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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This assessment is a part of IFAD’s evaluation policy, where the IFAD assisted project requires
conducting an outcome survey each year to assess the status of implementation of the
program and achievement of key outputs and outcome parameters. The evaluation was done
with the overall framework of the IFAD’s Annual Outcome Survey design. The present report
encompasses the findings of the first annual outcome survey of ILSP-WMD.

The Integrated Livelihoods Support Project or ILSP followed the ULIPH which got completed
by the end of 2012. In ILSP, the main focus is on supporting producer organizations with
technology and access to markets to improve food security and livelihoods. The project is
being implemented by three Project Implementing Agencies (PIAs) which are the Uttarakhand
Gramya Vikas Samiti (UGVS), Watershed Management Directorate (WMD) & Uttarakhand
Parvatiya Aajeevika Samvardhan Company (UPASaC).

The ILSP-WMD project is being implemented in 187 Gram Panchayats covering 378 revenue
villages of three project divisions (Nainital, Champawat & Pauri). The field level implementation
activities of ILSP-WMD were initiated from March 2014. During last one year (2015-16),
important accomplishments of the project includes the formulation of 82 GPWDP, formation of
509 PGs with membership of 4571 households, formation of 171 VGs with 215
individuals,1412 hac of vegetable, cereal and pulse crops cultivation, 176 hac of fruit crops
planting, 330 hac of forest plantations, 276 hac of fodder development, construction of 21632
cum dry stone check dam, construction of 5863 cum crate wire check dam, construction of
7216 m irrigation channel, construction of 135 irrigation tank, construction of 1026 roof water
harvesting tank, construction of 119 small bridges for rural access and numerous capacity
building programs for the project community.

The main objectives of carrying out Annual Outcome Survey were to measure changes
happening at the household level in terms of livelihoods and food security during the project
life; to assess targeting efficiency; to provide evidence of project success or failure; and to
provide timely performance information necessary to undertake corrective actions.

The survey is a holistic attempt to provide vital information on the outcome of project
interventions in areas of participation in project activities, livelihoods, food security, land tenure,
agricultural production, access to market, enterprise development and employment, innovative
linkages etc of the surveyed households. The survey was conducted using random sampling
method on IFAD prescribed format.

The Annual Outcome Survey 2015 was conducted by ILSP-WMD covering all three project
divisions. A total of 300 project beneficiaries and 100 non project beneficiaries were covered
from 40 villages (30 project and 10 non project). Prior to survey, the consultant imparted
training to enumerators and coordinators for carrying out the survey in their project divisions.

The main findings of the Annual Outcome Survey-2015 in the form of key performance
indicators, on which future action planning will be based are summarized below.

19 % project households were headed by women.

25 % project households belong to SC, ST and OBC categories.

72 % of project households belong to Antyodaya (ultra poor) and BPL category.

100 % project households have heard about project.

96 % of project households are members of PGs/VGs.

99 % project households satisfied with project interventions.

73 % of project households are frequently visited by project staff.

100 % project households have one or more income source.
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94 % project households have cash income source.

50 % of project households have salaries/wages as main income source.

34 % project households reported their income has increased compared to last year.
97 % project households have no food shortage.

Food is available from self production for 4 months in project villages.

57 % of project households reported that their expenditure has increased compared to last
year.

100 % project households have land ownership.

100 % project households have secured property rights.

Average land holding is 17.2 nalis (0.86 acres or 0.34 hac) per household in project area.
100 % project households cultivate land for production.

40 % project households cultivate land for sale and consumption both.

94 % of project households own livestock.

65 % project households reported small to medium increase in crop productivity.

98 % project households adopted technologies promoted by project.

39 % project households reported income from sale of farm produce.

42 % project households sell their produce through middlemen (adathis).

58 % of project households sell their farm produce in local market.

100 % of beneficiary households reported that the project made it easier to market their
farm produce for getting better price.

18 % project households accessed to credit in last one year.

Credit was taken by both formal (51 %) and informal means (49 %).

Average credit availed was INR 53,483.

21 % project households have fully repaid their credit in time.

Loans were mainly taken for various investments (33 %) followed by income generation
activities (49 %).

98 % project households operate a saving bank account.

12 % project households own a non farm enterprise.

92 % project households reported about project helped in establishing their enterprise.
35 % of enterprises are running by family members only.

10 % project households reported about presence of innovative project partners in their
area.

14 % project households reported about new technologies promoted through innovative
project partners.

The positive project impacts are clearly reflected from the survey results in the form of women
empowerment and gender mainstreaming, improved income of project beneficiaries, increased
land use, increased crop productivity, increase in crop production area, increase in size of
irrigated area, increase in herd size and adoption of technologies, increased income from sale
of agricultural produce, improvement in physical access to market and increased employment
in the project area.

Following learning/recommendations and thrust areas emerged out from the Annual Outcome
Survey 2015, on which concrete action is planned in the AWPB 2016-17.

Backward and forward linkages development in all farm sector activities for livelihood
promotion of farmers to be strengthened.

Increasing productivity of crops through capacity and skill development in areas related to
crop production technologies, improved and high yielding crop varieties, appropriate timing
of cultivation considering the climate change etc.

Technical assistance and technology transfer in farm based and off-farm sectors need to
be strengthened through technical governmental institutions, non governmental resource
institutions, private service providers and CRPs.

Agricultural Inputs for FSIP provided to PGs, now should be based on previous production
experience of PGs and as per their needs and interests to increase area,production and
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diversification of different crops, so that more marketable surplus can be generated through PG
activities.

Some activities like irrigation tanks, irrigation guhls, fencing net etc are more preferred by
community and there is always a heavy demand for these type of interventions. These
activities should be linked with respective line agencies through convergence.

Planned interventions required for livestock promotion as an allied activity as dairy has
emerged as the most preferred livelihood activity especially among the women.

Livelihood Collectives to be developed as the focal point of its intervention in the project.
These LCs will play an integral role in decision making, developing vision for future activity,
making purchases of inputs and marketing in their respective clusters.

Advocacy and fruitful linkage development with formal financial institutions through
UPASaC to be strengthened in project area.

Capacity enhancement of PGs/VGs and LCs during the year in areas related to institutional
and business/enterprise development.

Development of specific value chain clusters for volume creation and effective marketing
using platform of LCs.

Involvement of innovative partners and research institutions in the project to upscale and
value addition of project activities.

Customized IEC material to be devised to cater the needs of the community.

Experience and knowledge sharing events and exposure tours of PGs should be planned
at divisional and state level.

Social audit of the watershed related works to be done annually through community
institutions involving PRI members.
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ANNUAL OUTCOME SURVEY REPORT, 2015
FOR

INTEGRATED LIVELIHOODS SUPPORT PROJECT (ILSP) - WATERSHED
MANAGEMENT DIRECTORATE (WMD), UTTARAKHAND

A. INTRODUCTION

The Uttarakhand Watershed Development Unit (UWDU) through Govt. of Uttarakhand has
received a credit from IFAD (International Fund for Agriculture Development) for
implementation of Integrated Livelihoods Support Project, (ILSP). The UWDU is PIA for Project
Component -2: Participatory Watershed Development. The overall objective (goal) of ILSP is to
reduce poverty in hill districts of Uttarakhand. This would be achieved via the more immediate
development objective of “enable rural households to take up sustainable livelihood

opportunities integrated with the wider economy”.

Uttarakhand is a hill state in the north-west of India, covering 53,483 sq km with a population of
about 10 million (2011 census). Nine of its 13 districts are classed as hill districts, covering
77% of the area of the state, but with only 44% of the population. Livelihoods are still
predominantly rural, but most economic and population growth has also been in the plains,
which are becoming industrialised. Uttarakhand is one of the poorest states in India having
abundant natural resources. The major driver of rural poverty is the difficult mountain
environment. Land holdings are very small (average 0.8 ha) and fragmented into 6 or 7
different locations. Tiny terraced plots on steep hillsides makes mechanisation virtually
impossible. Shallow and immature soils require high levels of organic matter, but yields are
very low. Agriculture is very largely for subsistence, but very few households are able to
produce enough food to last for more than three or four months. People rely on non-farm
earnings and safety net programmes. With few rural employment opportunities, more and more
people are migrating to jobs outside of hill districts. Between one third and one half of
households send migrants and, as it is mainly men who migrate, this places more and more of
the burden of farm labour, as well as domestic work, on women. Lack of labour, low
productivity and wild animal damage are all contributing to land being abandoned, and it is said
that as much as 30% of land in the hills that was once used to grow crops is no longer in

production.

The justification for ILSP is the need to stop the deterioration of the productive infrastructure,
make farm labour more productive and farming more remunerative, and hence provide
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incentives for people to invest their time and resources in agriculture. Despite the
disadvantages that agriculture faces in the hill areas, Uttarakhand does have the advantage of
cooler temperatures at higher altitudes, allowing production of off-season vegetables and
temperate fruits. The horticultural sector is less developed than in the other hill states, so there
is considerable potential for growth, as there are other niche products such as spices,
medicinal and aromatic plants, and nuts. There is little use of modern varieties, mineral
fertilisers and other inputs. Only about 10% of land in hill districts is irrigated. With 65% of the
state covered in forest, damage to crops by wild animals is a major problem. Farmers and
others report that the climate in Uttarakhand is changing, with rainfall patterns becoming more
erratic. Another area with growth potential is tourism. However more needs to be done to
ensure that local people fully participate in, and benefit from, this sector.

The strategy behind ILSP is to adopt a two pronged approach to building livelihoods in hill
districts. The first of these is to support and develop the food production systems which remain
the main means of support for most households. This involves improving technologies for
production of traditional food crops and livestock, and developing supporting services for input
supply and marketing of any surpluses. To make food production more secure the project is
also contributing to watershed development to conserve water and soil resources. ILSP is also
supporting the production of fodder and other non-timber forest products in community forest

areas (Van Panchayats).

The second main thrust of the project is to generate cash incomes via the introduction and
expansion of cash crops. These would be grown on a significant scale for markets outside of
the state. There is already significant production of off-season vegetables, such as potatoes,
tomatoes and peas, and some fruit. This can be expanded through improved technologies and
the development of new production areas, with returns to farmers improved via better
marketing and by value addition. ILSP will also support non-farm livelihoods, especially
community involvement in rural tourism. Many people migrate to jobs outside of the hill areas,

and ILSP will support vocational training to help people obtain more remunerative employment.
The project has the following four components.

Component 1: Food Security and Livelihoods Enhancement:

This component is being implemented by UGVS, which is supporting crop and livestock
production for food security, and developing higher value cash crops and other products (such
as rural tourism) to provide cash incomes. Crop and livestock production will be developed via

support to Producer Groups (PGs), Vulnerable Producer Groups (VPGs) to form higher level
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organisations i.e. Livelihood Collectives (LCs). To up-scale enterprises generating cash
incomes, and to introduce new income sources, ILSP is also improving access to markets
through a value chain approach and the provision of physical infrastructure for market access.
The value chain approach involves market/sub-sector studies, introduction of new
technologies, market linkage, skill development, product development and promotion, physical
infrastructure for market access.  The project is also improving access to employment in the
non-farm sector by supporting vocational training linked to job placement. A total of 15000
youths will be trained with 80% placement covering around 60% women. These activities will
cover around 90000 households in selected 33 blocks of the eight districts i.e. Almora (8),
Bageshwar (3), Chamoli (5), Tehri (5), Uttarkashi (5), Rudraprayag (2), Pithoragarh (3), and
Dehradun (2).

Component 2: Participatory Watershed Development:

This component is being implemented by the Project Society Watershed Management
Directorate (PSWMD), which is using processes that have been established through a series of
watershed development projects in the state, but with an increased focus on food security,
livelihoods and market linkages. It is protecting and improving the productive potential of the
natural resources in selected watersheds, alongside the promotion of sustainable agriculture
with formation of PGs, VPGs and LCs, and with improved access to markets. It is
complementing the ongoing watershed development programme funded by the World Bank
and Government of India, and takes into account availability of required WMD institutional
capacity in the selected project districts. The component is targeted to cover a total of around
21,101 HHs in 7 development blocks of Pauri, Champawat and Nainital districts as given in

following table and map.

