhra 

Pradesh 680 640 -5.8% 546 719 32% 8409 10511 25% 9122 17615 93% 12 16 33% 17 25 47% 

Karnata

ka 263 396 51% 400 396 -1% 4242 6652 57% 6800 6567 -3% 16 17 4.2% 17 17 -2% 

Kerala 340 377 11% 195 321 65% 5051 2890 -43% 2554 1886 -26% 15 8 -48% 13 6 -55% 

Lakshad

weep 0.3 0.2 -33% 0.4   -1 1 1 -55% 0   - 4 3 -32% 1     

Puduche

rry 1 1 -40% 1   -1 21 13 -40% 16     21 21 0% 23   -100% 

Tamil 

Nadu 258 329 27% 286 294 3% 5779 7370 28% 5964 5768 -3% 22 22 0% 21 20 -6% 

Telanga

na - 365   362 176 -1 N/A 4441   5288 2034 -1   12   15 12 0 

  Total 1542 2107 

36.60

% 1789 1906 6.50% 

2350

3 

3187

7 36% 

2974

4 

3387

0 14% 91 99 0 16.6 17.77 6.93% 

Zon
e 3   

E
a
s
t 

An &Nc 

Islands 3 4 

24.14

% 4 - - 19 30 

60.54

% 32 - - 6.38 8.25 

29.32

% 8.54 - - 
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Bihar 292 302 3.60% 301 314 4% 3192 4014 

25.73

% 3990 4384 10% 10.95 13.29 

21.36

% 13.26 13.97 5.35% 

Jharkha

nd 33 94 

182.28

% 94 105 12% 389 890 129% 898 1112 24% 11.67 9.47 

-

18.87

% 9.54 10.55 

10.55

% 

Odisha 238 326 

37.22

% 327 337 3% 1403 2148 

53.08

% 2157 2361 9% 5.91 6.59 

11.56

% 6.59 7.00 6.25% 

West 

Bengal 173 217 

25.71

% 228 266 17% 2302 1776 

-

22.84

% 3314 3830 16% 13.33 8.18 

-

38.62

% 14.51 14.38 -0.93% 

  Total 738 943 

27.74

% 954 1023 7% 7304 8858 21% 

1039

0 

1168

7 12% 48 46 -5% 10.9 11.43 4.95% 

Zon
e 4   

W
e
s
t 

Dadra 

and 

Nagar 

Haveli 1 - - - - - 7 - - - - - 10.14 - - - - - 

Daman 

and Diu - - - - - - - - - 3 - -   - - - - - 

Goa 10.4 11 8.65% 12     183.8 81 -56% 83     17.67 7.19 -59% 7.23     

Gujarat 270 371 

37.49

% 384 434 13% 4678 8002 

71.07

% 8301 9228 11% 17.34 21.58 24% 21.59 21.27 -1.49% 

Maharas

htra 1619 1565 -3.32% 742 757 2% 11721 13458 

14.82

% 11090 10823 -2% 7.24 8.60 

18.76

% 14.94 14.30 -4.30% 

Rajasth
an 25 37 

51.42
% 39 62 58% 419 582 

39.02
% 736 920 25% 16.94 15.56 -8.19% 18.67 14.75 

-

20.98
% 

  

Total 1924 1985 3.13% 1178 1253 6.41% 

1700

8 

2212

3 30% 

2021

1 

2097

0 3.76% 69 53 

-
23.68

% 17.2 16.73 

-

2.50% 

Zon
e 5   

N
o

r
th

 E
a
s
t 

Arunach
al 

Pradesh 52 89 

72.34

% 90 48 -47% 105 321 

205.71

% 331 126 -62% 2.03 3.61 

77.39

% 3.68 2.61 

-
29.01

% 

Assam 104 145 

38.73

% 145 167 15% 1367 2008 

46.85

% 2030 2519 24% 13.11 13.88 5.85% 13.98 15.07 7.75% 

Manipur 51 54 5.66% 56 47 -16% 321 516 

60.70

% 522 451 -13% 6.27 9.53 

52.09

% 9.38 9.65 2.91% 

Meghala

ya 28 35 

24.73

% 36 36 -2% 232 348 

50.19

% 377 332 -12% 8.19 9.86 

20.41

% 10.39 9.28 

-

10.74

% 

Mizoram 21 58 

171.70

% 60 63 4% 43 344 

709.18

% 351 339 -3% 2.00 5.97 

197.82

% 5.82 5.39 -7.35% 

Nagalan

d 13 41 

205.26

% 41 34 -16% 49 411 

740.49

% 411 315 -23% 3.68 10.12 

175.33

% 10.12 9.29 -8.22% 

Sikkim 9 16 

79.78

% - 20   13 24 

81.82

% - 55   1.48 1.50 1.14%   2.84   
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Tripura 33 14 

