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Economies, Marketing and Storage of onion cultivation in Yamunanagar, Haryana

Absiract
The current research was carried out in the Yamunanagar district of the state of Haryana due
to the greater area of onions being prown there, The current research concluded that the cost
of production per quintal in the studied region was 394620 The major cost incurred on items
included rental value of Tand( 217363204 fentilizors (23948 41 plant protection (31179 28)
i and sced cost (T8753.73). respectively. ‘The average yield of onion was 126.53 quintals per
acre. The average variable cost was 245:101 The gross return per acre was 2103734.30 and
net retorn was recorded O3 T390 peroacres While channel-l was observed, o have the
greatest disposal ol enion produce. channel-IE was determined to be the most effective of the
dithierent marketing channels. 1t was shown that onion producers might increase their profits
/Mup 10 six months of storage before they heg_'_'g,du)\m lose money. After 2 months. 4 months,
and 6 months n storage, the farmer carned 2123849, 170,520 and 21053 per guintal,
respectively.
Keyword: Economics. onion, marketing and storage
Introduction
The onion (Alliwm cepa L) is one ol the most important commercially grown and eaten
vegetables. It has been grown and caten almost everywhere mothe world smee at least S000
BC. It started in the area that includes North-West India. Afghanistan.  Kazakhstan.
Uzbcekistan, Western ‘Tianshan, and Western Asia. The area around the Mediterranean Sea s
where it spread o other parts of the world. Dehvdrated onions come in the torm of powder
and flakes that can be sed as spices. Onions can also be used o0 make oil and pectin, which
are full of phosphorus, calcium, carbs, proteins, andvitaming {Band(’). Onions can be used

W reat many diseases and conditions. The most common ones are dropsy. heart disease. hver
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cirrhosis, diabetes. tuberculosis, and heart attacks (Augusti. 1990y, India is the biggest
producer in the world. It makes up 2557 percent ol the total global output (Foed and
Apricullure Organization, 202()}.':Qﬁl; a produdion o 26.74 million wnnes {2020y and an
average productivity ol 18.65 wnnes per hectare. Between [991-1992 and 2017-2018. the
area under onion cultivatton almost wripled. while output grew by roughly four times
(forticuliural Statistics at o Glance, 2018). Maharashtra (8854.09 thousand M1 Tvladha
fradesh (370b.01 thousand M) Kamataha (298639 (housand MY Bihar (1240.59
thousand MT). and Andhra Pradesh are the wop Hve staes in erms of onion o*ltpul (15.73
thousand M1 Aboul 90% of India's production of onions comes from the mp:'lo states. The
production per hectare varied throwghour the \'mluy with Gujarat leading with 24.25
wmes/ha and Odisha coming kst with 10,77 wmes/hin Yamunanagar, Vewa, and
Ambala are the main onion producing regions, but district Fatchabad, with productivity of
39.80 wonnes per ha’ is al the lop, followed by Karnal and Sonipzu, with productivity of 36.34
and 32.63 tonnes per ha/ respectively (horttharvana.gov.com). Haryana is in ninth place with
LA
anaveraee productivity of 2045 1wnnes/ha and producton o G0 Jakly wonses (Usha e af
20221 Omon has e benelit ot being less porishable and enters the marketing channels for
interstate and international commerce to a significant degree sinee it can endure harsh
handling and long-distance transportation. Even under bad weather conditions, it may be
preserved for a substantia L amount of lime: alier harvest and afterwards sold b the nlarket

when prices are advantageous lor the growers. L may be sold on the market for a longer

peried of e ﬂ]i%l‘ veggies. Thus, there are vasl opportunilies 1o preserve onion pricing
by providing unri:m farmers with improved markenng and storage facilities, as well as high-
vielding cultivars and comemporary fimung methods

Methodology

Economic analysis of onion piroduction

For computing the costs and returns of the onion crop: cost of farm nputs. variabie asweh as
totar cost and net retwrns of onion grow ers were caleulated in Yamuanagar.