S.N. [ District Development Block Name (ILSP-WMD)
1 Pauri Pabo, Ekeshwar
2 Champawat Pati, Champawat, Barakot
3 Nainital Betalghat, Ramgarh

10| Page



ILSP-WMD Annual Outcome Survey Report-2015

T T T T T
» . v s P Vv

Under Component-2 of the Project a total of 22 Micro-watersheds (MWS) covering an area of
about 70,194 ha in 3 clusters in the districts of Pauri, Champawat and Nainital are being
developed. These MWS include about 378 Revenue Villages spread over 7 Development
Blocks (partially covered), with a population of 1,03,321 and 21,101 households (based on
census 2001). These watersheds have been shortlisted as they have been identified as priority
MWS in the State Perspective and Strategic Plan for Watershed Development.

Sub-components and activities to be implemented under Component-2 are as follows:

(a) Participatory Watershed Management

(i) Social mobilization and participatory planning: The involvement of stakeholders at grass
root level is a vital element of watershed management. It is of utmost importance that they feel
ownership towards the project. Village level local government, the Gram Panchayat, along with
its Water and Watershed Management Committee (WWMC), RVC and Van Panchayats,
Producer Groups, Vulnerable Groups and Womens’ Forums, will be the vehicles for planning
and implementation at the village level.

(i) Village and watershed development: Watershed Development activities will be

implemented on the basis of a budget allocation provided at the GP level calculated based on
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watershed area and total population. Within this allocation the communities will have to
prioritize, implement, operate and maintain watershed and other priority investments of the
village. The various activities will be Soil and Moisture Conservation Measures, water
harvesting structures, plantations, pasture development, livestock support and encourage use

of alternate energy sources.

(b) Food security enhancement support

(i) Rainfed agriculture and agribusiness systems improvement: Producer Groups (PG)
would be formed to introduce, promote and disseminate improved technologies and farming
practices. A total of 12,000 members will be organized under PGs, with an average of 10
members in each PG. Training and demonstrations on new technologies may also be
provided. Linkages may be made to research agencies and other technology providers.
(i) Value addition and marketing support: Under this sub-component, the project will
identify the market potential for the agricultural produce; develop collection centres and good
storage facilities; create centres for value addition of the raw produce; and identify market
linkages, develop market information and logistic services. The private sector (NGOs and
private firms) will be encouraged to play a major role in supporting agribusiness development.
To up-scale production, develop markets for high value crops, and to leverage producers’
access to production and marketing services, the project would support farmers to organise
their PG and VPG into Livelihood Collectives(LCs). The project would provide input support to

LCs. For financial support, PG/LC would be linked with banks and other financial institutions.

(c) Livelihood up-scaling support

(i) Promotion of income generation activities (IGAs) and support to VGs: Vulnerable
Groups (VG) will be formed comprising of scheduled castes, landless and very poor
households. A total of 3,000 members will be organized under VGs. VGs will be self managed
institutions of the poor, and will be federated at the village and block level. These VGs will be
given sustained capacity building, orientation and training to encourage their entrepreneurial
development. Each VG will draw up a livelihood improvement plan which, after approval by the
Gram Panchayat, will be implemented with funding from the project.
(if) Support to livelihood collectives for up-scaling IGA activities: LCs are a group of PGs
and VGs which come together with a common enterprise and to facilitate backward and
forward linkages for input supply and output marketing, and for access to information, credit,
technology, markets etc. LCs will engage in co-production (particularly value-addition activities)
and delivery of livelihood services to their group members. A total of 30 LCs will be formed with
project support. Individual and collective enterprises may be supported by bank loans and
investment funds from the Livelihood Finance component.

12| Page



ILSP-WMD Annual Outcome Survey Report-2015

(d) Institutional Strengthening:

(i) Capacity Building of Watershed Committees, CBOs and all level of stakeholders.
(i) Information, Education and Communication for targetting messages to increase general
awareness about the project, terms of participation and transparency.

(iii) Project Management, Coordination , Monitoring and Evaluation.

Component 3: Livelihood Financing:

This component is being implemented by Uttarakhand Parvatiya Aajeevika Samvardhan
Company or UPASaC. The activities under this component include Banking support through
capacity building, support to banks and local financial institutions to opening new branches in
the project area; Loan at reasonable rates/ Venture financing with banks to the business
enterprises emerging under the project area as per the business plan of the ventures; Risk
management by piloting and scaling up of insurance services such as weather, cattle, health
insurance etc; Financial inclusion initiatives through training to LCs to become bank agents as
Business Correspondent/Business Facilitator, product literacy training etc.; Provision of
development finance to ULIPH federations as viability gap funding to promote the agribusiness

activities. The component is targeted to cover complete ILSP area.

Component 4: Project Coordination and Monitoring:

To provide overall coordination, the state nodal agency, Rural Development Directorate (RDD),
has set up a Central Project Coordination Unit (CPCU) within the RDD, headed by a Chief
Project Director (CPD). Each executing agency, UGVS, PSWMD and UPASAC, had their own
project management units headed by a Project Director. The CPCU has two Units: (i) Finance
Unit; and (i) Planning and M&E Unit. A State level Project Steering Committee (PSC) has
been setup under the chairmanship of Chief Secretary and the PSC has established a Project
Management Committee (PMC) chaired by Additional Chief Secretary (ACS) and Forest and

Rural Development Commissioner (FRDC).

To access the status of impact at various stages of implementation, ILSP is provisioned and
designed to have periodic surveys based on project indicators for Logical framework, Result &
Impact Monitoring System (RIMS), Annual Outcome Survey (AOS), Knowledge Attitude
Practice (KAP) etc. Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) System under ILSP generates
management information and provides the State Government and IFAD with evidence of result
and impact against logframe indicators. This involves activity/output, process, outcome and
impact monitoring. This includes various surveys i.e. Baseline, Mid-term, End-term, RIMS,
KAPs, AOS etc. In addition, project also conducts llird party assessment for specific activities.
13| Page
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As part of the project monitoring and evaluation, annual outcome surveys are to be undertaken
in all the IFAD funded projects to measure the immediate results of project interventions. This
assessment is a part of IFAD’s evaluation policy, where the IFAD assisted project requires
conducting an outcome survey each year to assess the status of implementation of the
program and achievement of key outputs and outcome parameters. The evaluation was done
with the overall framework of the IFAD’s Annual Outcome Survey design. The present report
encompasses the findings of the first annual outcome survey in ILSP-WMD.

B. OBJECTIVES:

The Annual Outcome Survey was carried out with the following objectives.
1. To measure changes happening at the household level in terms of livelihoods and food
security during the project life;
To assess targeting efficiency;
3. To compare and measure the targeted group (beneficiaries) and control group (non
beneficiaries) for positive and negative changes;
To provide evidence of project success or failure; and

To provide timely performance information necessary to undertake corrective actions.

The survey is a holistic attempt to provide vital information on the outcome of project
interventions in areas of participation in project activities, participation in PGs and LCs,
livelihoods, food security, land tenure, agricultural production and irrigation, access to market
etc of the surveyed households. The survey was conducted using random sampling method on

IFAD prescribed format.
C. METHODOLOGY:

The annual outcome survey is conducted annually in target villages of the project and includes
both project beneficiaries and non beneficiaries (control group). The Annual Outcome Survey
2015 was conducted by ILSP-WMD covering all three project divisions. A total of 300 project
beneficiaries and 100 non project beneficiaries were covered from 40 villages covering 30

project and 10 non project villages. The whole process of AOS involved the following steps.

. Team Formation and Training: The survey was conducted by using the in-house
capacity of ILSP-WMD team along with a team of enumerators from Prerna Gram Vikas
Samiti (An NGO based at Haldwani). The divisional project team identified 12 project
staff members (facilitators) having grassroot level field experience of working in the

development sector for conduction of AOS, 2015. These include 12 enumerators and 3
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coordinators (4 enumerators and one coordinator from each of the three project
divisions). Thus 6 teams (two for each division) were formed. To train the enumerators,
facilitators and coordinators for carrying out AOS in their respective divisions, a three
days training cum field survey exercise was organized at centralised level at Haldwani.
The AOS team were shared the guidelines and questionnaires for conducting of AOS.
Various issues and methodology was also discussed in the training. On the third day of
the training, a field testing survey exercise was organised in village Jakh of Betalghat
block (Nainital). The training ended with the preparation of division wise action plan for
the AOS-2015.

Selecting sample villages and households: A total of 30 project villages and 10 non
project villages were identified from three project divisions. The villages were chosen
randomly so as to represent villages from all micro-watersheds, project blocks, project
year and altitude (high hills, mid hills and valleys) from the project area. Similarly, 300
households from project area and 100 households from non project area were identified
randomly to represent the whole village community. During the sampling, the villagers
were briefed about the purpose, objectives and outputs of the survey. The division wise

list of project and control villages selected for the study is enclosed in Annexure I.

Household Survey: The standard questionnaire was provided by IFAD for the survey.
The questionnaire was revised as per the scope of project taking inputs from PMU and
divisional teams. The team of enumerators visited the identified villages as per the
action plan and conducted the survey of identified households. After questionnaire
survey of 10 households, a focussed group discussion and 1-2 key informant interviews
were also conducted. Thus a total of 400 household survey, 40 focussed group
discussion and 50 key informant interviews were carried out during the survey. A

sample questionnaire is enclosed as Annexure Il

Data Entry: After household survey at village level, all the questionnaires were
checked at divisional office level by the coordinators. The data was compiled at the
divisional office in the IFAD provided automated excel based software and the analysis

was done with the help of generated reports.

Analysis of Data and Reporting: The analysis of data and report writing work was
done by the consultant by using qualitative findings of the survey showcased in the
reports generated by the system. The final report was prepared comparing the data of

project beneficiaries and non project beneficiaries. Besides, findings of the focussed
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group discussions and key informants interviews were also used in final report writing

and knowledge sharing workshops.

The following indicators were measured as part of the survey:

Beneficiary Profile

Participation in Project activities
Livelihoods

Food Security

Land Tenure

Agricultural Production

Assess to Market

Access to Rural Financial Services

© © N o g w DR

Enterprise Development and Employment

10. Innovative Linkages

D. FINDINGS:
The project is being implemented in 187 Gram Panchayats covering 378 revenue villages
of three project divisions. The field level implementation activities of ILSP-WMD got
momentum after selection of FNGO named Himalayan Institute for Environment, Ecology &
Development (HIFEED) which started functioning from March 2014. During last one year
(2015-16), important accomplishments of the project includes the formulation of 82
GPWDP, formation of 509 PGs with membership of 4571 households, formation of 171
VGs with 215 individuals,1412 hac of vegetable, cereal and pulse crops cultivation, 176
hac of fruit crops planting, 330 hac of forest plantations, 276 hac of fodder development,
construction of 21,632 cum dry stone check dam, construction of 5,863 cum crate wire
check dam, construction of 7,216 m irrigation channel, construction of 135 irrigation tank,
construction of 1026 roof water harvesting tank, construction of 119 small bridges for rural
access and numerous capacity building programs for the project community. WMD has
appointed a village motivator for each revenue village and an Accountant Assistant in each
GP. The project has so far mobilized 1462 PGs with 13908 members and provided support
of INR 40,000 to each PG for seeds and other agricultural inputs. Details are given in the

following table.