-

58.79

% 72 54 -25% 525 134 

-

74.42

% 819 555 -32% 15.91 9.88 

-

37.94

% 11.41 10.34 -9.33% 

  Total 312 451 

44.60

% 500 468 

-

6.38% 2655 4106 

54.67

% 4841 4693 

-

3.06% 53 64 

22.15

% 9.7 10.03 3.54% 

Zon
e 6   

N
o

r
th

e
rn

 H
il
ly

 

S
ta

te
s
 

Himach

al 

Pradesh 183 221 

20.80

% 224 231 3% 692 866 

25.12

% 752 572 -24% 3.79 3.93 3.57% 3.35 2.48 

-

26.09

% 

Jammu 

and 

Kashmir 168 355 

112.06

% 337 345 3% 1218 2074 

70.33

% 1779 2564 44% 7.27 5.84 

-

19.68

% 5.29 7.42 

40.40

% 

Uttarak

hand 163 342 

109.50

% 205 179 -13% 676 5288 

682.31

% 786 671 -15% 4.14 15.48 

273.41

% 3.83 3.75 -2.18% 

  others - - - - 18 - - - - - 141 - - - - - 7.75 - 

  Total 513 918 79% 766 773 1% 2586 8229 

218.2

0% 3317 3948 19% 5 9 

78.00

% 4.3 5.1 

17.88

% 

  
Grand 

Total 5509 7038 28% 6110 6648 9% 

5874

0 

8716

5 

48.39

% 

8660

2 

9857

9 14% 11 12 

16.15

% 14.2 14.8 4.62% 
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Table 35: Percentage Change in Area, Production and Productivity of Vegetable Crops (2005-06 to 2018-19) 

Percent Change in Area, Production and Productivity of Vegetable Crops between 2005-06 to 2013-14 and 2014-15 to 2018-19 

Zon
e 1 STATE

/UTs 

Area (000’ ha) Production (000MT) Productivity (MT/HA) 

200
5-06 

201
3-14 

% 
Chan
ge 

201
4-15 

2018-
19 

% 
Cha
nge 

200
5-06 

201
3-14 

% 
Chan
ge 

201
4-15 

201
8-19 

% 
Chan
ge 

200
5-06 

201
3-14 

% 
Chan
ge 

201
4-15 

201
8-19 

% 
Chan
ge 

N
o

r
th

 &
 C

e
n

tr
a
l 

Chandig

arh 0.1 - - - - - 2 - - - - - 17 - - - - - 

Chhattis

garh 196 403 106% 425 499 17% 2151 5466 154% 5812 6910 19% 11 14 23% 14 14 1% 

Delhi 39 27 -30% 23 - - 627 437 -30% 392 - - 16 16 0% 17 - - 

Haryana 208 373 80% 359 438 22% 3250 5566 71% 5306 7172 35% 16 15 -5% 15 16 11% 

Madhya 

Pradesh 211 629 199% 672 898 34% 2630 13019 395% 14199 17773 25% 12 21 66% 21 20 -6% 

Punjab 152 191 26% 208 249 20% 2817 3936 40% 4168 5207 25% 19 21 11% 20 21 4% 

Uttar 

Pradesh 896 859 -4% 1164 1256 8% 17224 18545 8% 26120 27704 6% 19 22 12% 22 22 -2% 

  Total 1701 2483 46% 2851 3341 17% 28701 46969 64% 55997 64767 16% 110 107 -2% 19.6 19.39 -1.29% 

Zon
e 2   

S
o

u
th

 