“aluation of fafm inputs

Some of the production mputs were derived  from Tanuly - resourees, wlule others were
acquired from the market. Farm inputs such as human labour (both family and hired), tractor
power, seed, manures, fertilizers, insecticides and pesticides. irrigation fees, and other
agronomic operation fees were priced based on veal expenditures spent ar current market
rates,

Regression analysis
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The input-output relationship was determined bv fitting the Cobb-Douglas production
function. Gross return per famm as a dependent variable and eight inputs including land.
preparatory tllage, sced, 1ML Fertilizers, human fabour and machine power. plant protection
chenneals. and irrigation expenditures s independent vanables, 1he overall shape of the
function was as described betow:

4b2 b3 b4 BA  be b7 bE

bl 5
Y:'d.\J X2 " Ni" Ny X3 Xa X7 N
L ——

Y = Gross returns of onion in rupees

W here.
a - Constant
X = Arca under crop in hectare
Xz = Value of preparatory tillage in rupees
< = Value of seed in rupees
X = Value of manures in rupues
Xs Value of fertilizers in rupees
b = Value ol human fabour and machine poser in rupees
M7 = Value of plant protection chemicils in rupees
L X = Value of irvigation in rupees
bi = The regression coelticient of the ith independent variable (i = 1 o §)

Total variable cost
‘Total variable costs comprised the cost of all agriculural inputs such as human and bullock
labour, tractor power, seed, munures and fortilizers, nscetcdos and presticides, irgation
charges. repair and maintenance of farm 1ools, and interest on working capital al 9% por vear
throughout the onion crop's growth season.
Total fixed cost
Fixed costs inelude the current rental value ol owned and Teased-=in land. as well as
depreciation on agriculral wols, equipment. and buildings at 10% per vear ol the presem
worth of the building and machinery.
Market charges paid by the Tarmers
Farmers' expenses for transporting their goods trom the Held w0 the mzn‘kx} such as
ransportation. unfoading. and ¢leaning IL‘cx} wore caleulated.
Valuation of output ‘
The production was valued based on the selling price of the onion crop.

GR P = P

Where.
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GR Gross Retrn

TP Total Produce

P - Price at which produces was sold.
Returns over variable cost
Returns over vartable cost were calculated by subtracung the total varnable cost from the
Lross return.

Return over variable cost= Gross return — Total variable cost

Evaluation of marketing system 0
: weAl

The data gathered trom vavious market functionaries waas cvaluated w predict marketng

expenses, margins. efficiency. and pricing spreads in various marketing channels.

Marketing pattern of enion

Intermation regarding the marheung channels ot omon wa: collecied From the producers and

marketing ageneies involved in marketing of onion through different marketing channels

Muarketing cost

The marketing cost incurred on different marketing function was calculated from the data
. collected through different marketing functionaries and finally computed in form ot total and

percentage lorm.

C=C; 4 Cuyy t Cagr + Cg g
Where,
5 = Towal marketing cost é-{w—gﬁ W gqﬂn 4'1 U u{v{. ﬁ“‘tﬁ
C = Cost paid hy the farmer at the time produce leave the farm. till he sells.
Cay Cost incurred by the Mmiddlemen in the process of buy ing and selling.
| = [y 2 8, ciissvii . N

Markeling margins

This is the difference between the middleman's total pavments (cost + purchase price} and
receipt (selling price).

Muarketing efficiency

Marketing efficiency was worked out by emploving the formula given by Acharyds

approacty

s NP
ML e
MC ¢ MM 1 ML,
Where,
NPy = Nel price received by the farmers
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MC = Total Marketing Cost
MM = Total Marketing Margin
ML, = Total 1.oss incurred during marketing

Price spread
Price spread analysis was carried out as Tollovs:
}’ri% aant o Retaler
- -._ - - S———
Consumer™s Price - Producer Selling Price

Price spread =
r-"_--_-_.-

Producer’s share in consumer’s rupee
[tis the farmer's price stated as a percentage ol e consumen's price.
Producer’s Price

Producer’s Share in Consumer’s Rupee = ———————o x 100
Consumer’s Price

Feonomic efficieney of storage

Cosls ineurred dor the purchuse of matertals sequired for the construction of loval storage
structure included v total fised cost while fabour and maintenance charges included n the
variable cost. The overall profit was computed by deducting the whole cost of storage from
the extra revenue obtaimed alter storage.