S.N. | Particulars Accomplishments
1 Project Period 7 years (2012-19)
2 Total Project Area 70194 hac of 22 micro-watersheds
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Districts and Blocks

3 (Nainital, Champawat & Pauri); 7 blocks

Gram Panchayats

187 (covering 378 revenue villages)

Total cost of Project

244.03 crores (164.44 crores IFAD
contribution)

GPWDP Formulation

186 (82 formed in FY- 2015-16)

Vegetable & crop cultivation

2033 hac (1412 hac in FY- 2015-16)

Horticultural Development

232 hac (176 hac in FY- 2015-16)

Fodder Development

276 hac (276 hac in FY- 2015-16)

10

Forest Plantations

330 hac (330 hac in FY- 2015-16)

11

PG Formation

1462 (509 formed in FY- 2015-16)

12

No of HHs in PGs

13908 (4571 organised in FY- 2015-16)

13

VG Formation

171 (171 formed in FY- 2015-16)

14

No of individuals in VGs

215 (215 identified in FY- 2015-16)

15

Construction of dry stone check dam

22358 cum (21632 cum in FY- 2015-16)

16

Construction of crate wire check dam

5863 cum (5863 cum in FY- 2015-16)

17

Construction of retaining wall
(Gabion structure)

2794 cum (2794 cum in FY- 2015-16)

18

Construction of cross barrier

173 cum (173 cum in FY- 2015-16)

19

Construction of spur (river training
work)

1255 cum (1255 cum in FY- 2015-16)

20

Road side erosion control

23016 cum (23016 cum in FY- 2015-16)

21

Construction of irrigation channel

7516 m (7216 m in FY- 2015-16)

22

Construction of irrigation tank

141 (135 in FY- 2015-16)

23

Construction of roof water harvesting
tank

1072 (1026 in FY- 2015-16)

24

Construction of small bridges for
rural access

119 (119 in FY- 2015-16)

25

Capacity building Workshops

362 nos. (275 nos.in FY- 2015-16)

26

Capacity building Trainings

2098 nos. (1199 nos.in FY- 2015-16)

27

Capacity building Exposure visits

106 nos. (94 nos.in FY- 2015-16)
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Rain water harvesting tank

Community plantation

Vegetable and spice cultivation Capacity building program
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The key findings of the Annual Outcome Survey 2015 based on the identified parameters

are summarized in the following paragraphs.

1. Beneficiary Profile:
The project is being implemented in the rural hill areas of Uttarakhand with mostly poor
population. In general the male population has migrated in search of jobs and female
population is restricted in the villages looking after children and elders besides performing
household chores and subsistence agriculture. In both the cases (project beneficiary and
non project households surveyed) it was found that only 19 % households were headed by

women and rest 81% households are headed by men.

The society in the hilly regions where the project is operating is patri-lineal society where
elder male is mostly treated as the head of the family. In cases where female headed
households are reported are mostly single women or widow. One main reason of women
headed household may be due to migration of male population in search of jobs and in
defence services. In several cases the new generation has been migrated to towns like
Champawat, Pauri, Haldwani and Dehradun for giving good education and other facilities to
children and family, leaving old aged population left behind in villages to look after the
homes and fields.

As per caste composition of surveyed beneficiary households, 22 % belongs to SC, 2 %
ST, 2 % OBC and 75 % general (Brahmins and Rajputs). Similarly, in surveyed non
beneficiary households, 24 % belongs to SC, 3 % belongs to ST, OBC - nil and 73 %

general category.

In terms of wellbeing status (poverty category) of surveyed beneficiary households, 8%
belongs to Antyodaya or ultra poor category, 64% BPL and 28% APL, as per the
governmental categorization of poverty. Similarly, in surveyed non beneficiary households,
9 % belongs to Antyodaya or ultra poor category, 58 % BPL and 33 % APL category. The

project is mainly focusing on Antyodaya and BPL households.
The survey result also reflects the impact of women empowerment and gender

mainstreaming in the project area. The status of beneficiary profile of the household in

project and non project villages is summarized in the following diagrams.
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AOS-2015
Project Non Project
Gender of the Surveyed HHs Gender of the Surveyed HHs
I ®m Female ‘ = Female
m Male | Male
Caste Composition of Surveyed HHs ' Caste Composition of Surveyed HHs
=5C
. m5C
2% ®5T
i 2% msY » OB
= OBC ®GEN
= GEN
Poverty Status of Surveyed HHs Poverty Status of Surveyed HHs
’ B Antyodaya ' » Antyodaya
wmipL L
LT L

Key Findings

i. 19 % project households were
headed by women.

ii. 25 % project households belongs
to SC, ST and OBC categories.

ii. 72 % of project households
belongs to Antyodaya (ultra poor)
and BPL category.
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2. Participation in Project Activities:

The ILSP-WMD project was initiated in the project area from August 2014 and is being
implemented in a phased manner. All the beneficiary households reported that they have
knowledge about the project and are participating in various project activities. As the
program is focussed on the development of livelihoods through improved management of
natural resources, 96 % of the respondents reported that they are members of PGs/VGs
and involved in activities related to Producer Groups promoted by the project. As per the
survey results, 100 % of project beneficiary households have heard about of project and
are involved in at least one or more project activities related to land and water management
and earned wage income from program activities. These interventions under land and
water management have resulted in improving the agricultural land and its productivity. The
training and exposure programs for increasing land productivity and sustainable
management of natural resources has opened up new income generating opportunities for
poor families. The capacity building program has resulted in improved knowhow and
practices in their existing livelihoods system. The most preffered project activity was found
to be the irrigation tanks and irrigation channels developed by the project with community

participation.

Out of total respondent surveyed 99 % households were very moderately or very satisfied
with project intervention while only 1 % households were not satisfied with project outputs.
To improve the quality of works and interventions promoted under the project, the
management ensures timely and quality visits to the community through its divisional and
micro-watershed level project team. Responding regarding contact with project staff, 73 %

of surveyed households reported that project staff frequently visits to them.

The satisfaction level of beneficiary community is high and the processes and practices
have replicated in other non project areas also. This shows dissemination of project
message/learning to grassroots level and to non project areas. The issues related to

community participation in project are shown in the following figures.

AOS-2015 (Project Beneficiaries)

Contact with project staff Participation in project activities has impacted
living conditions

1%
1%

‘ N Freoguently

m Occasionally

Rarely
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Key Findings
100 % project households have
heard about project.
96 % of project households are
members of PGs/VGs.
99 % project households satisfied

with project interventions.

EgE | 7

iv. 73 % of project households are
frequently visited by project staff.
3. Livelihoods:

Salaries/wage employment and Agriculture are the primary source of income for the

families in both project and control villages. In both, project and control villages, 100 %

households reported at least one or more source of cash income. In case of project

villages, the cash income at the family level has been increased in comparison to control

villages. As per survey, 94 % of project and non project households have reported about

their cash income source. This impact may be due to the wage earnings from the project

activities and also from the sale of surplus agricultural produces like pulses, vegetables and

other cash crops. This gives a fair picture of monetization of the economy replacing the

traditional barter system of transaction. The issues related to livelihoods of the household

in project and non project villages is summarized in the following diagrams.

AOS-2015

Project

Non Project

Households with cash income

6%

Households with cash income

N

- Yol

=-No

Change in income

- Higher
>

e

=™ Egual

" Lower

Change in income

= Higher
=m Equal

- Lower
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In both the cases main source of income was salaries/wages, as reported by 50 % for
beneficiary households & 41 % non beneficiary households followed by agriculture (as
reported by 25 % beneficiary and 8 % non beneficiary households). The other sources of
livelihoods as found from the study are livestock rearing, petty trading, remittances,
handicraft making etc. However, the poor families are primarily dependent upon multiple
sources of income to meet annual demand of food and other expenditure. This dependency
of multiple sources of income also adopted as a coping mechanism by the poor to reduce
the risk of loss of income from any one of the sources. There were no cases of begging
assistance in both categories of surveyed households.

On asking about the issue of change in income over the last one year, 34 % project
household reported that their income has increased while 33 % reported that their was no
change in income level. Responding on the same issue, 63 % non project beneficiaries
reported that their income has improved while 34 % reported that there was no change in
income level. It clearly shows that there was a great impact of project interventions in the
project area which has improved their income level. It is also reflected that due to project
interventions in primary sectors like agriculture, horticulture, livestock etc, short term
employment in allied sectors have been improved and the cash flow at the family level from
the primary activities have been increased. In both project as well as non project villages,
though families are depending upon multiple sources of income, the percentage of families
depending upon two, three or four or more sources in case of project villages are quite

encouraging and indication on adoption of interventions made by the project.

Key Findings
i. 100 % project households
have one or more income
source.
ii. 94 % project households have

cash income source.

ii. 50 % of project households

have salaries/wages as main
income source.

iv. 34 % project households
reported their income has
increased compared to last
year.
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4. Food Security:

Ensuring food security of the poor households in the remote villages is one of the key
objectives of the project. The situation of project villages were comparatively worse
compared to other villages of the district and state at the initiation of the project. As per
survey, 97 % of the surveyed project beneficiary households reported no food shortage and
only 3 % households reported food shortage for less than 3 months in a year. It was also
reported that on average 4 months duration, food is available from household own

production. Similarly, 92 % of surveyed non project beneficiary reported no food shortage.

On asking about change in food security situation in past one year, 29 % of the surveyed
project households and 7 % non project households reported that situation has improved
compared to last year. On asking about the expenditure scenario, 57 % of project
households reported that their expenditure has increased compared to last year. This
situation needs further improvement with 100% population to be ensured food secure in the
project period. Therefore, food security of households to be ensured through convergence

programs with other line agencies and promoting traditional agrarian system (Baranaja).

In spite of several challenges to address food insecurity, the project has tried to improve

the situation in its project villages by providing them seeds of high yielding and improved

varieties, fruit trees etc. It is clear from the survey that the food security situation has been

improved particularly in the project area where only 3 % of the families are facing food

shortage in comparision to 8 % of the control villages. This improvement in food security

situation is significant and may be due to the increased crop production and cash income.
Key Findings T m

i. 97 % project households have no

food shortage.

ii. Food is available from self production
for 4 months in project villages.

iii. 57 % of project households reported
that their expenditure has increased

compared to last year.

5. Land Tenure:
Land is the only productive asset for the poor to earn food and income and ownership over
land is a crucial factor for secured livelihoods. Responding to the issue of land tenure, 100

% of the surveyed project beneficiary households have land ownership of which 100 % of

24| Page



ILSP-WMD Annual Outcome Survey Report-2015
land owners have very secured property rights. In case of non project beneficiaries, 99 %
households have land ownership but 96 % of land owners have very secured property

rights. The land ownership status in project and control villages is shown in the following

figures.
AOS-2015
Project Non Project
HHs having Land ownership HHs having Land ownership
0%
W Some 1946

land

W No mSome land

AN
land = No land

HHs having secured Property rights HHs having secured Property rights
0%
7%

\ -
W Yos Yes

mMNo M No

The second issue over ownership over land is the size of land holding. It was observed that
in both the cases, average land holding size is almost similar, which is 17.2 nalis (0.86
acres) for project households and 14.8 nalis (0.74 acres) for non project households as
both type of villages share similar topography. In project area, the minimum and maximum
land holding ranges between 2 nalis (0.1 acres) and 90 nalis (4.5 acres). Due to migration,
several families have given their land to other families residing in the village. The project
impact is clearly reflected from the survey results in the form of increased land ownership

compared to last year survey results.

Key Findings

i. 100 % project households have
land ownership.

ii. 100 % project households have
secured property rights.

iii.  Average land holding is 17.2 nalis
(0.86 acres or 0.34 hac) per
household in project area.
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6. Agricultural Production:

Cereal and pulse cultivation in the hills is becoming unproductive due to high production
cost, shortage of farm labour and damage due to wild animals. As a result, there is shift
towards cultivation of vegetables, spices, fruits, nuts, medicinal and aromatic plants. These
are mostly cash crops and fetches better economic returns also. The traditional trend of
practicing of cultivating land for consumption purpose only is gradually shifting towards
both consumption and sales purposes in both project and non project villages. However the
percentage of farmers cultivating land for both consumption and sale are more in case of
project villages compared to control villages. The survey indicates that a total of 100% of
project households cultivate land for production of which 60 % households cultivate land for
consumption only and 40 % households for consumption & sale both. The survey results of
non project beneficiaries regarding agricultural production and irrigation depicts that a total
of 100 % households cultivate land of which 58 % households cultivate land for

consumption only and only 3 % households for consumption and sale both.