Andhra 

Pradesh 258 440 70.1% 242 260 7% 4539 8150 80% 4593 7091 54% 18 19 6% 19 27 44% 

Karnata

ka 382 419 10% 486 431 -11% 4489 7501 67% 8828 7045 -20% 12 18 52.5% 18 16 -10% 

Kerala 96 148 54% 142 99 -31% 2555 3573 40% 1645 3043 85% 27 24 -9% 12 31 166% 

Lakshad
weep 0 0 50% 0 - - 0 0 50% 1 - - 1 1 0% 2 - - 

Puduche

rry 5 1 -80% 2 - - 75 16 -78% 44 - - 17 18 9% 29 - - 

Tamil 

Nadu 232 290 25% 285 236 -17% 6800 8679 28% 7521 6083 -19% 29 30 2% 26 26 -2% 

Telanga

na - 221 - 180 140 0 - 3647 - 3005 2549 0 - 17 - 17 18 0 

  Total 973 1518 

55.94

% 1337 1166 

-

12.8

0% 18458 31566 71% 25637 25810 1% 103 126 1 19.2 22.14 

15.45

% 

Zon
e 3   
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E
a
s
t 

A&N 

Islands 1 7 

430.77

% 7 - - 31 52 

68.18

% 51 - - 23.69 7.51 

-

68.31

% 7.60 - - 

Bihar 781 810 3.74% 842 873 4% 13349 15098 

13.10

% 14467 16700 15% 17.10 18.64 9.02% 17.18 19.14 

11.39

% 

Jharkha

nd 224 314 

39.94

% 317 293 -7% 3401 4238 25% 4279 3501 -18% 15.18 13.51 

-

10.96

% 13.51 11.93 

-

11.69

% 

Odisha 657 677 3.14% 669 614 -8% 8426 9434 

11.96

% 9414 8466 -10% 12.83 13.93 8.55% 14.08 13.80 -2.02% 

West 

Bengal 1276 1380 8.16% 1387 1490 7% 21323 23045 8.07% 26355 29545 12% 16.71 16.70 -0.08% 19.00 19.82 4.34% 

  Total 2939 3188 8.47% 3221 3270 2% 46531 51866 11% 54566 58213 7% 86 70 -18% 16.9 17.80 5.09% 