Prolit carned = € = Py =gty < I« [U)

Where,
O - Quantity left aller storage e, quantily alier slorage losses
I’ Price al wlueh produce sold alwer he sterage
O - Quantity stored
P = Price just after hasvesting of onion

Results and Discussion

To work out costs and returns of onion cultivation

Average cost o [ cultivation in dif ferent zones

The cost and returns of onion in the district Yamunanagar of Harvana have been prosented m
table | Cost of production in Yomumanawam was found B399 620 [0 the district cost incurred
on major items included rental value of land. irvigation. bertilizer use. plant protection. seed
cosl. hocing/weeding and harvesting were 23060 3800 3210 10960 11 3.5 32 and 10X83
percent of total cost. respectively. The aserage yield of onion was 126533 quintals per acre

(Gann\_v_zihapd Chhikara. 1973 Ahmed o o/ 2000

Table 1: Average eost of production ol enion in Yamunanagar (value in? aere’’)
! Inputs | Yoamunanagar
, Preparatosnillag e ) _ B . _ TR LY
| Nurseyy raising (R 23 {14.90]




UNDER PEER REVIEW

[ a. Seed I - - Ir- 87“71(]]6»)
| b, Seed treaiment 5 60752 (0.7- )
I ¢ F'YM - 005G (1.8
d. Irrigation 361,42 (0.48)
Transplanting == = 354338 (4.7
"Ridging = i 137273 (1.82)
E 5 - 1 309877 Gy

U Transplanting irrisation
| = .___.l. — .‘r'._'h..
Fertilizer nutricints

36142 (048

& Nitropen I TOGIR (101 J
b. Phosphatic - 1975.54 (2.()24;“ sy 1
¢. Potassic === __8:13.2?_'(_1-.73-)__' B
d. Zine Sulphate 356.84 (047) y ==
Total fertihzer investment 3948 4l (3.2 i
Iertilizers application . 2,00 (041
| li'rlj_:glll_nn . o T 0805 (3801
Weeding . |
a. Manua! 400207 (3.32) 1.
b. Chemical = |
Plant protection ’  W7928(0.96) |
Marvesting/digging - T 814 19.63 (08 -}
[ Mistelfanerous i = . %() 90 (131 ]
Lotal workiny capital % aH(: e riid) l
Interest on working capital @9 percent per ahium . 1935.07 (2 ol
: Variable cost o | 4‘»4(11 09 (60. ,4)
1ransportation | AO1L8LED
Management charges ((D_J_r_slueql perannum ”: N - 4\40 [ (6.03) =
Risk factor @ 10 percent per annum I_ _____ 1500 11 (6.03) B \
Remtal value of land 17 163 20 (“1 06y |
Total cost = E— CO78238.40 100y
Production (qtl) - i ——
a4 Main | 126,53
b. By produgl - | O - r
Gross retwrn S 1637343 'r
Resturn over variable cost T I o L ] ;
Nel relurn 9051590
Cost of production (T per gtl) - 59461
B.C Ratio 23

I-rgmes in parenthesiy indicate the pw centa qv 0 toial cosi.

The rental value of land wus contributed  highest o the
ST R

raising in the district.

The seed cost was found 2873273 (11,63 percent)

ot cost which accounted for
3006 pereenty Followed By QTTORY (170 porcemy expenses mcurred on nunmser

The average

variable cost was T 45401 (60.34 pereent) in Yamunanagar (Ahoed er of . 2008). The gross

- —

reurn per acre was Z165754.30 in the district.

acre (Pajankar ¢/ wf. 2000; Verma er f, 2004

Shrichand and

lhe net return was rectirded 290515.90 per

Jain 2008 Amarnath and
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Velmurugan, 20[5}.