Rearing of livestock is the traditional practice of hill community to secure immediate and
unsecured expenses. Also it is the main source of sustaining the hill agricultural economy
by providing compost. As per the survey results, 94 % households in the project area
reported that they rear livestock while 90 % of the non project households rear livestock.
Total 65 % of surveyed households have reported small to medium increase in crop
productivity, increase in crop production area, increase in size of irrigated area and

increase in herd size but only 17 % gives the credit to project interventions.

From the study it was also observed that life saving irrigation, particularly in weather erratic
conditions helps a lot the farmer to secure his crops. Various water storage tanks and
irrigation channels created by the project have provided life saving irrigation during kharif
and rabi season. It has encouraged the farmers to adopt cash crops and cultivate three to
four crops in a year. This impact not only increases the crop production and productivity in
these remote villages rather saves the crop loss due to uneven weather conditions and

other environmental effects.

Just not crop production or productivity, the practice of growing cash/high value crops by
the farmers have been very encouraging in the project area. The preferred crops include
pea, tomato, chilly, capsicum, French bean etc and some medicinal crops. Similarly, 98 %
households reported that they have adopted one or more technologies promoted by
project. The most preferred/successful technology promoted by project is seed

replacement which almost doubled the production of the crop. The major findings of
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agricultural production related parameter including the status of the farmers adopting
various technologies promoted by project in project villages is summarized in the following

figures.

AOS-2015 (Project Beneficiaries)

Land Cultivation Households adopted technologies
recommanded by the project

No

® Households not 2%
cultating land

o |and cultivated for
CONSUNDLIoN only

® Land cultivated for sako
onty

® Land cultivated for both
consmption and sale

HHs adopted Technologies promoted by the project

Small Area Soil'moisture
Irrgation Improved nursery retention
8% chniques \ techniques(mulching,
shed net)
0%

cropping techniques 1%
4%

Erosion control
4%

Use of new |
Production ‘
technique
6%
Use of improved
Farm Technique 5
8%

Use of inorganic
fertilizer{imineral,che

mical)
3%
. .Organic o Use of organic
Pesticides, insecticid fertilizer(compost,ve
es,etc. rmi-compost,manure
10% ete,)
17%

In an agriculture based economy, income is directly proportional to the productivity of
agricultural crops. The project through its various interventions under agricultural
production enhancement as well as creating irrigation potential has resulted in increase in
productivity and crop production area in the project villages. Not just crop productivity, the
practice of growing cash/high value crops and cultivation of land for consumption and sale
by the farmers have been very encouraging in the project area. The increase in livestock
productivity may be due to adoption of high yielding milch animals and fodder development
programs.
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The project impact is clearly reflected from the survey results in the form of increased crop
productivity, increase in crop production area, increase in size of irrigated area, increase in
herd size and adoption of technology compared to last year survey results. It can be thus

concluded that the project households have started managing their assets more efficiently.

Key Findings
i. 100 % project households
cultivate land for production.
ii. 40 % project households
cultivate land for sale and
consumption both.

ii. 94 % of project households

owns livestock.

iv. 65 % project households
reported small to medium
increase in crop productivity.

V. 98 % project households
adopted technologies promoted

by project.

7. Access to Market:
Physical access to market for sale of produce is a key concern in the project location.
These are mostly remote villages where the traders or middle-men exploits the farmers.
Project interventions in market related information dissemination at village level is reducing
such exploitation and increasing access to the market. Not only the production, rather the
sale of the surplus agricultural produces and other horticultural produces have been
facilitated by the project to ensure increased income of the poor farmers. The income from
sales of agricultural production has been reported by 39 % of project beneficiary
households. At present there are no formal or organized contracts fully developed for
selling of agricultural produce and farmers are either direct selling their produce in the local

market or marketing their produce through middlemen mainly Adathis located at Haldwani.

100 % of beneficiary households reported that the project made it easier to market their
farm produce which resulted in getting better price thus give credit to project activities for
increased crop production. With regard to marketing of produce in various types of market,
58 % households market their produce to the nearby local market and only 13 % produce
go to district or regional market for selling. Similarly, on asking about the medium of selling

of produce, the 42 % beneficiary households reported that they sell their produce through
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middlemen mainly Adathis and only 1 % is marketed through cooperatives or producer
organizations. Hence there is a great potential of selling the farm produce to regional and
national market for fetching good returns to the farmers. The findings regarding access to
market related parameter in project area is shown in the following figures.
AOS-2015 (Project Beneficiaries)

HHs reporting the project made it easier to

HHs reporting Income from sales
% market their farm produce for getting better
of agricultural production Brice

mYes mNo

0%

Collective marketing as a strategy should be facilitated by the project through Producer
Groups/Livelihood Collectives to promote the sale of surplus produce in a consolidated
manner to ensure volume which not only brings down the logistics expenditure but also
provides the farmers a better platform to bargain with the market. This will also motivate the
farmers to grow more particularly vegetables and other high value crops which in turn

increase the income at the household level.

Key Findings
i. 39 % project households reported
income from sale of farm produce.
ii. 42 % project households sells their
produce through middlemen
(adathis).
iii. 58 % of project households sells

their farm produce in local market.

iv. 100 % of beneficiary households
reported that the project made it
easier to market their farm produce
for getting better price.

8. Access to Rural Financial Services:
Rural financial services particularly micro-credit at the village level is quite crucial in the

scaling up of various livelihoods interventions. These small loans are used for both
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consumption and/or productive purposes which has great impact over the income of the
families. The survey results regarding access to credit reveals that in project villages, only
18 % households have accessed to credit over the last 12 months, 34 % households
reported that access to credit improved over the last 12 months and 57 % households
gives the credit to project activities. On analysing the main use of credit, loans were mainly
taken for various investments (33 %) followed by income generation activities (49%).
Average amount of credit availed was INR 53,483 and were taken by both formal (51 %)
and informal means (49 %). The credit repayment scenario shows that 21 % households
have fully paid their loans, 77 % will pay the outstanding loan in a short time and rest 2 %
are unable or not willing to pay their loans. It is encouraging to know that 98% of project
households have a saving bank account and the families are also accessing the credit for
health and education purposes. It was encouraging to know that and

In non project villages, only 24 % households have accessed credit over the last 12 months
and 43 % households reported that access to credit improved over the last 12 months.
Average amount of credit availed was INR 18,000. 93% of control village households have
a saving bank account. The major findings of Access to rural financial services related
parameter is summarized in the following figures.

AOS-2015 (Project Beneficiaries)

Access to credit over past Improved access to credit
12 months over past 12 months

Yes

Main use of credit

Has credit been repaid?
%

Edscaton 4
L

@io. bt wll repay
S0

Qo cannct repay
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Source of credit HHs operating Bank Account

No

2%

a Informal @ Formal

As per survey results, the community is now aware enough to utilize the loan amount in
economic activities. However, access to formal financial institutions like banks need to be

improved for livelihood sustainability of poor people.

Key Findings

i. 18 % project households accessed
to credit in last one year.

i.  Credit was taken by both formal
(51 %) and informal means (49 %).

iii.  Average credit availed was INR
53,483.

iv. 21 % project households have fully

repaid their credit in time.

v. Loans were mainly taken for
various investments (33 %)
followed by income generation
activities (49%).

i.  98% project households operate a

saving bank account.

9. Enterprise Development and Employment:
The project is in its primary implementation stage and is supporting the project community
in establishing and expanding small and medium scale enterprises through capacity
building and agri-business awareness. The survey results regarding owning non form
enterprises in project villages, only 12 % households reported to own a non form enterprise
which was mainly self supported. On asking about the project support, 92 % households
reported that project has helped in expanding their enterprise in the form of awareness
building, training, exposure etc. With regard to employees employed in the enterprises are
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concerned, 35 % enterprise owner reported that it is run by themselves including their
family members and 65 % households have one or two employees. This sector is important
and project need to focus in this matter. Learning from the survey results, the project
should follow the enterprise development strategy and use of UPASaC to strengthen these
existing enterprises along with development of marketing linkages. The survey result
shows the positive impact of increased employment in the project area being facilitated by
the project. The major findings of Enterprise development and employment related

parameter is summarized in the following figures.

AOS-2015
Reported HHs own a non-farm Type of Project support
enterprise
No Project
project helpgd
Yes support el.:)lillsh
12% 8% ¢

Key Findings

i. 12 % project households own a
non farm enterprise.

ii. 92 % project households
reported about project helped in
establishing their enterprise.

iii. 35 % of enterprises are running

by family members only.

10. Innovative Linkages:
In the project, innovative linkages are being developed with various institutions for testing
and dissemination of innovative technologies and approaches for improving food security,
livelihoods and access to markets. The important project partners includes the G. B. Pant
University of Agriculture and Technology, Pantnagar, line departments (Animal husbandry,
Agriculture and Horticulture), Research Institutions like Vivekanand Parvatiya Krishi
Anusandhan Sansthan (VPKAS), Almora, Krishi Vigyan Kendras (KVKSs) etc.
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The project promoted important technologies like package and practices of important
crops, seed replacement, disease and insect management, organic cropping practices like
vermin composting, fodder promotion, mini seed kits, concentrate feed, cattle troughs, chaff
cutters, improved agricultural implements etc through them. On asking the questions
related to innovative linkages in the project area only 10 % beneficiary households reported
the presence of innovative project partners in the area. Similarly, 14 % of surveyed
households reported about technologies promoted through them. In case of non project
villages, 15 % of surveyed households reported the presence of innovative project partners
in the area and known to technologies promoted through them.

Key Findings
i. 10 % project households reported
about presence of innovative
project partners in their area.
ii. 14 % project households reported
about new technologies promoted
through innovative project

partners.

E. LESSONS LEARNT AND RECOMMENDATIONS:

As per the survey results of AOS-2015, the general socio-economic condition and
satisfaction level of project community has improved due to project intervention in the area
of food security, livelihoods improvement, agricultural production, access to market, access
to financial resources etc. The community is aware and united in PGs and working
collectively for their livelihoods improvement and village development. Livelihood portfolio
of project households has increased and they are adopting the yield increasing crops and
technologies to improve their livelihoods. The percentage of farmers cultivating land for
growing high value crops and for marketing purpose has improved. Collective cultivation of
cash crops mainly vegetables and its collective marketing is encouraging and should be

up-scaled in other areas.

Following learning/recommendations and thrust areas emerged out from the Annual

Outcome Survey, 2015 on which concrete action is planned in the AWPB 2016-17.

i. Backward and forward linkages development in all farm sector activities for

livelihood promotion of farmers to be strengthened.
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Increasing productivity of crops through capacity and skill development in areas
related to crop production technologies, improved and high yielding crop varieties,
appropriate timing of cultivation considering the climate change etc.
Technical assistance and technology transfer in farm based and off-farm sectors
need to be strengthened through technical governmental institutions, non
governmental resource institutions, private service providers and CRPs.
Agricultural Inputs for FSIP provided to PGs, now should be based on previous
production experience of PGs and as per their needs and interests to increase
area,production and diversification of different crops, so that more marketable surplus
can be generated through PG activities.
Some activities like irrigation tanks, irrigation guhls, fencing net etc are more
preferred by community and there is always a heavy demand for these type of
interventions. These activities should be linked with respective line agencies
through convergence.
Planned interventions required for livestock promotion as an allied activity as dairy
has emerged as the most preferred livelihood activity specially among the women.
Livelihood Collectives to be developed as the focal point of its intervention in the
project. These LCs will play an integral role in decision making, developing vision
for future activity, making purchases of inputs and marketing in their respective
clusters.
Advocacy and fruitful linkage development with formal financial institutions through
UPASaC to be strengthened in project area.
Capacity enhancement of PGs/VGs and LCs during the year in areas related to
institutional and business/enterprise development.
Development of specific value chain clusters for volume creation and effective
marketing using platform of LCs.
Involvement of innovative partners and research institutions in the project to
upscale and value addition of project activities.
Customized IEC material to be devised to cater the needs of the community.
Experience and knowledge sharing events and exposure tours of PGs should be
planned at divisional and state level.
Social audit of the watershed related works to be done annually through community

institutions involving PRI members.