Zon
e 4   

W
e
s
t 

Dadra 

and 

Nagar 

Haveli 2 1 

-

26.67

% 1.1 - - 14 6 -59.3% 6 - - 9.00 5.00 

-

44.44

% 5.00 - - 

Daman 

and Diu 0.1 - - 0 - - 0.1 - - 4 - - 1.00 - - 39.00 - - 

Goa 8 7 

-

13.58

% 7 - - 75 80 7.0% 82 - - 9.22 11.41 24% 11.39 - - 

Gujarat 380 582 

53.16

% 603 626 4% 5000 11571 

131.4

% 11861 12552 6% 13.15 19.87 

51.10

% 19.67 20.04 1.91% 

Maharas

htra 399 726 

82.18

% 595 650 9% 4740 10162 

114.4

% 8783 11283 28% 11.89 14.00 

17.67

% 14.76 17.36 

17.67

% 

Rajasth

an 123 149 

21.16

% 154 178 16% 932 1114 19.6% 1433 2047 43% 7.58 7.48 -1.28% 9.31 11.50 

23.49

% 

  Total 911 1465 
60.79

% 1361 1454 
6.87

% 10760 22933 
113.1

% 22169 25883 
16.75

% 52 58 
11.41

% 16.3 17.80 9.25% 

Zon
e 5   

N
o

r
th

 E
a
s
t 

Arunach

al 

Pradesh 20 1 

-

93.14

% 2 3 54% 79 35 -55.6% 41 17 -58% 3.86 25.00 

547.21

% 24.12 6.64 

-

72.48

% 

Assam 195 281 

44.68

% 289 324 12% 2020 3032 50.1% 4470 4060 -9% 10.39 10.77 3.72% 15.45 12.53 

-
18.92

% 

Manipur 11 25 

127.03

% 29 46 55% 74 271 

267.7

% 268 355 32% 6.64 10.75 

61.97

% 9.15 7.79 

-

14.81

% 

Meghala

ya 42 44 4.56% 45 49 10% 272 515 89.6% 534 515 -4% 6.52 11.82 

81.33

% 11.97 10.50 

-

12.30

% 
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Mizoram 6 41 

621.05

% 44 35 -21% 24 254 

954.4

% 274 164 -40% 4.23 6.18 

46.22

% 6.22 4.73 

-

24.03

% 

Nagalan

d 11 39 

260.75

% 39 41 7% 84 492 

489.0

% 492 456 -7% 7.81 12.76 

63.27

% 12.76 11.09 

-

13.07

% 

Sikkim 18 26 

49.14

% 29 39 33% 81 135 66.0% 130 231 78% 4.63 5.15 

11.34

% 4.46 5.96 

33.86

% 

Tripura 32 47 

48.25

% 49 47 -4% 373 781 

109.0

% 811 813 0% 11.85 16.71 

40.99

% 16.69 17.41 4.34% 

  Total 333 504 

51.34

% 525 583 

10.9

1% 3007 5515 83.4% 7020 6612 -5.82% 56 99 

77.27

% 13.4 11.35 

-

15.08

% 

Zon
e 6   

N
o

r
th

e
rn

 H
il
ly

 

S
ta

te
s
 

Himach

al 

Pradesh 65 87 

33.44

% 84 87 4% 984 1636 

66.18

% 1585 1755 11% 15.17 18.89 

24.54

% 18.92 20.11 6.27% 

Jammu 

and 
Kashmir 52 63 

21.11
% 63 60 -5% 843 1396 

65.54
% 1396 1337 -4% 16.18 22.12 

36.68
% 22.12 22.24 0.57% 

Uttarak

hand 73 88 

21.12

% 101 100 -1% 987 1017 3.03% 1110 1003 -10% 13.54 11.52 

-
14.94

% 11.02 10.01 -9.14% 

  others - - - - 39 - - - - - 504 - - - - - 12.88 - 

  Total 190 238 25% 248 287 16% 2814 4048 
43.84

% 4091 4599 12% 15 17 
14.77

% 16.5 16.0 -2.90% 

  
Grand 

Total 7047 9396 33% 9543 10100 6% 

1102

70 

1628

97 

47.73

% 

1694

79 

1858

83 10% 16 17 

10.80

% 17.8 18.4 3.63% 
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ANNEXURE 3: Findings from SHM officials KIIs of various states 

 
Table 36: Ranks given by SHM officials to various components (based on importance & impact) 

Source: KII of SHM officials 

 

S.
N. 

Zones States 1 2 3 4 5 

1 North & 
Central 

Uttar 
Pradesh 

HRD PHM    

2 Chhattisgarh Market 
Infrastructure 

IPM Bee keeping HRD PHM 

3  
 
 
South 

Telangana PHM Farm 
Mechanization 

Area 
Expansion 

HRD Protected 
Cultivation 

4 Andhra 
Pradesh 

Water 
Resources 

PHM Market 
Infrastructure 

Horticulture 
Farm 
Mechanization 

Rejuvenation 

5 Karnataka PHM Protected 
Cultivation 

Water 
Resources 

Area 
expansion 

Rejuvenation 

6    Kerala Area 
expansion 

Rejuvenation Farm 
Mechanization 

Water 
Resources 

Protected 
Cultivation 

7 Tamil Nadu Area 
expansion 

Protected 
Cultivation 

Post-harvest 
Management 

Water 
Resources 

 

8 Puducherry Area 
expansion 

HRD Rejuvenation Protected 
Cultivation 

Market 
Infrastructure 

9  
 
East 

Odisha Area 
Expansion 

PHM Nurseries Protected 
Cultivation 

Market 
Infrastructure 

10 Jharkhand Area 
Expansion 

Protected 
Cultivation 

Water 
Resources 

PHM HRD 

11 West Bengal Protected 
Cultivation 

Area Expansion Water 
Resources 

PHM Rejuvenation 

12 A & N 
Islands 

Area 
Expansion 

Farm 
Mechanization 

Bee keeping HRD CoE 

13  
 
West 

Rajasthan Protected 
Cultivation 

Water 
Resources 

Area 
Expansion 

Nurseries HRD 

14 Gujarat PHM Area expansion Protected 
Cultivation 

Market 
Infrastructure 

Nurseries 

15 Maharashtra Protected 
Cultivation 

PHM Water 
Resources 

Farm 
Mechanization 

Area 
expansion 

16 North 
East 

Sikkim Area 
Expansion 

Protected 
Cultivation 
Water Resource 

IPM / INM Nurseries 
Hort. Farm 
Mechanization 
HRD 

Rejuvenation 

17 Nagaland Market 
Infrastructure 

Area Expansion Food 
processing 
units 

Water 
Resources 

Protected 
Cultivation 

18  
Northern 
Hilly 
States 

Uttarakhand Protected 
Cultivation 

Area expansion Rejuvenation Water 
Resources 

Nurseries 

19 J&K Rejuvenation/ 
Bee keeping 

Nurseries Centre of 
Excellence 

Area 
expansion 

IPM 

20 HP Protected 
Cultivation 

Farm 
Mechanization 

Water 
Resources 

Area 
expansion 

PHM 



 