[nput-output relationship of onion cultivation

Cobb-Douglas production function was employed o study the relatonship between the onion
production and the inputs used in the onion production, The estimated Cobb- Douglas
production functions of onion farms are furnished in Table 20 The adjusted coefticient off
muitiple determinations was (.96 in Yamunanagar district which reveals that the production
function model was a good {it and 96 percent of the variation in onion vield was infiuenced
by the explanatory variables included in the model. In log linear production function, the
coelficient represents the production elasticity of the resources used. The coefficients of land,
preparatory tillage, seed, fertilizers. lubour and machine power and irrigation were positive
and significant at one percent level with the co-values o170.0120, 0,008, 0.2530. 0.064. 0.676
and 0.160 in the district, respectivety, This indicated that an therease i the usage of kand,
oreparatory tillage, seed. fertilizers. abour and machine power and trrigaton number by one
percent from the existing mean level. While the coetlicient for manures and plant protection
chemicals are negative. The results indicated that planting material/secd and labour had a
positive and significant infTuence in onion cultivation since these were the major operation in
onion cultivation

Table 2; Regression coctlicients of different inputs used for onion cultivation

Particulars | Yamunanagar ]

Constant [ 1.2399 |
- e aasasnhae ' | 0,0120%(0.1398) '|
| Preparatory tillage - C.008* (0.3375) - - __j
| Seed 0.250% (010K '
(Manures | -0.010NS (0.0200 .

EFertilizers 0 O™ (11.0708) i
" Labour and machine p_ower_ ) { ).-()7'(;**;(:('_).-]49();___- '

Plant protection chemicals , -0.014NS (0.0080)

Irrigation - ! 0.160**( 0019 0) |
Cocfficient of determination (R F _ 09 ]
| F-value e S e 18413 -
Return to Scale i (19728 |

Figures in parenthesis are the stundard evror of regression coetficent
*Significance a1 percent level of siguificance

¥ Significance at 3 pereent level of significance, NS-Non-significant.

Price spread of onion through diff erent marketing channels and their efticiency
Markcting channels

lFor the marketing ol onion, three major marketing channels were stiudied in the area.

o Producer & Wholesaler-cum-commission agent = Retailer=> Consumen

o Producer 2 Retailer- Consumer
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e roducer = Coasumer

Price spread of onion through different marketing channels

Channel=I: Producer — Wholesaler-cum-Commission agem -+ Retailer — Consumoer
In this channel, two intermediaries namely  wholesaler-cum-commission  agent  and
retailer were involved between producers and ultimate consumers (Naik ¢f ol 1995). The
marketing margms. price spread and cost in this channel were given i table 3. The
results revealed that producers received a net price of 21193.48 per quinal accounting for
68.19 percent of consumer’s price in Yamunanagar market. The costs incurred by the
producers in the marketing of the praduce were 210104 per gumtal. The major cost items
incurred by producers were  ransportation, packaging charges, loading and  unloading

charges which accounted Z22.80. T 22,08 and 24.00 per quintal. respectively,
A

Table 3: Price spread of onion in marketing channet- 1 (valuc n T ail )
Sr. No, - Particulars - N |r Yamunanagar
l. Net Price received by the producer , 1193.48 (68.19)
2. Fxpenses incurred by the producer
[ i Transportation == 2280 (1.30) =]
| T b Loading and Llilluamng-c_ﬁall'u;*; s iV B 4()() (()12_) - E
c. (G Iumms_ and dressing charges [ 3.30 ((i ’()) i
[ ____Ei.; G .ln-l.m“ charges | 4 30 (0. “-I) |
. ¢, thl\dLlﬂL/(USl ol gunny lm;_s : 2081260 ] |
£ _ Post-harvest losses ]_ == 4436 (7-33) |
Sub-total | 101,04 (3.77) |
{3 Sale price of producer/ Purchase price at wholesaler ! 1294.52 (73.97) |
[ 4. l*mcn:,cs incur red by the wholesaler 1
| i, [ l“I]]L | 8.00 (0.49) |
"I b. W mgjnng and sew ing ' 10.60 (0 60 1'
| oy M akelkesir 2 mxent B . ____7 94 1ib&) -
! d. Siorage charges | 3.00 (() 17)
| &, Miscellancous | 0.50 (0.03)
S f Siorage losses ' 3.41 (0.19) ¥
| - ~ Sub-wul 3492 (3.14) B
il N\_.'I-l-]"lal}..ll"l of wholesaler 120,33 (6.‘53) ]
6. | Sale price of wholesaler / Purchase price of retailer | 1470.77 (8-1.04) |
7 | Expenses incurred by the retater |
.[T_-" ] [ a. Cnmmmnun S _1 8‘} 50 {\ 00y *_{!
[ 1 b Loading and unlu ulmtI Llhll uu L .22
i - 3 L. Transportation 17,50 1440 |
7 Slorage charges I 4,50 (0.25)
8. Spoilage aind losses 3.40 (0.19)
| S Sub-total | 16.90(6.68)
| & Net margin of retailer , 162,53 (\).ff) :
) Sale price of retailer/ Consumer’s purchase price | 17500100y