The above recommendations and action points should be considered in the AWPB 2016-

17 involving PGs and LCs as major agents of change and development.
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F. CONCLUSION:

The Integrated Livelihoods Support Project is in its second year of project implementation

and not much project interventions are carried out in the project area that have a major

impact on the livelihoods of the project community. In spite, there are many success stories

in the field of vegetable cultivation and water conservation, which need to be replicated in

other project areas. Following are the main findings of the Annual Outcome Survey-2015 in

the form of key performance indicators, on which future action planning will be based.

i.
ii.
iii.
iv.
V.
Vi.
Vii.

viii.

Xi.

Xii.
Xiii.

Xiv.

XV.
XVi.

XVil.

XViii.
XiX.
XX.
XXI.
XXil.
XXiii.
XXIV.

XXV.
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19 % project households were headed by women.

25 % project households belong to SC, ST and OBC categories.

72 % of project households belong to Antyodaya (ultra poor) and BPL category.
100 % project households have heard about project.

96 % of project households are members of PGs/VGs.

99 % project households satisfied with project interventions.

73 % of project households are frequently visited by project staff.

100 % project households have one or more income source.

94 % project households have cash income source.

50 % of project households have salaries/wages as main income source.

34 % project households reported their income has increased compared to last
year.

97 % project households have no food shortage.

Food is available from self production for 4 months in project villages.

57 % of project households reported that their expenditure has increased compared
to last year.

100 % project households have land ownership.

100 % project households have secured property rights.

Average land holding is 17.2 nalis (0.86 acres or 0.34 hac) per household in
project area.

100 % project households cultivate land for production.

40 % project households cultivate land for sale and consumption both.

94 % of project households own livestock.

65 % project households reported small to medium increase in crop productivity.
98 % project households adopted technologies promoted by project.

39 % project households reported income from sale of farm produce.

42 % project households sell their produce through middlemen (adathis).

58 % of project households sell their farm produce in local market.
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xxvi. 100 % of beneficiary households reported that the project made it easier to market
their farm produce for getting better price.
xxvii. 18 % project households accessed to credit in last one year.
xxviii.  Credit was taken by both formal (51 %) and informal means (49 %).
xXix.  Average credit availed was INR 53,483.
xXxX. 21 % project households have fully repaid their credit in time.
xxxi.  Loans were mainly taken for various investments (33 %) followed by income
generation activities (49%).
xxxii.  98% project households operate a saving bank account.
xxxiii. 12 % project households own a non farm enterprise.
xxxiv. 92 % project households reported about project helped in establishing their
enterprise.
xxxv. 35 % of enterprises are running by family members only.
xxxvi. 10 % project households reported about presence of innovative project partners in
their area.
xxxvii. 14 % project households reported about new technologies promoted through

innovative project partners.

To conclude, the positive project impacts are clearly reflected from the survey results in the
form of women empowerment and gender mainstreaming, improved income of project
beneficiaries, increased land use, increased crop productivity, increase in crop production
area, increase in size of irrigated area, increase in herd size and adoption of technologies,
increased income from sale of agricultural produce, improvement in physical access to
market etc. Still more efforts are needed to improve access to market and farm based

employment opportunities for achieving the desired goals and objectives of the project.
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Annexure: |

LIST OF VILLAGE SURVEYED UNDER ANNUAL OUTCOME SURVEY, 2015

PROJECT VILLAGES

NON PROJECT VILLAGES

1 Nainital Pan Katara 1 Nainital Niglat

2 Division Majhed 2 Division Chara

3 Budlakot 3 Shyamkhet
4 Halso 4 Kamoli(Dhokane)
5 Haldyani

6 Tiwari gaon

7 Bohra Kot

8 Sufi

9 Gangar Kot

10 Manarsa

11 | Champawat Narsingdanda 5 Champawat | Goli

12 | Division Koyati 6 Division Maner

13 Nadola 7 Okhlanja
14 Reghanw

15 Kalakot

16 Pamda

17 Chulagaon

18 Sungdungara

19 Barmtura

20 Dasiyachami

21 | Paudi Chair Malla 8 Paudi Melai

22 | Division Siku g | Division Anshari Thapyali
23 Kalun 10 Kanderi

24 Maroda

25 Ratkoti

26 Ulli

27 Maso Maseta

28 Maso Thapyali

29 Saso

30 Pang
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Annexure: Il
ANNUAL OUTCOME SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 2015

ILSP/PSWMD

NI ICCTINNNIAIDE 1IN/ 1 1 1

ANNUAL OUTCOME SURVEY

[Integrated Livelihood Support Project, Uttarakhand (INDIA)]

1] Name of the enumerator:

Note for enumerator : Before starting the interview, introduce yourself, explain what are the objectives of the survey
and ask the person if he/she consents to respond to the questions. If not, go to the next household.

Circle codes corresponding to the answers in the right column.

AT AW 2| I8 ITRIES YbIdd IMMSIIbT FEANT GRIISTT & Ted R A&
2| U GIEU ¥ U 3fihs 9 SIHGRI Bl b [derd aRAsHRI & d8dv fhaiqas § #eg | g4q
IR H 3MAD] TSI DI ARIEAT B ST | $9 URAEE! BT U B & o 3 AR WR 30—45 fAFe o
2 | BIifd 3MU® fIaR Fequl € IR §H e &R 2 o T R TRE 4§69 FI&U § 9N o, $9 Faeor |
ARIER g7 a8 9§ Wod © 3R M9 el 1 ged a1 ¥ Ul & Sk 9 o1 g7 9dd & | H§ 3l faeard
feetrar g f amue gR1 <1 T SHBRY MUY Y& ST | 39 geIdell § 31U gRT &1 T8 SN Sg-e
TG SUIRT &I ST | Y gRT &1 s UfAfhar & ArlfEd regas d IudnT fhar SR g safada
fcfehaaii &1 st 7 foar ST 9 |

A - HOUSEHOLD IDENTIFICATION

YHIT T 14
dHT @S BT A

A1
A2 Development Block

Name of Division
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e &1 M WH YA BT A
A.3 A4
Name of Unit ' Name of Gram Panchayat
RTST Tt T A4 EISERSICH]
A5 A.6 .
Name of Revenue Village \Ward No-
[ScTRETdT BT ATH STRGTAT DT HGIgel TRR
A.7 A.8
Name Of Respondent Mobile No.of Respondent
Ao T AT IATeD 998 / et a7 Scresd g & AL0 SEP e/ Fdet T IUEP WTgE B A
. o .
e g7Are You a Member Of PG/VPG? Yes/No Name of PG/VPG
IRErr &1 foliT
IRaR & FRaar &1 9M
A.10 |Sex of Respondent--- A — Male Jo9 A-11
Name of the head of household :
B - Female Afgetr
gRar & JReaT &1 o A — g%9 Male
A.12
What is the gender (sex) of the household head? B - @iz - Female
qRAR @7 i A. SC arygfaa i
A.13 B. ST 3gqgf¥d Wi+ Sirfa
What is the category of household? C. OBC 3= fuwer aif
D. General 9=
PUAT T B B AT AMIHT IRAR O U1 T /T 0 T o 3 M 27?
A 14 A. Antyodaya 3r<red
' In terms of poverty category of Govt., in which of the following categories | B. BPL dlofiotcio
would your household belongs? C. APLuodi0veio
T 3MYP U1 41 O Tl / 3ficd  Ple 27
BIE TR
A.15 | Do you have BPL/Antodaya Card? A- Yes &f
A.16 .
Ration Card No.
B- No &
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B - PARTICIPATION IN PROJECT ACTIVITIES
MBI IRIR IRATSH 6 | WRER 2 |
Since when is your household involved in project activities
B.1 V|
(year)?
B.p | HRATE @y Rl 1 PRA. S # smfied 1 7| Do A Yes &
your Household involved in PRA Process? B. No =&
M URIR §RT GPWDP AT & R1E 88 dodl # UicMrT fdam | A. Yes @f
B-3
Do your Household Involved In Meeting of GPWDP Preparation? B. No el
fUgel 12 HEM | MY AT 3 & URAR &1 Bls AR UdIad Aol
FEANT URAST & b fohar werg § Here &7 87 A Yes =f
B.4
In which of the following community mobilization activities were B. No &
you (your family member) involved during the last 12 months?
SAEd HHAG & IS IURH o
B4.1 ° B.4.2 OfI&TOT / wdvre / PIARMSATHT F 91T o Participation
PG/VPG Eormation. ... ves/No [n Training/Workshops/Exposure..... Yes/No
fUgel 12 HEM | MY AT M & URAR HT Bz G UDIad ITollddl FeANT GRISH (ST a=q) & foa
fopar day # Her &7 '
B.5
In which of the following Watershed Development Activity project activities were you (or any member of
your household) involved during the past 12 months?
A. Yes Ef
B.5.1 Forestry  @fiexor Performance
B. No =&r Satisfaction
A. Yes =f
B.5.2 Agriculture oY
B. No &
A. Yes Ef
B.5.2.1- Organic Farming ifd& %Y
B. No &1
B.5.2.2- Off season Vegetable Cultivation ST 3esit A. Yes @f
TG
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B.No =&
B.5.2.3- WARFTd Hudl A4Tell 9 el waet ol @ A. Yes
Itivati f Traditional ices/Medicinal
Cultivation of Traditional Crops/Spices/Medicinal Crops B. No =1
A. Yes @f
B.5.3 | ugurer Animal Husbandry/Livestock
B. No =&l
A. Yes I
B.5.3.1 — =& Dairy
B. No =&l
A. Yes @f
B.5.3.2- gfff urem  Poultry
B. No =&l
A. Yes ®f
B.5.3.3 — g&% ure Goatry
B. No =&l
A. Yes ®f
B.5.3.4 — 3= (Afd= ) Others (Specify).....
B. No =&l
A. Yes ®f
B.5.4 | SgreNYl Horticulture
B. No =&l
A. Yes Ef
B.5.5 | &g Riarg / Sl w=evr Minor Irrigation / Water Harvesting
B.No =&
A. Yes Ef
B.5.6 | <l Arelm WReor  Drainage line Treatment
B. No =&
A. Yes Ef
B.5.7 | u¥ivr Wes guR Rural Road Access
B. No =&
_ A. Yes @f
B.5.8 | S w=erwr Energy Conservation
B. No =&
*Codes: Highly Satisfactorydgd |® = 6, Satisfactorydq =5, Moderately satisfactory 81 o I = 4, Moderately
unsatisfactory & ST AT = 3, Unsatisfactory FATE = 2, HighlyUnsatisfactory Tgaarigee = 1
AT ®U § S haT BTt § oM P AfrddT A Y & Sia A.H’g’HéErGEVerysatisfied
TR R R Y91T TeT 27 ‘
B.6 B. 4 &< dd HJSC Moderately
In general regarding how your participation in Project -
" . . . satisfied
Activities has impacted your living condition
C. fdcpal A< &l Not satisfied at all
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MY UroTde daaRal I fbd 3ravel IR 99d Hd 2°How often

do you have contact with project staff (extension workers; A. 9R—9R Frequently
B.7 facilitators, etc.)? B. @41 &4l Occasionally
C. d98d ®H Rarely
C - LIVELIHOODS
FIT 3T & YT G 3 BT Hlg S 57 A. gt Yes
C1 Do you have a source of cash income? B. F& el Sfifawr & fow Hiy
No (no cash income, only
subsistence agriculture)
ol af &1 o W 39 a¥ 317U BT 3T # T gfg g3 HH gs AT Sal & © A- =R Higher
c-2 Compared to last year (i.e. 12 months ago), would you say that, this B- SRT&R Equal
year, your income is: C- PH Lower
T A gfg RIS H Wil & SR g8 o | y
c.3 A. BT Yes
Is this increase due to Project Intervention B. =& No
T & URAR B AT P G S 9T 57
/ /
c4a

What is the main source of income of your household?