177 
 

177 Impact Evaluation of NHM / HMNEH   

Table 37: Modification in pattern of assistance 

Source: KII of SHM officials 

S.
N. 

 Components Area 
expans

ion 

Rejuven
ation 

INM/ 
IPM 

Protecte
d 

Cultivati
on 

Nurs
ery 

Water 
Resourc

es 

PHM Market 
Infrastru

cture 

Hort. 
Farm 

Mechani
zation  

Bee 
keepin

g 

Others 

CoE HRD Exposure 
visit of 

farmers 

Promo
tion of 
FPOs 

Food 
Processing 

units 

Zones States Increas
e (%) 

Increase 
(%) 

Increase 
(%) 

Increase 
(%) 

Incre
ase 
(%) 

Increase 
(%) 

Increase 
(%) 

Decrea
se (%) 

Increase 
(%) 

Increase 
(%) 

Increas
e (%) 

Increase 
(%) 

Increas
e (%) 

Increase 
(%) 

Increas
e (%) 

Increase 
(%) 

1 North & 
Central 

Uttar 
Pradesh 

- - - - - -  50% - - - - - - - - 50%  

2 Chhattisgarh  10% 25%  - - - -  25% -  25% 25%  10%  - - - - - 

3 

South 

 Telangana  50% - - - - -  50% - - 50%  - - - - - - 

4  Andhra 
Pradesh 

 35% 35%   -  20% 20%   25%  15% - -  20%  20% - - - - - 

6    Kerala  10% 10%  10%  10%   -  10%  40% -  40% - - - - - - - 

8 Puducherry - - - 30% - - - - - - - - - - - - 

9 

East 

Odisha  Cost Norms should be revised instead of modifying the financial pattern 

10  Jharkhand  50%  30%  30%  30%  50% 100%  - -  40%  20%  20% - - - -  20% 

11  West Bengal  20% 20%     10% - - - - - - - - - - - - 

13 

West 

 Rajasthan - - -  20% - -  50% - - - - - - - - - 

14 Gujarat 30% 25% 30% 40% 40% - 50% - - - - - - - - - 

15 Maharashtra - - - 20% - 25% 40% - 75% 50% - - - - - - 

16 North 
East 

Sikkim 50% - 30% 30% - 50% - 50% - - - - - - - - 

17 Nagaland 80% 50% 40% - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

18 Norther
n Hilly 
States 

Uttarakhand 10% - - 10% - 15% 15% - - 10% 10% - - - - - 

19 J&K 75% 50% 50% - 50% 100% 25% - - 50% 50% - - - 25% - 

20 HP 10% 10% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

 Average Increase 43.6% 33.8% 55.0% 26.0% 45.0
% 

47.5% 32.5% 50.0% 75.0% 36.7% 30.0% - - - 25.0% 35% 
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ANNEXURE 4: Comparison of Indian agriculture to rest of the world 
Items India World % Share India’s Rank Next to 

Total Area 
(Million 
Hectare) 

329 13467 2.4 Seventh Russian Federation, 
Canada, USA, China, 
Brazil, Australia 

 

Land Area 297 13009 2.3 Seventh Russian Federation, 
China, USA, Canada, 
Brazil, Australia 
 

Arable Land 156 1417 11 Second USA 
 

Population (Million) 

Total 1295 7266 17.8 Second China 

Rural 857 3364 25.5 First  

Crop Production (MT) 

Total 
Cereals 

295 2819 10.5 Third China, USA 

Wheat 96 729 13.1 Second China 

Rice 
(Paddy) 

157 741 21.2 Second China 

Total Pulses 20 78 23.8 First  

Ground nut 
(In shell) 

7 44 14.9 Second China 

Rapeseed 8 74 10.7 Third Canada, China 

Sugarcane 352 1884 18.7 Second Brazil 

Tea 1.21 5.56 21.7 Second China 

Coffee 
(green) 