Figures in parenthesis indicate the percentage to the sale ,lu tee of retatler



NDER PEER REVIEW

Post-harvest losses were accounted © 2 44.36 per quintal, Purchase prives of wholesalers
were 3129452 per quintal. Wholesaler sold the produce o the retailer and costs meurred
bv wholesalers were Z54.92 per quintal. The items of cost were flling. weighing and
sewing, market fees and storage charges. Wholesaler sold the produce 1o refailer at the price
of Z1470.77 per quintal. The net margins of wholesalers were 212133 per quintal and
accounted for the 693 percent of consumer’s price in the market, The retailers incurred
marketing costs of 2116.90 per quintal n the market. Sale prices of retailer or purchase
prices of consumer were 1750.00 per quintal. The retailers recetved net margin of 2
162.30 per quintal sharing about 9.27 percent of the consumer’™s price n the market. Total

price spread through channel-l was found to 3556.52 per quintal.

Channel- [I: Producer — Retailler —Consumef

Marketing margins. price spread and cost i the channel-ll are depicted in table 4. The

producer brings their produce in the market and sold o retailer directly withowr any

Comnussion agent. Thus, only one intermediary e the retaler is involved between the

producer and consumer. The producer’s shares as percentage ol consumer's price were 78.67
percent n the district. The marketing costs incurred by the producer were 27630 per
quintal and the sale prices of producer/purchase prices al retailer for the produce were

21224.98 per quintal (Bhonde ¢r a/. 1991)

Table 4: I Yice spread of onion in marketing channel-II  (value in 2 gtl )

! Sr. No. Particulars | Yamunanagur |
— I. | Producer selling price 1148.62 (78. (:7)
TN l*\ncnw\ incurred by the n_n;(-iuT SRR
R &, Immnmmuun o HO80(1 33)
;_ b. Luadms_ t:hﬂt:t,‘s and unlo_admr. - ) 400 (0. ’7) |
. L Ieanmg, charges and dressing 3.50 (0.24)
d. Grading 4.00 (0. 17‘)
| <R Pdecl},lll}ﬂ!LUbl ol ;_,LIIWB;E:;_-_- B |" st il 51 ) 5 _..|
: f Post-harvest losses - |__ B OR (| \7\ |
!r \uh lnhll 76. 3() (5.23) ]
L_ 1. Sale nnu ol D!UdlILLI Purchase pnt‘v ol 1{‘ iler I“J 0% (83 *NH 1
4. Expenses incut red hv the te_lmlel e
a. Loading and unloddnu_ charpes 20 (0.14)
b. Market fees@ 2 percent 29.20 (2.00
c. Transportation -7 16 (109 ]
d. Storage charges = e |
i & melaw 4nd Inq\u __________ T ,'4_(5_(6"?)"'_ & 1,
) Sub-towal | 280 (.59 |
B Net margin of retailer |85 32 T18.50)
= S Sale price of retailer / Consumer purchase price 1460 (100)
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Figures in paventhesis indicate the percentage 1o the sale price of retaiter

Therefore, net price receive by the producers were 21148.62 per quintal. Marketing costs
incurred by the retailer were I52.50 per quintal. sale price of retailer or purchase prices of
consumer were 460 per quintal. The net margins received by retailers were 282.50
per quintal and accourted for 12 30 pereent ol the sale price ofthe retailer/ purchase price of

consumer in dittferent zones.