[Use codes below and write corresponding code on the right]

[One answer only]

[Adapt the response options below to the
context of your project]

A. H¥ 3R ®Hel &I T Agriculture and

B. HET UTeled 3R Al &I fosh Fishing | gEAIeT Handicraft

and sales of fish

C. uRJere 3T SRt i 9T Livestock

D. ugo= ITal @ fdat Sale of Livestock
Product

E. Wiepfceh Famerat ( gef 3menia , NTFP,

sales of crops H. ade, #eigdl (TSIR) Salaries, wages (employees)

J. Remittance/Govt. Schemes IYUT (FRBTT AT )

and sales of animals K. Other (specify 3=a fafése ):
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oIhal & UMUK 377 )Natural resources
F. D&l ST Petty trading

G. 3-@%1?»[ HH Unskilled labour

P31 siid & 99 ¥ AP A Bl &7

C.5
Which one of the above activity impacted your livelihood most? Use Code Atok
co M & YRAR # 18 IY IR AfF Al gRT M fohar wedi w)
' foa=T T @4 BIaT ® In your family, how much time is spent by /__ /[ hours/day
women in economic activities?
A.2000 & HH  Less than 2000
c7 3MIe URAR T SRR @ fbaar & What is the Average Expenditure of B. 2000 ¥ 5000 & HeI
Hotsehold? Between 2000-5000
C. 5000 ¥ 31f&/%  More than 5000
fUoc a9 & o H 9 99 37Ud @9 ol RAfT dAl & A- SR Higher
c8 Compared to last year (i.e. 12 months ago), would you say that, this B- @RT4X Equal
year, your Expenditure is: C- ¥ Lower
D - FOOD SECURITY
F7 fUsel 12 7EH § HH T 9T QM1 § TG 7MY U+ URAR Bl 3 FHT Ao
01 Tl < TrI? Over the last 12 months, was there any period(s) during which | Ao ves &
' you were not able to provide 3 meals per day for your household (food B. No =&l
shortage period)?
- fe T AST SUEl TE 8, B @ 3Efd e Hy(ArE /99) If Enough quantity
"~ | is not available, Specify the period of shortage over 12 months?
A. B 98k Some improvement
. ; :
0.3 fUeel av @1 ga=T ¥ @l YR =° Was there any improvement as compared B. 7= ST Same

to last year?

C. Rofy wxrg € Situation is
worse
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R Y GIR RIS & g¥cdeld & dRoT 27 Was this improvement was due to

D4 A. Yes#f
project interventions? B. No &
. gy H 3fU% B¢ ST ¥ e FEM HIoM Suere 8l Uil &71n a year, for how /] (write 00 if less than

many months food available from their own production?

one month)

E - LAND TENURE

FIT AMMUS URIR & U9 94 31ral 92 31 pi¥ A 52 Does your household

A. I &1 YA Own land

El | own Agriculture Land/has leased land? B. <ot @1 4 Leased in
c-THl Both
E.1.1- What is the size of your land (in nails/acres)? / / / nails/acres
FIT STHIF & AfetaTT IffieR 3y & urd 872 Do you have ownership rights .
Eo A. Yes@f B. No =&
< | on aland?
A. 98d gRI&rd Very secure
B. WERUCAT YR Moderatel
3T T AU F¥fed TR STrdR b= gRigra 8?2 How secure do you consider secure oderately
E3 | your property rights?
C. 3RI}f&rd Insecure
D. 98d 3RyXfard Very insecure
F - AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION AND IRRIGATION
A. IO SHE Yes, own
consumption only
F1 7 3g @l Py 277 Do you cultivate land, and if so, for what B. e Wferm___ Yes,sales
purpose? only
C. Yes, consumption and sale
D. No
20 ATell | FH Less than 20 nali
F-2 amue ar @t fhae 4f € 7 How much land do you have in total? 20 = 50 Tetl 20-50 nali

50 Tl ¥ 37f¥fh More than 50

nali
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3T Bl U YA H I e % 9 wR Th S © | What percent of

10 UfI9T I BH Less than 10%

F-3 . PIGL]
land do you cultivate? 10 9 20 10% to 20%
20 Uf9d ¥ 31fS% More than 20%
Il 4 B AT % § URAR ERT 9o 97 arel wae @ o @ iy 2 | 10 ORI & DA Less than 10%
F-4 How much % of land do you manage to cultivate high value crops? 10 9 20 99T 10% to 20%
[provide definition of high value crop]
20 YT ¥ 31fdH More than 20%
fUsel A1 @1 o 9 39 91 BEal & Ired 7 Jfg gs & ° Compared
F-5 to last year (i.e. 12 months ago), did the productivity of your crops A. Yes & B. No =&
increase this year?
A.BIC (<10%) Small (<10%)
6 S99 gl @I MM &Y 3ifdhd 2?2 How would you quantify this
- _ B. AELIH(10-20%)Medium (10-20%)
increase?
C.§3 (>20%)Large (>20%)
FIT FHY MIIRT TPhiIdb U URATSTAT & HSRN W 3T I o |
F.7 During the past 12 months, Are you satisfied with agricultural A. Yes &f B. No &I
technique promoted by the project?
A. Increase 3z}
£ U6l AT ®I ol # 39 AT Bual & gas &1 Rafd Compare to last B- Remains same RT&R
year ,what is the area of crop grown? C. Decrease BAAR
A. Increase 3z}
o fUsel A1 @1 o 9 39 91 BEal & UcrEaR $I Refil Compare to last B- Remains same &RTeR
' year ,did the area of Yeild? C. Decrease BAAR
A. Increase 3=y
E 10 Compare to last year ,did the Sales of crop ? fUse ATa &I g B- Remains same SRT&R

Bl B ey &1 Refy

C. Decrease &®HdY
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Aren #

In Nali

fUeer A 3
EEtSIE)
Change in
last months

fiser 12 A8 ¥ 9gad
Change in last 12

months

o I w0 H

Value(in Rs)

fUoel 12 Al®
H 9ed
Change in
Last 12
months

TREUNTT Bl IS

1 Traditional
Crops/Cereals
2
ATISpices
3 37e] Potato
4 fesrn Vegetables
. 3 ®wad Other
Crops
6- All Crops and Overall Change

Code: 1=Increase from last 12 months fise 12 78191 9 sar

2=No change from last year fUgel 12 7EIHi # @I yRda+

faNd

3=Decreased from last year fUsel 1 & &

Bl

F.11

techniques does your household use ?

frfeiRad 5 | oM A1 [ABfaa /S Hiudd-iidl BT YA 3MUd JRaR
gR1 fdar s 2°Which of the following improved agriculture

B —1, 78 —2,9aT &} / B8 e} A
—3Yes-1,No-2,Dont Know-3

[Two answers maximum]

B. S=1d dI5il &I I9ART Use of Improved Seeds

fertilizers(minerals,chemicals)

E. $HIdhd SRe &1 STArT Use of Chemical

H el ®e@ ==v.Erosion control

[Adapt the response options below to the context of your project]

A. 310 Had YT &1 3T Use of Improved crop variety

C. Sifa® IR &1 IuaNT (FHRe / @regans)Use of Organic Fertilizers

D. Sifd® @ie—ve®, gt Use of Organic Pesticides

F. ofY 3 IuanT g arel Suaeor Use of improved farm techniques

G. 7% I@eA da-iid &I FART Use of new production techniques

1 3
1 3
1 3
1 3
1 3
1 3
1 3
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I. %aa ggfa Cropping Techniques 1 2 3
J. gew &3 fiarg Small area irrigation
K. 9aT 0 WRe01 aob-ile (HeIRRi, 9 wic) 1 2 3
Soil moisture retaining techniques 1 2 3
L. =1 uoft &=t Improved nursery techniques
1 2 3
1 2 3

g1 3y Rfars yomell &1 SUART o I8 27 Do you use irrigation

F.10 . _
system(s)? A. Yesg  B. No@l
FIT M9 -1 ISl A & o1 4 9 AT MU+ (AR &3 Jg™ &1 ==

F.10.1 | foar or? Did you manage to increase your irrigated area this year A. Yes &f B. No =&

compared to last year (i.e. 12 months ago)?

A. 10 UfoSd & &9 Small (< 10%)
F.10.2 | smusr Riarg &1 & fobam gg1 €2 How would you quantify this increase? | g 1 @ 20 ufewa Medium (10-20%)

C. 20 ufdsd 1 31fd@ Large (>20%)

F 103 T Y el Bl drotge & dReT g4 917 Is this increase related to any

project activity? A. Yesdl B. No e
F7 3 RS & Ri=E gomel wwfa 1 W 9 21 Are You

FlO4Y A. Yes & B. No i
satisfied with project irrigation system?
FIT GRS &Y I B Ugla /e H Pig AR 83T & oii— AHRD

F.11 W, welvex Wl Is there any change in Agriculture practices due to A Yes & B. No 7
project intervention-i.e.-Ex group farming,cluster farmings

G - Livestock
G.1 T 3MUs GRIR & 9149 Tgee 2 Does your household own livestock? A Yes & B. No 7&i

A. Increase 3z

fse | @) gorT # 39 ¥ waRyl @ wenm o Rerfy ot € Compare to last

G.2 . . B- Remains same sRT8R
year ,what is the number status the Animals?

C. Decrease ®HdN

G3 el arel @ gere # 9 9 FIREN @1 fae @) Refd ¥l € Compare to last | A Increase ST
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year , what is the Sales status of Animals? B- Remains same sRTsR

C. Decrease ®HdY

For the type of livestock, how many do own and what is the value of sales

UIEE & UBR 3MUd U b © 3R IFHT 9! o a1

Total number owned for each type Total sales in last 12 months
URD YBR b Wi arell ol AT Tl 12 Ffedl # o A
Types of animals ug @
— el 12 Al B¢ aRad foet 12 wfetl wre
. gRad
. ) I w9 ¥
Numbers *wiwrn Change in last 12 Value(in R
alue(in Rs) Change in last 12
months
months

1 <9ft 799 Local Cattle

s /9~1d fem & #7aeh
2 Cross Breed/ Improved

Breed of cattle

3 ¥ Buffalo

4 € Sheep

5 gad Goats

6 it urer Poultry

7 3= 7l Other animals

1 @ fiyelm @ fa%a geu 9art Total value of all sales and overall

change

* enter "0" if the category of crops is not grown, or if no sales are made.

1=Increase from last 12 months o 12 Aty & s

2=No change from last year fis<l 12 @27 # ®I3 gga@ a1

3=Decreased from last year fUsel A1a1 # &

et 12 AR H doia)

G-4 A-Yes & B-No &t

Over the last 12 months, did you adopt any new livestock production
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technology promoted by the project?

G-5

afe & ar 91 # & @4 9 ugfa euEE ? If Yes, Which of the following

were promoted? Yes-1, & No-2 =&
A 9 X8 & CIPBIHRY R W28 ®U H Jedv @Ry <@¥id Improved health L

care such as Vaccination and De-worming 2
B W & 7eFd ¥ Feeding Trough 1 2
C IRT Bl Fodder Crops 1 2
D diftesds 3meR gR1 Use of Concrete feeds 1 2
E TeeE 3faTd H guR Improved livestock housing 1 2
F I=1a g1t Improved poultry 1 2
G dfe, wid BT Manger 1 2
H ggl =_I - Animal chari 1 2
[ 3= (Specify ¥ X Others(specify) 1 2

H - ACCESS TO MARKETS
H1 39 By Ieared a1 IR Y I@rel @I fF@! I o o H-d 27 Do you getan | A. Yes & B. No =€l (->go to
" | income from sales of agricultural production/ Non farm products? G.2)
3MMY 37U ST Hel dad 87 A TR AT T A

H.2 | @®H ¥ 8% SR ) where do you market your product?(Multiple Farm gate/from home

Response)

B. % wid # At local Village

C. <% F&=Terd WR At block
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D. 3ol J@&Ie™ WR At District

headquarter

A- 319 SU¥RTaT Final consumer

B- X1 Uuie QiR i &R W
Husddl Local Agents and village
level collectors

C- o fasdr a1 ARy

DT 19T IS d9d &° Wholesalers or traders
H.3
To whom do you sell your product D- Hedridr a1 AT HreH
Cooperatives/producer
organization
E- 3 R %4/ URRR
Agribusiness
concerns/processers
F- WR&INI G1 Govt. Agencies
U HUT Al YAV HSRY, WUE,[AUvH & oy B Az Jiaen o= 87 Is
H.4 there any common facility center (processing, storage, collection, A. Yes & B. No =&
marketing, including milk collection) in your area?
HE I 81, A1 T AT 3 HB IUG AHedh JaeT b= R 9 o0lf yes, doyou | A. Yes & B. No =&

sell some of your production via common facility center?