0.3 8.79 3.5 Sixth Brazil, Vietnam, I ndonesia, 
Col umbia, Ethiopia 

Jute& jute 
like Fibres 

2.07 3.65 56.8 First  

Cotton(lint) 6.19 26.16 23.7 Second China 

Tobacco 
Unmanufact
ured    

0.72 7.18 19 Third China,Brazil 
 

Fruits & Vegetables Production (MT) 
 

Vegetables 
& Melons 

127 1169 10.8 Second China 

Fruits 
excluding 
Melons 

88 690 12.8 Second China 

Potatoes 46 382 12.1 Second China 

Onion(Dry) 19 89 21.9 Second China 

Livestock (Million Heads) 

Cattle 
 

187 1473 12.7 Second Brazil 

Buffaloes 
 

110 194 56.6 First  
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Source: Adapted from FNSA report 2019, MoSPI & WFP  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Ca me1s 
 

0.38 28 1.4 Twelfth Somalia, Sudan, Kenya, 
Niger, Chad, Mauritania, 
Ethiopia, Pakistan, Mali, 
Yemen, UAE 

Sheep 63 1195 5.3 Third China, Australia 

Goats 133 1011 13.2 Second 
 

China 

Chicken 
 

725 21410 3.4 Seventh China, USA, Indonesia, 
Brazil, I ran,  Pakistan 

Animal Products(In’000MT) 

Milk Total 
 

146314 801649 18.3 First  

Eggs 
(Primary) 
Total 
 

3965 75524 5.3 Third China, USA 
 

Meat Total 6601 317855 2.1 Sixth China, USA, Brazil, 
Russian federation, 
Germany 

Source: Agricultural Statistics at a glance, 2011. Directorate of Economics and Statistics, 
Ministry of Agriculture and Farmers Welfare, GoI. 
FAOOA Regional Office for Asia and Pacific. 
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ANNEXURE 5: High Efficiency Horticultural Machine 
ROW SEEDER MACHINE 
 
• Machine is used for seeding vegetables 

seeds in trays. (Nozzle Based). 
• Production Capacity is upto 80 to 100 

trays/hour. 

 
SEMI-AUTOMATIC PLUGS-POTS MAKING 
MACHINE 
 
• Is used for making Plugs-Pots of 15mm – 

50mm dia for Plants Propagation. 
• Production Capacity : upto 18000 pots 

per hour 

 
DOSATRON FERTIGATION PUMPS 
 
• Used for proper dosing of fertilizers (NPK 

Components) through water pressure for 
balanced EC/PH required for Plants. 
 

• Operating Water Flow-rate : 10 
litres/hour to 3000 litres/hour. 
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MECHANINCAL PRUNER MACHINE 
 
• Used for pruning of Fruit Orchards like 

Citrus, Mango, Guava. 
• Require 65 Hp Tractor for installation and 

working of machine. 
• Max Height Cutting : 6.5m 
• Max top cutting : 4.5m 

 
MIST BLOWER & SPRAYERS 
 
• Used for efficient spraying of chemicals in 

fruit Orchard 
• Tank Capacity : 

600/800/1000/1500/2000L 
• Electrostatic technology for uniform 

spraying of chemicals 

 
VEGETABLE TRANSPLANTER MACHINE 
 
• Most efficient machine for transplanting 

young vegetable Seedlings/plants. 
• Productivity: 15 – 20 seedlings/ min. 
• Can combine Mulching layer and Dripline 

laying unit. 
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IN-ROW WEEDER MACHINE 
 
• Ideal implement for weeding and land 

preparation. 
• Best for inter-row cultivation in open-

fields. 
• Base Machine can be attached with 4 to 5 

different De-weeding implements. 
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ANNEXURE 6: Top up Assistance provided by states with MIDH components 

State wise top up scheme by states 
Table 38: State wise top up schemes provided by states on various MIDH Components 

S. 