Channet-11E Producer — Consumer

It was the shortest channel in onion marketing. In this channell no intermediaries
between producer and consumer were nvoelved Le. direet marketing. The result presented
in the table 5 reveals that producer received a net price of 2131000 per quintal. accounting
for 9485 percemt of consumer price. respectively. The major cost items incurred by
producer were packaging charge. transportation, loading and unloading charges accounting
tor 215.08, 222.80 and ¥2.00 per quintal. respectively. The producer’s share of the
consumer's rupee was found 1o be preatest in direct sales, followed by wholesaler-cum-
commission agency and retailer. The producer's share of the consumer's rupee grew as the

number of midd lemen between producer and consumer decreased

l
Table St Price spread of onion in marketing channe I (value in T qtl )

| Sr. No. | Particulars Yamunanagar ]
I | Producer selling price ' | 1310.00 (94.88) |
2 Lxpenses incurred by the producer |

a, 'I'rans_poiﬁiioui - | 22.80'(1.65) |

| b.  Luading cherges ' 2000.04)

! : ¢. Cleaning and dressing charges ) 5800025 |
O Gdmg [ 40050 |

¢ Packaging/cost of gunny bags 15.08 (1.09) |

| f. Post-harvest losses 22.98 (1.66) j

| Sub-toal 7066302 |

[ 3 | Sale price of producer / purchase price of consumer . = ___l 1380066 (100) 1

Figures in parenihesis indicate the percentuge o the sule price of retaifer

Marketing efficiency of different marketing channels

Table 6 displays the marketing efficacy of onion across several marketing platforms. The
marketing efticiency determined using Acharva's approach (Moditied measure of marketing
efficiency) for distinct marketing channels was 2.14, 3.68, and 18.45, respectively, tor
channel-l, channel-1l and channel-HiL This etlicione v rating reveaded thidl channel-1H was
the most efficient of all marketing channels. This was because of the fact that in channel (11,
mtermediaries were not involved and  hence this channel was most ef ficient than all other

channels (Barakade ¢ of. 2011)
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Table 6: Marketing efficiency of different marketing channels (value in Z gtl )

[ Sr. No. | Particulars Yamunanagar
| Marketing channels I | Il i

[1. | Cansumers purchase price 1750 | 460 1381
Z, | Marketing cost (MC)

N ! - :

| a | MC |llulued by {armer 101.04 76.36 70.66
b. MC incurred by wholesaler 5492 | - 5

B MC incurred by mldllc 16, 90 5250 -

[ Total mall\umL cost , 272.86 [ 128.85 70.66

£ . | Net mar ;,ln of intermediaries (MM)

| a | i 23 | - S

e ——— = — T | 4 A | a4
b, '\1M received by wm:lu 162.3 1925 —

- | I D e SN e

Total margin | 283.63 182.5

4 Nel price :tu;w_td by farmers | 1193.48 148.62 1310
5. Total price spread 556.52 [ 311.38 71 |
0. Producer shares in consumer’s Rupey: 6219 | 78.67 94.85 |
Index of marketing elficiency RN — - 24 =
A Acharva's method (4/2+3) {3 4 | 3.68 18, h |
B Conventional method (3/2) | 03 : 2 .00 |
C | Shepherd's method (1/2) | 6.4! I . 3 19.51 |
Moteovu marketing  etliciency  mercased  with the decreased in number of  market
ntermediaries between producer and consumer. e tradittonal marketing etticiency  under
various marketing channels. namely channel-l. channel-11 and channel-111 was 2,030 2.1,
and LOO, respectively. According w0 this ctliciency  measure, channel Howas the most
efficient of all marketing channels. According to Shepherd's technique, the marketing
efficiency for distinet marketing channels, namely channel 1. ¢hannel 1. and channel 1. was
6.4 1133, and 19,51, respectively, According 1o this efficieney measure, channel 111 was
the mest efficient of all marketing channets (Kunwar o af . 1972},
Marketing behavior of onion grovwers

The volume of ransaction through different marketing channels was presented in table 7 1 s
evident from the table that channel-l was most effective in which farmers wansacted 47.50
pereent of their marketed surplus while v channel-L has lowest transaction. Pattern of
disposal revealed that farmers seld major portion of produce through channel-1 where
wholesaler plavs an impertant role in study area (Nandal and Karwasra, 1979: Sarlraz eredf
2008).
Table 7: Marketing behavior of onion growers Yamunanagar

| Marketing Llldnnel:, Volume ul transaction (percent of total marketed surplus)

| Channel-l 47.50

| Channer-il 34.50 |

| Channel-1]1 18.00
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Average producer’s surplus of onion in Yamunanagar