FIT 7S U UF U1 & gRT ScUIG 99 # I g8 © A1 378! od e &M 87 | A. Yes & B. No &
H.6 | Has ILSP made it easier to market your product or resulted getting

better price?

The following sections (I and J) are optional: they should be included in the questionnaire only if the
project is involved in activities related to the particular topic. For example, if the project has a natural
resources management component, include the section on NRM (section J). Remove the sections that

are not relevant to the project
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I - FINANCIAL SERVICES

1 fuwer 12 AT # eus o form 27 Did you (or any household

A. Yes 8  B. No¥&i(->goto

1.1 | member) borrow money over the last 12 months? H.2)
el ¥ ol forar 87 (U ¥ e IR ) What was the source of credit? ? | A Formal (bank/micro-finance
(Multiple response) institution)
1.2
B. Informal (friends, NGOs,
Cooperatives/credit group
How much did you borrow (total last 12 months)? VY S S R
1.3 . )
[Write the amount in the local currency]
[Currency]:
A. Yes®f
. B. Notyet, butsoon T& &l fog
|4 | TR A0 faar Ta1? Has the laon been repaid? ST TR A
C. No, cannot repay &l Y &l
PR AR
1.5 | 3Mue & HT SUART HEl fHar a1 H0 (Th A e Ik )

What did you - or will you - use the money for?

[One answer: only the main use should be reported]

A. @Ud ( ST, 3, 3N
FHARIET) Consumption (food,

clothes, ceremonies, etc.)
B. 3m¥ gofel aifafaferdt (3uehvor
, 3UaOTr 371f¢ )Income

generating activities (tools;
equipment, etc.)

C. fader (R & guR, A
3IREIgUT 3717E) Other

investments (housing
improvement, land acquisition;
etc.)

D. T8I Education
E. T Health

F. 31T Others

G AR, R s T @I g H M9 & IRaR & U d8cr Ugd @

fachg Jaren do 27

Overall, do you consider that, your HH has now

better access to financial services compared to last year ?

A. Yes &f B. No g
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39 faci Jamsil & foly SUART # JuR aRATST &1 Tfafafedl &1 acis 4 &

1.7 a1 €7 Would you say this is related to any project activity? A.Yes &I B. No e
Lg | T o @ d% # w@rar 7 Do you have a bank account? A. Yes &f B. No +&f
J — ENTERPRISE DEVELOPMENT AND EMPLOYMENT
FIT AT IT 39D IRIR & B ) T BT T IR HY 3§79 87 Do
J.1 | you or any household member have a non-farm enterprise? [Provide A.Yes & B. No e
definition of non-farm enterprise e.g. handicraft activities]
A. @1E #ff® € No employee
B. U&% ¥ &I #1f¥% One to two
employees
J.2 | w1 I HAE B B &7 Have you employees labour? C. &9 ¥ Ui 5% Three to
five employees
D. U™ 9 s 1A% More than
five employees
T IS U TF YT IRAGHT & HRUT IgIH WNUT B IT 39 981 | A Ves
. Yes
J.3 Aqq foell 27 Did the project help your household establish or expand C No wd
. (0]
your enterprise/business?
34 Is there any Training given by the project for Entrepreneurship A. Yes &f B. No =g}
' development in your area?
J.5 | If yes: Have you received any training? A Yes®l B. No el
J.6 | If yes: Did you get any benefit after the training? A Yes & B. No el
K - INNOVATIVE LINKAGES
FIT YD &7 H B B I PR fheft Y arfdra aRarersn # “rfier 87
@ s favmr |, Y fagm &=, d@a dvermHl iy feafigrert &nfe) ?Is . ,
K.1 A. Yes & B. No =&l
there any innovative project partner (Boards ,line dept., KVK, Technical
institutes, Agricultural universities etc) working in your area?
K.2
ISP g [Pl bR &1 9% dh-ie Bl UTRd fhar 27 Is there any new . ,
™ y A. Yes & B. No =&
technologies promoted by them?
K.3 SID §RT UG Bl 1 1€ da-id & forg urarfea far 8?Name some of
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the important technologies you found useful?

L - Feedback

How would you rate the project aspects on a 6 point performance scale and Performan

what would be your suggestions for improvement? ce | Suggestio
ns
39 gRASHT & =T Uggell 31 6 TET WHRF Wl TR fbd qRe I Afdaes REBRAH
P U4 GUR =G MDA G ©: =T
1
2

1. Assistance from Village Motivator Z7H17T #fgerr vt & T&rIar

2. Assistance from Account Assistant gRIIGTTT &eaT WETIE W HETIT

3. Assistance from Village Incharge 7RIIoT 7747 F47%) W & T&rIar

4. Assistance from MDT sgogeei7 7o & wgarr

5. Project inputs i.e. training, technical information, marketing linkages

GPWDP Implementation ect. aRaiwr s7ge sarevoe: 7 qaha Gre, asRT frso,
Hotosegoio Ho FaraT s

*Codes: Highly Satisfactorydgd Wgs = 6, Satisfactorydqte=5, Moderately satisfactory SId ST Hdee= 4, Moderately
unsatisfactory €l ST A= 3, Unsatisfactory 3Tge= 2, HighlyUnsatisfactory Sgaarqe= 1

*************************************************************************************T

HIS IS THE END OF THE INTERVIEW, THANK YOU
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QUESTIONNAIRE B
FOR NON BENEFICIARIES

ILSP/PSWMD

JLIFAD NI ICCTINNINIAIDE I/ ! ! !

ANNUAL OUTCOME SURVEY

[Integrated Livelihood Support Project, Uttarakhand (INDIA)]

1] Name of the enumerator:

This questionnaire is the same as questionnaire A except that it does not contain the questions related to project
activities. The numbering should not be changed, so that same questions have the same number in both
questionnaires

AT A 2| UB ICRRIS TDhIpd IATSIIDT AN URATGHT & dod AR HefoT
2| 39 | § UK Ifhs d WHGN & Abed e gRASHmsl & dgar fhaiqas #§ A & | 34
T H AP HSHIRICT BT ARTSAT BT QI | 39 @l DI QO B & o 39 IR W 30—45 e o
2| ETllfdh s faaR de@yul § iR 89 e &xd ¢ & MY {1 dRE ¥ 9 JI&vl § 91T offl, 39 Jaeor |
RER) g @RE ¥ Wiod & 3R Mg B f o 1 9 Ul & IR 9 <71 g9 Fahd o | H Al faearsy
fearar € 5 oo gRT & T8 ISR MU ™ S | §9 TGl § D §RT a1 T8 BRI T
TG SUANT &I TGl | 3 gRT o1 g URIhIT &I ArfEe Fegae H SUANT fhar SR ey iddid
vfcshamall &1 sfider 7 fhar 1 9@ |

A - HOUSEHOLD IDENTIFICATION

A1l STHUQ bl TH Name of the faerd @ve &1 9™ Name of the Block
" |District A.2

A3 I g=Frad &1 5@ Name of the Gram Panchayat I Tia &1 A\ Name of the Revenue village
‘ A4
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SwiRard @1 9™ Name of the Respondent
as [T TemWard A6
Number
A7 JRaIdT BT Aldgel T/} Mobile No. of Ag [SCNETT fefiT Sex of Respondent
" |Respondent '
A.9 |d9Rar & JRaar &1 9™ Name of the head of household :
A.10 |uRar & gRegar &1 fofiT What is the gender (sex) of the household head? A- Te¥ male
B - #Afgelm Female
A. IE=IGeneral
A.11 | 9RaR @1 S What is the category of household? B. argRffea Wi SC
C. ggfrd o oifa ST
D. 3= fawer it OBC
Aqp| T 3o S/ Jgfad Siferta W & Please Specify the Caste
' [Tribe
ST e B 6 nudt uRaR @ o vof /T @ vl & S anar wPPlease| srdreaT Antyodaya
A.13 specify whether your household belongs to APL / BPL?
) E. & 4 va BPL
F. ©d ta APL
A4 T Mud g 1 i U/ 3rdiey s 27Do you RTe @re w¥=m Ration Card No.
" have BP L/ Antodaya Card A.15
B - LIVELIHOODS
A. B Yes
B 1 FIT 3T & ITF G 37 HT Bl #1id =7Do you have a source of cash — én_cITvTTﬁTNo (no cash
income? : )
income, only subsistence
agriculture)
A.2000 ¥ ®9 Less than 2000
B2 fUoel af @1 o 9 39 a¥ sruet oMy @1 Refd @ & | Compared to last B. 2000 ¥ 5000 & &1 Between

year (i.e. 12 months ago), would you say that, this year, your income is: 2000-5000

C. 5000 ¥ <gr&T More than 5000
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3T & URIR @ T BT G& 81 a7 57

What is the main source of income of your household?

B.3
[Use codes below and write corresponding code on the right]
[Adapt the response options below to the
context of your project]
A. Efﬁ 3R wEar $r 9T Agriculture and
sales of crops
B. HCEY dTeiet 3R ASel 1 WHTFishing 5 et moge Unskilled labour
and sales of fish
H. Ja9 #oigdl /IR - Salaries, wages (employees)
C. YT 3R SART T fhT Livestock | oo frer Handicraft
and sales of animals J. ¥ 99T/ R$GNT e Remittances/govt scheme
D. ugei ITal @1 fd@l Sale of Livestock .
L e ( fafdse @) Other (specify:
Product
E. STehfcieh HETLEAT ( gl 3R , NTFP,
oTehal & SITIR 31fG) Natural resources
F. Bcehl MUY Petty trading
fa &1 9 wa ¥ 1Y% 3my 2l @ Which of the above activities impacted
B.4 -
your livelihood the most Use code A-L
B.5 | MU & uRar # Afeaeil gRT M fohar sl W fhawn ¥9g @9 g1 &2 In | /hous/day
your family, how much time is spent by women in economic activity
A. 2000 ¥ %9 Less than 2000
. . .
B 6 MY & YRAR &7 3ivd @d fhamT 87 What is the Average Expenditure of B. 2000 & 5000 & $19 Between
Household? 2000-5000
C. 5000 ¥ AT More than
A-Higher sare1
fUsel af @1 o ¥ 9 a¥ oue wd @1 Rfd & & | Compared to last year
B.7 | ) ) _ B-Equal sTeY
(i.e. 12 months ago), would you say that, this year, your Expenditure is:
C- Lower shH

C - FOOD SECURITY

C1i

FT fUwel 12 HEMI # B U I AT § ST AT 3 URIR BT 3 qHIT IS
S8l < 9”17 Over the last 12 months, was there any period(s) during which

you were not able to provide 3 meals per day for your household (food

A. Yes®f B. No =&

56 | Page




ILSP-WMD Annual Outcome Survey Report-2015

shortage period)?

afe gatd AT SUAE &1 &, B DI A T HI(AE / TH)