N. 
State 

Top Up with other 

MIDH Components 
Name of Components 

Maximum 

Ceiling 

1.  Andhra Pradesh Yes PHM Components – 25% - 

2.  
Arunachal 

Pradesh 
Yes 

PHM Components – 40% of 

the cost 
20 Lakhs 

3.  Assam No - - 

4.  Bihar Yes 
Details enclosed below this 

table 
 

5.  Gujarat Yes 

For all credit linked 

components  

General Category – 15% 

SC / ST – 25% 

As per MIDH 

norms on 

ceiling 

6.  Haryana 

No (Proposal under 

consideration for PHM 

Components) 

- - 

7.  
Himachal 

Pradesh 
Yes 

Protected Cultivation (Anti 

Hail net) – 25% 

 

Micro Irrigation (PMKSY) – 

25% 

4000 sqm per 

beneficiary 

 

4 ha 

 

8.  Jharkhand No - - 

9.  
Jammu & 

Kashmir 
No - - 

10.  Karnataka Yes 

Only for SC / ST Farmers 

(Details enclosed below this 

table) 

 

11.  Kerala No - - 

12.  Madhya Pradesh Yes Cold Store -15% 50 Lakhs 

13.  Manipur No - - 

14.  Meghalaya No - - 

15.  Mizoram No - - 

16.  Nagaland No - - 

17.  Rajasthan Yes 

Protected Cultivation – 20% 

(Only for SC / ST small & 

marginal farmers) 

4000 sqm 

18.  Sikkim No - - 

19.  Telangana No - - 

20.  UP Yes  Cold Store – 15% 60 Lakhs 
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(In selected 58 blocks; Only 

first cold store) 

21.  Uttarakhand Yes 

Anti-Hail Net (Marketing 

Board) – 50% 

Protected Cultivation – 30% 

Upto 500 m 

 

 

22.  West Bengal Yes (In 2018-19 only) 

Area Expansion (Provided 

planting materials free of 

cost) 

Approx. 2 

Crores cost to 

state 

Source: SHM Officials 
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Karnataka State is Providing Additional Matching Grants for below listed Components Only for SC/ST 

Farmers.  

Name of the components % of top up from the 
State Govt. 

Maximum ceiling of 
Top up 

Vegetable Seed Production  55% 90% 

Rejuvenation  40% 90% 

Individual Farm Pond  40% 90% 

Protected Cultivation (Poly 
House/Shade Net/Mulching Anti Bird 
Net) 40% 

90% 

Integrated Nutrient/Pest Management  60% 90% 

Honey Bee Colony and Box 50% 90% 

Mechanization (Tractor Below 20 HP) 55% 90% 

Pack House  40% 90% 

Primary Processing Unit  50% 90% 

Onion Storage Structure  40% 90% 

Vending Cart 40% 90% 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

186 
 

186 Impact Evaluation of NHM & HMNEH 

Irrigation top up schemes 

S. 

N. 
State 

Total 

subsidy for 

small & 

marginal 

farmers 

Total 

subsidy of 

other 

farmers 

Remarks 

1 AP 90 75 

APMIP arranges the following Micro Irrigation 

systems to farmers with government subsidy 

(SC/ST: 100% subsidy) (others: 90% / 75% / 60%) 

for Drip (Inline & Online), Semi-Permanent 

Sprinklers and Rain Guns. 

2 Bihar 90 80 

Rate of subsidy is 50% for small , marginal , OBC, 

SC/ST & women categories and 40% for general 

categories 

3 Chhattisgarh 75 50 

Rate of subsidy is 50% for small , marginal , OBC, 

SC/ST & women categories and 40% for general 

categories 

4 Gujarat 50 50 
Uniform pattern of subsidy, Gujarat Green 

Revolution Company Limited (GGRC) 

5 Haryana 90 90 
Additional subsidy is provided for hydro-cyclone 

filters 

6 Karnataka 80 50 

For the first 2 ha out of 5 ha per beneficiary 

ceiling on the area to be undertaken under the 

scheme. 

7 Maharashtra 60 50 

Rate of subsidy is 50% for small , marginal , OBC, 

SC/ST & women categories and 40% for general 

categories 

8 Odisha 90 80 

Rate of subsidy is 50% for small , marginal , OBC, 

SC/ST & women categories and 40% for general 

categories 

9 Rajasthan 70 70 

90% for drip, 70% for sprinkler(mini) ,60%& 50% 

for portable sprinkler for SC/ST and General 

Category resp. 