Average onion bulbs produced by selected onion growers were 126.53 in the distriet. Total
marketable surplus was recorded 94.69 quintal per acre and unmarketable bulbs @ field
leve!l were recorded 29.07 quintal per acre at the ume of harvesting due o various losses at
field levels like doubles. bolters. rotted bulbs. drying. bulbs injuries. de-topping. packing,
transportations and marketing. Out of the total marketable produce 128 and L49 quintals
of onion bulbs retained by the sample onion growers for home consumption and for gift

purpose and remaining quantity was sold inthe market ¢ Table ¥)

Table 8: Producer’s surplus use pattern of onion in Y .amunanagar {value in gu acre )

St. No. | Par ticulars Yamunanagar _"

| I, Average area allotted fur onion crop (percentof | 2958 |

lotal cropped arca) , |

2, Average yield of onion (gtl per acre) | 126.33 :

. 3 Used for home consumption = : (eI = O

. d. Used 10 gift relatives/ triends L49(1.17) ;
T § Post-harvest losses at larmers level ' 26,07 (22.98)
6. Total use and losses 31.84 ({25.16)

7. Total marketable surplug 94.69 (74.84) =

Fi igures in parventhesis indicate the percentage to total yvield.

Profit earned by onion pgrowels at
marketing channels
Profit earned by the onion growers after different periods of storage was calculated and

diffefent pefiods of storage throwgh differem

explained in table 9. 1l is clear from the 1ble lhal price obtained by fidrmers by

marketing ofi onion just after harvesting was highest (21310/gtl) in channel-111 and lowest
(U8 qihy in channel-ll (Shrofl er ¢f. 2012y, Towl marketed surplus qust alter haresting
were found 93.8 percent.

Table 9; Profit carned by onion growef's al different period of storage |

B
~and 2 atl T

(value m Ky qul

| Sr. No Particulars = Yamunanagar
! Just after harvesting - g O
| a. Losses al farm Sevel 6.20
}_ B b. Ioldl marketed surp]us _ 93.8

S| Quanurv sold ' ' 93.8
| Marketing of onion through dli!uml markeung channets: i -
[__ C-1 a. Selling price of onion - E 1193

A l_w_. - Farmer” 5 share mnaumu s rupee | 08, 1Y
i C-n i, SLIilnL nmc of onion [ 148
| b, Farmer’s share in consumer’s mpw ) a 1_ :78_.5_7___
| C-l a Sel]lm: price of onion __}__ 1310
| b. Farmer's share in consumer's rupee 94.85
L2 | Towl guantty Stred S o E . 9BR N
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' 3. Alter 2 months of Storage
a. gloraue losses within two months 5.08
b Quaniity sold ) B0
T B Storage cost incurred ' 0413
Marketing of onion through diff erent marketing channels
C- | a, Setling price of onion e 1390
b. Farmer™s share in consumer’s rupee 71.40
; Storage elticiency / Profit e 2063
C-1l a. Selling price of onion J440
b. IFarmer’s share in consumer’s rupee - 82,23
& Storage efficiency 64.35
C-Mm a, Selling price of onion 1580
- v b, Farmer's share in consumer's rupee 95.75
. Storage efticiency 28.56
4, 0-4 Months of storage
a  Storage losses during 0-4 months 9.33
b. Quantily sold 84,47
C. Storage cost incurred | I
Marketing of onion
B a. selling pricc ofonion | v
b, Farmer's slmu in consumer’s rupee 75.66
C. blomi.e et iciency C==—e—ert 6696 |
C-fi o, Selling price ol onion [7-10)
§ b. farmer’s share in tﬂl'lf-;{l-m-kl_‘:_lrljkk“ R 8350
5, Storage eflt iciency 116.69
C-1 a. Selling price of onjon 1830
b. Farmer's share in consumet’s rupee %6.26
i t Storage Ul‘ﬁt:'i_c_llt.'i o 53 37
5 (-6 Months of storage
B S_l()[ag_e qu_y__a }@;T)-_(a_momh; ___________ a IENC
b. Quantity sold £0.61
E, Storage cost 150.49
Marketing ol onion B
_C1 A Selling price of owion | 2120
B b, tarmers share in consumer s rupee 78,20
<) Storage efTiciency [T
C-N a. Sclling price of onjon 2140
b. farmer’s share in consumer’s rupee §7.29
; Storage CHIC!LDL\ e 215.49
C-1H a. Selling price of onion 2200
b, Farmer's shiare m consumer's rupcc_m T ves8T
. _____b_lUldL.L r.limunL ______________[(_)3_.9_’?
6. After 6 months of stor age ) ==
a. Storage losses after 6 months § 1074
b. Quantity sold 77.06
= Storage cosl o o Ry
Marketing of onion:
&1 | & Seliing price of onion | 1333
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| . b. Farmer’s share in consumer’s rupee | 73.26
' ) ¢ Storage efficieney | -395.08
[ Cn_ [ a Selling price ofonion ] 1540
b, farmer’s share in consumer’s rupee - 8436
X Storage efliciency _ -325.89 |
| I a Selling price of onion - 1680 |
b. Farmer's share in consumer's rupee i 9559
| ¢ Siorage elliciency . 239341