C.2 I 1
If enough quantity is not available, specify the shortage over 12 months
) A. Some improvement
ca fUwel 99 @1 g1 4 B YuR &7 Was there an improvement as compared
' to previous year? B. Same
C. Situation is worse
ca gy H 3MU% =X I W o HEIH dIo Suerel 81 urar =7In a year, for |/ (write 00 if less than
how many months food available from their own production? one month)
D - LAND TENURE
. A. 3O S land
T IS URAR & URT W 31qaT 9eTg D1 HiY 47 z?(Does your HH own ownian
D.1 Agriculture land/has leased land? B.uee W fo _leased land
C.<HI_both
T S @ AfetadT @R M & U 2°Do you have ownership rights on .
D2 A. 8  Yes B. 78I No
: aland?
A. 98d GRIET Very secure
~ ~ . . B. ¥TERUIGAT JYRiErd Moderatel
3ITT T AU TR TR STEHR b JRigr s?How secure do you consider oderately
secure
D.3 | your property rights?
C. 3RIfErd Insecure
D. 9gd agrfard Very insecure
E - AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION AND IRRIGATION
A. B W@ & IUEIT 2 Yes, own
consumption only
E1 AT M9 WAl B &7 fhv et 9§ Wil Fd € ?Do you cultivate land, and | B, @i fasa g4 Yes, sales only
' if f h ? . .
if so, for what purpose i T
consumption and sale
D.=gl No
E2 | 3% U Fol fabael % 8 | How much land do you have in Total

A. Less than 20 nali
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B. Between 20-50 nali
C . More than 50 nali

3MIS U Hd SuT Y H A fha %9 W™ @t o 2 |

A. 10 % 3 &9 Less than 10%

E3 B. 10 % ¥ 20 % @& 9/ Between 10-
What % of land do you cultivate 20%
C. 20 % ¥ 31 More than 20%
Ea HT MY Iz JI dTell Bdal @l el B =2 Do you cultivate high value
. crops? [provide definition of high value crop] A&l Yes B.=e1 No
A. 10 % I BH Less than 10%
o | ST I § A BT % 9 TR TR B T [What % of land do | g 10 9% < 20 % & <11 Between 10-
you manage to cultivate high value crop 20%
C. 20 % ¥ 31f/% More than 20%
fUod |9 &1 o1 § Bl & IAEHal § 59 91 g o1 Ai?Compared
E.6 to last year (i.e. 12 months ago), did the productivity of your crops A 5 Yes B. 5 No
increase this year?
A. &9 Small
E7 39 gfe @1 3y Y ifed 2?How would you quantify this increase? B. wer9 Medium
C. 31 Large
A. 3% Increase
fUeel A1 @1 ol 4 Bl & eFhel § @I R &4l 2 ? Compare to last
E.8 _ B- X1dR Remains same
year , what is the status of area of crop grown?
C. ®¥ Decrease
A. 31f9® Increase
fUee | @ ol H§ Bdll & UgraR @I ReIfd ¥ & Compare to last year
E.9 ) ) B- 9«19} Remains same
,what is the status of area of Yeild?
C. ®H Decrease
A. 3% Increase
E 10 feel |re @1 go H Bl & faea @1 Rfd & @ Compare to last year ,

what is the status of Sales of crop ?

B- sRTe} Remains same

C. &4 Decrease

gt R ATl
(per Nali)

Yeild

Category of crops | &= Area

Total Sales in last 12 months
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In Nali

Change in

last months

fOwel 12 Af2A H dedird

Change in last 12 months

I wudi |
Value(in Rs)

fowe 12 Afz=1 o
EELSIC

Change in Last
12 months

RN Bl

1 31T Traditional
Crops/Cereals
2
AT Spices
3 31Te] Potato
4 el
Vegetables
c 31 %del Other
Crops
6 T Bl 8k wHa uRdad All Crops and Overall Change

Code: 1=Increase from last 12 months fUs 12 984T 9 9T

2=No change from last year fUgel 12 FeIHi # @I yRda+

faNd

3=Decreased from last year fUsel A1 31 &H

REl

E.11

rfelRad § | @ 91 [ApRaa /S=1d HIudd-dl BT JANT 30d IRAR gIRT fdhar

Sar 8?7 Which of the following improved agriculture techniques does your

household use ?

Yes-1,No-2,Dont Know-3

[Two answers maximum]

[Adapt the response options below to the context of your project]

A. BHd & Ia Yol BT 39T Use of Improved crop variety

. ST el &7 STAT Use of Improved Seeds

G M m O O W

. Oifa® SRS &1 IWANT (GHRe / @regans)Use of Organic Fertilizers

. ifdes dre—ve, gaarte Use of Organic Pesticides

. DHe IdREG HT ITART Use of Chemical fertilizers(minerals,chemicals)
FY # ITNT M drel IuaRer Use of improved farm techniques

. S S@TEd ddAd w1 JAanT Use of new production techniques

1 2 3
1 2 3
1 2 3
1 2 3
1 2 3
1 2 3
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H. et wera == Erosion control 1 5 3
|. w7t ggfa Cropping Techniques
J. gew &3 R4arg Small area irrigation 1 Z 3
K. g1 =14 WReor aebile (R, 9rs Wi€)  Soil moisture retaining techniques 1 2 3
L. 3= 3uoft =t Improved nursery techniques
1 2 3
1 2 3
1 2 3
E.10 | @ amu Ri=msg gomell &7 SUANT &) 2 &°Do you use irrigation system(s)? A & Yes B. 5 No
FIT 3T -1 Sl AT B T 4 9 Aol MU (AT & qe &7 vaw= fdhar or?
E.11 | Did you manage to increase your irrigated area this year compared to last A T Yes B. 75 No
year (i.e. 12 months ago)?
A.©BIC Small (<10%)
E.12 | amg & &5 9e1? How would you quantify this increase? B. #EIH Medium (10-20%)
C. E?:'Large (>20%)

F - Livestock

F.1 T AP YRAR & U ggEE 57Does your household own livestock? AE Yes B. =& No

A. 31f9% Increase

fisel e afmues Ut fasaw 9§ o Compare to last year ,did the Number of

F.2 ) B- ’1eR Remains same
Animals

C. &9 Decrease

A. 31f9% Increase

fUsel e amues U fasa Uy fa@a f%4 Compare to last year ,did the Sales

F.3 . B- sxTe}k Remains same
of Animals

C. &4 Decrease

JS JHR & WA dTell Gt et Total fiwer 12 A % G %4 Total sales in
7 % @R Types of number owned for each type last 12 months
animals . '

_ R g gRad= R T fUsel 12 wfleAl @Ig
[=I1 humbers . R
. Value(in Rs)
Change in last 12
Change in last 12
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months months
1 <o #aeft Local Cattle
P dIS /S fhd &
) 799 Cross Breed/
Improved Breed of
cattle
3 99 Buffalo
4 7€ Sheep
5 IH3 Goats
6 it urer Poultry
7 3= #aell Other animals
8 T T el @) fd%a gea 9l Total value of all sales and overalll
change

* enter "0" if the category of crops is not grown, or if no sales are made.
1=Increase from last 12 months U 12 At & s@IT<r
2=No change from last year fisel 12 AT # B d5ad ol

3=Decreased from last year fUsel 1 § &t

G - ACCESS TO MARKETS

o1 T Y Ieqre A7 IR Py Iaral @l a1 F o ura #=d &7 Doyou getan | A.gf Yes B.€l No
" | income from sales of agricultural production/ Non farm products?
A. ¥R A1 Wd 9 Farm gate/from
39 3T I Hal I 57 home
G.2 | (T® % a1fds Sk ) Where do you market your product?(Multiple B. Rt a7 Atlocal Village
Response) C. &ft® F&ITeld IR At block

D. el g@ae™ W At District
headquarter

6l|Page




ILSP-WMD Annual Outcome Survey Report-2015

A- 31fi SuvRTaT Final consumer

B- I Uole 3R Td WX o
Hugaddi Local Agents and village
level collectors

C- traders 1% famar a1 =Ry

ﬁﬂ:]—cﬁ 3T IS 2
G3 e Wholesalers or traders
' To whom do you sell your product R . N
D- HgdRIar a1 fHarar  aasHl
Cooperatives/producer
organization
E-919R %9 /IR Agribusiness
concerns/processers
F- 9R&NI EI Govt. Agencies
Y T AT YR HeRY, WuE, fAuvH & forw @18 aMfRe gfaer = 27 Is
G4 there any common facility centre (processing, storage, collection, A & Yes B. 5 No
marketing. including milk collection) in your area?
s afe g, a1 1 Y I BB IUE AFed GaeT s W 99d 22 If yes, do you | A. &f Yes B. & No

sell some of your production via common facility centre?
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H - FINANCIAL SERVICES {3y @aTQ’

a1 fUsel 12 Afe # M= &t forar 22 Did you (or any household member)

H.1 1 porrow money over the last 12 months? A-E Yes B. No
A. Formal (bank/micro-finance
Yo | P8 ¥ @l form §?What was the source of credit? institution)
B. Informal (friends, NGOs,
Cooperatives/credit group
fUrwel 10 wEMT 9 fda &l forar @ (9o w0 #) How much did you borrow o
(total last 12 months)? S
H.3
[Write the amount in the local currency] [Currency]:
A..8 Yes
) . B. afl @ el fobeg STedl @R <1
Ha | T T e faam a1? Has the loan been repaid? Not yet, but soon
C. &1 Y7 &1 HR Fad No,
cannot repay
A. TId ( AT, FUS, 3T
HARIET) Consumption (food,
clothes, ceremonies, etc.)
B. 3T Folel IMfaferal (3uehior ,
390l A1fE ) Income
MU 9 & IUANT Byl fhar a1 & generating activities (tools;
equipment, etc.)
What did you - or will you - use the money for?
H.5

[One answer: only the main use should be reported]

C. fader (R # gur, 1fa
37TITgoT 311f¢)Other

investments (housing
improvement, land acquisition; etc.)

D. T8I Education
E. TATEY Health

F. 31=d Others

H.6

T e, s |re &) go # 3Mue IRaR & foy 98ar ugw oF fawia
Harii @@ 22 Overall, do you consider that, your HH has now better

access to financial services compared to last year ?

A. .8 Yes B. 7&! No
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b7 | T S @ d@ ¥ @rar &7 Do you have a bank account?

A. & Yes

B. 78 No

I - ENTERPRISE DEVELOPMENT, VOCATIONAL TRAINING AND EMPLOYMENT

T 37T AT 3MMUD IRAR & (Bl 1 AR & T IR Y 3539 57°Do you

1.1 or any household member have a non-farm enterprise? [Provide

definition of non-farm enterprise e.g. handicraft activities]

A.Yes

B." gl No

1.2 FIT IAH SIHd B B 27Have you employees labour?

No employee

A

B. One to two employees

C. Three to five employees
D

More than five employees

FT giolde & HRUT SGIH AU B A7 39 9¢r H Ags el 27 Did
1.3 any agency help your household establish or expand your
enterprise/business?

A. T Yes

)

el No

IS &5 H IASHIR AGATIS URIE0r e &=+ & forg gRIr & it
l.4 | 841 ®IS eI 27Is there any Training given by any department for

Entrepreneurship development in your area??

A. B Yes

B. &l No

1.5 | If yes: @I 39 &I dig Ufreror fiar 2?Have you received any training?

A. 8 Yes

B. 8 No

If yes: T &1 UfRieror 9§ il UR &1 < gafm | Did you get any kind

benefit after the training?

A.Ef Yes

B. &I No

J - INNOVATIVE LINKAGES

FIT M &7 H B B 2 fhdl W 1fv=a gRaresn el 27 (@ A T
, By faem &=, daa SRl iy feafigrert onfl) Is there any

innovative Organization partner (Boards,line dept., KVK, Technical

J.1

institutes, Agricultural universities etc) working in your area?

A. 8 Yes

B. =&l No

2 STD gNT Bl ol 78 d@+iie @ forg granfzd f&ar 272 Is there any new

technologies promoted by them?

A. 8 Yes

B. &l No

J.3 99 gRT UeI=id e 9 A8 do-a & forv urarfed fear 8?Name some of

the important technologies you found useful?

THIS IS THE END OF THE INTERVIEW, THANK YOU
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