10 Sikkim 60 60 

Rate of subsidy is 50% for small , marginal , OBC, 

SC/ST & women categories and 40% for general 

categories 

11 Tamil Nadu 100 75 

“Rate of subsidy is 50% for small , marginal , 

OBC, SC/ST & women categories and 40% for 

general categories 
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12 UP 90 75 

Rate of subsidy is 50% for small , marginal , OBC, 

SC/ST & women categories and 40% for general 

categories 

13 Uttarakhand 60 60 

Rate of subsidy is 50% for small , marginal , OBC, 

SC/ST & women categories and 40% for general 

categories 

 Note: The Central Government  share in total subsidy is 50% for small , marginal , OBC, SC / ST & 

women categories and 40% for general categories 
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ANNEXURE 7: List of anti-hail net accessories 

Indicative Cost estimate of the Proposed Anti-hail Net Structure for 1 ha area 

S.
N. 

Name of component 
Quant

ity 
Qty. (in 

kg) 
Cost per unit 
including GST 

Total Cost 
(Rs) 

Remarks 

1 
Steel pole 8m Height (80 
mm at base) 

4 720 7000 28000 
For all 4 
corners 

2 

Cost of grouting for side 
poles with cement concrete 
1:2:4 ratio (20 mm nominal 
aggregate size) having pit 
size 0.60x0.60x0.60= 
0.216@ Rs. 6000/- per cum  
= Rs. 1296/- 

4   1296 5184 
include cost 
of pit 
digging 

3 
GI pole (Tubular Plain 
ended, 6 m, lengh, 32 mm 
outer dia,3.5 mm thickness) 

38 798 70.2 56019.6 
21 kg per 6 
m (spacing 
16.5 m)  

4 
GI pole (Tubular Plain 
ended, 4.3m lengh,32 mm 
outer dia,3.5 mm thickness) 

4 60.2 66 3973.2 
Side poles 
along axis 

5 
GI pole (Tubular Plain 
ended, 1 m, lengh, 40 mm 
outer dia,4 mm thickness) 

42 168 80 13440 

3.5 ft for 
each as 
ground pole 
(2+1.5 ft) 

6 
Hot Dipped GI High tensile 
wire 4 mm thickness zinc 
aluminium coated  

1570 
mtr 

157 199 31243 
Top wire 
mesh and, 
side support  

7 
Hot Dipped GI High tensile 
wire 2.5 mm thickness zinc 
aluminium coated  

1000 
mtr 

39 205 7995 
Second wire 
below top 
wire 

8 
Clips for tieing antihail net 
with wire 

1300 
no. 

  10 13000 
Clips to fix 
nets with 
wires. 

9 
Anchor 20 mm steel bar, 
1.1 m length, 40 cm base 
rod 

30   140 4200 

For side 
poles, 2 
each for 
corner poles 

10 
Turn buckle/tensioner 12 
mm thread 

60   147 8820   

11 

Cost of grouting for main 
poles with cement concrete 
1:2:4 ratio (20 mm nominal 
aggregate size) having pit 
size 0.45x0.45x0.60= 
0.1215@ Rs.6000/-  per 
cum  = Rs. 729.00 

72   729 52488 

Include cost 
of pit 
digging and 
filling 42 
pole base 
+30 anchore 
base 

12 

Pole cap, UV stablised, 
minimum 50 grams, 4 inch 
length, 3 years replacement 
warranty 

46   21 966   
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13 Iron ladder 15 ft  1     2700   

14 Mics Acessories       1300 

includes nut 
bolts, wire 
holding clips 
etc. 

  Subtotal       229328.8   

  
Cost of installation 5% of 
subtotal 

      11466.44   

  TOTAL       
240795.2

4 
  

  Total  
or say 

2.40 lakh  
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ANNEXURE 8: Glimpses of Activities at CIH 
 

 
Office Building cum training centre   Aerial view of farm  

 
 Hi-tech floriculture, nursery and vegetable units 

 
High Density planting of Guava   Mango orchard in the institute  

 

 
Strawberry plantation in the Institute    French bean cultivation (demo plot) 
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Turmeric cultivation      Ginger cultivation 

 
Organic input production units 

 
Training of farmers 

 
Nursery units 

 
Skill Development courses 
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Nursery accreditation & certification 

 
Value addition and processing programmes 

 
Agri business programmes (exhibitions & buyers sellers meet) 

 
Exhibitions &Release of publications & issue of certificates 

 
Entrepreneurship development programme   Workshops/seminars 
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Demonstrations during 2014-15 to 2018-19 under Protected Cultivation 

Demonstration on Anthurium& Carnation 

 
Demonstration on rose&chrysanthemum 

 
Demonstration on gerbera& Orchids 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 