Marketing of onion after 2 monthy of storage

Storage losses within two months were caleulated v 5.08 kg/qUl in Yamunanagar district and
marketed surplus was 88.72 petcent of lolal stored quantity. Storage costs ineurred during
2 months wete calculated 264.13. Marketing of onion through channel-1 afier 2 months of
storage was uneconomical but through channel-11 and [ Farmers earned @ maximum
profit of 264.35/q1k.

Marketing of onion after 4 months of storage

Storage losses within four months were estimated lo 9.33 kg/qUl and marketed surplus
reported was 84.47 percent of total stored quantity, respectively. Storage costs incurred
during 4 months were Z113.92. Marketng of onion through channel-l afier 4 months ol
storage was economical and prolitable in all cases but farmers earned a maximum profit

of 2 16.69/gtl in channel-11 (Ahmad o of . 2008).

Marketing of onion after 6 months of storage

Storage losses within six months were caleulated 0 13.19 kg/qth in district which decreases
marketed surplus w 80.61 percent of total stored quantity. Storage costs incurred during 6
months were T[50.49. Marketing of onion through channel-l after 6 months of storage
was liound most economical compared 10 alter 4 months of storage and farmers earned
maximum Z215.49/qil in e district (Kulkarni or /. 2012). More than 6 maonths of
storage of onion was found uneconomical m all channels and farmers lose an amount ot 2
325.89/qU to a maximum of ¥ 393.4l/ql. due 1w decline in onion market prices
observed due to new market arrivals of new season crop. Theretore. profit earned by
farmers through storage of onion was fiound increasing upto 6 months of storage but
after 6 months, tarmers incurred losses due 10 low prices and high storage cost,
Conclusion

Onion 15 very important crop it the state as well as in the nation. India is the biggest producer ‘w
in the globe. Haryana state is come under 10p ten production state in the nation. The present

study was conducted to know the economics. marketing and storage aspect of onion
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cultivation. This was conducted in Haryana state. Yamunanagar district was selected from the

state because of higher area under cultivation. Two villages and one market were randomiy

selected and data was collected for the year 2019-20. The present study revealed that the cost
of production in the study area was found 594.62 per quintal. The major cost incurred on
items included rental value of land (21736520, fertilizers (23948.41), plant protection

(21479.28) and seed cost (38753.73). respectively. The average yield of onion was 126.33

quintals per acre. The average variable cost was 45401, The gross retun per acre was

2165754.30 and net reunm was recorded 290515.90 per acre. Channel-Il was shown 1o be the

most effective of all marketing channels, whereas channel-l had the greatest disposal of onion

output. Profit obtained by onion producers was observed W increase up 10 6 mOnths of

storage duration, however farmers had 10 experience loss beyond 6 months. After 2 months, 4

months. and 6 months of storage. the farmer earned 64.35. 116.69. and 2i5.49 per quintal.
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