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ABSTRACT

A study was undertaken to examine the nature amghtxf post-harvest losses in onion supply chairthi
Jodhpur district which is major onion district ofjgsthan. A total sample size of 75 onion grow2@swholesalers and 25
retailers was taken from Jodhpur district. Maximaggregate post-harvest losses (24kgrq) have been found at
producer level due to faulty storage, lack of addguransportation, drying, improper handling & groduce at the time
of marketing, rotted bulbs, doubles, bolters, ppacking facilities, injury at the time of harvegtiand de-topping. Total
losses in the supply chain were estimated to b873@Qy/q (79.27%) losses were observed at farm level and rest were
contributed at wholesale and retail level. The féemel post harvest losses excluding the losséarat level storage for
Jodhpur district was estimated to be 119013.58threar 2009-10
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INTRODUCTION

An onion, today being compared with diamonds ingisats value for a normal household budget. Globakew
states that China is the first in area and produoctif onion while India occupies second positiorthia production and
exports to Dubai, Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, Middle Eastalaysia, Singapore, Bangladesh, Sri Lanka ettio®is an
important commercial vegetable crop. About 82.08iani tonnes onion is produced in the world froml82thousand
hectares of area. India is one of the major onngucing country with a production of 14.84 mifitonnes from an area

of 1.01 million hectares.

Onion is one of the most important commercial vabket crops grown in Rajasthan. It occupies about3286
area of the total vegetable crops in the stais.dtedominantly a rabi season crop but in khadfs®n it accounts for about
10 -15% of the total production. Rajasthan has mparative advantage in onion production. In thalt@rea and
production in the country, Rajasthan stanlip@sition in area and production and productivityiridia and contributes
about 57.46('000 ha) in area and 704.96 (in '00Q MPproduction (NHB, 2013-14).

In India post harvest losses has been accountedeasf the major problem in most of the vegetabiehiding
onion. Verma and Singh (2004) reported overalldess vegetables up to 25 per cent of total pradoctSevere loses
occur because of poor transportation facilitiesk laf know-how, poor management and improper mafdalities or due
to careless handling of the produce by farmersketantermediaries and consumers (Gauraha and Th2®08; Singh et
al., 2008). The study by Karim and Wee (1996) realed that well managed post-harvest activibesyégetables led to
higher yields and profits to producers. It is tliere, important that the post-harvest practicegitsen as much attention as
production practices.
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Therefore, a study on post-harvest losses of onias undertaken. The study aimed at assessing thateof

losses, which in turn will facilitate developmerfitppoper measures to reduce post-harvest lossasmatand trade level.

MATERIAL AND METHODS

The study was carried out in the Jodhpur distrfcRajasthan. The methodology for collection of paim data
involved structured interview schedule using peasamterview method. A structured schedule was greg for collection

of data from 75onion farmers from district for théfillment of objectives.

Multistage stage sampling was adopted: At firsgstaonly highest onion producing 3 tehsils weredeld in
district. At second stage 3-4 villages were randosellected for the purpose of primary data coltecth district. At third
stage the list of the onion growers along with thaerational holdings in each of the randomly ctel@ village was
prepared with the help of villagers. From this @neggl list of onion growers, 7-8 onion growers wemedomly selected
from each village for the present study. A totahpte of seventy five onion growers from ten villaggas drawn from
district. Also a sample of 20 wholesalers and, 25 retailealinlg in onion were selected randomly for obtajnthe
information pertaining to the postharvest losseataDobtained from the survey was analyzed throabhlar analysis

including appropriate statistical tools.
RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

The post-harvest losses were estimated at prodiesrto trader level. Yet the losses at produegel have been
estimated at different stages like; harvestingdigigpand packing, handling and transportation aadketing; whereas the
losses at trader level have been estimated atrigadiloading, transportation, grading and sellitagss. The findings of
whole post — harvest losses of onion were analgzddrm level first and then it was worked out @m pectare basis and
finally it was estimated on per quintal of outpubguce and the findings are depicted in the Tabl&s5.

Analysis of Post Harvest Losses in Jodhpur District

The post-harvest losses have been assessed atmiffigages of supply chain of onion from prodwcednsumer

viz,, at the farm level, during storage, wholesalekatimg level and retailing level.

Total onion bulbs produce by all the selected orgpowers were 12736.43q from the 43.61 ha areaal Tot
marketable yield was recorded 11598.70q and unrtarlke bulbs at field level was recorded 1137.73¢hattime of
harvesting due to various losses at field levete lloubles, bolters, rotted bulbs, drying, bulbgiries, de-topping,
packing, transportations, marketing etc. Out oftttal marketable bulb yield (11598.70) 557.80 guoion bulbs kept by
the sample onion growers for own used and for oséad production programme in the next crop seasown farms and
remaining 11040.90q bulbs was available for mankeif onion (Table 1). Results further showed that of total
available marketable produce (11040.90q), 3386w4ds sold and 7654.66q was stored by 30.67 perazeh69.33 per
cent of the onion growers, respectively. It wa® @sident from the results that among the totah&s involved for sold
of onion after harvesting of crop, 43.48 per ced sheir produce immediately in the market witsgven days and 56.52
per cent sold their produce in the market withie amonth period. It could be inferred from the Tablihat out of the total
selected farmers in the sample size group’s fa®@3FH per cent farmers were stored onion (7654.@6darm level in
Jodhpur. The analysis of stored onion further riacethat 15.54 per cent (1036.38q) post harveselsvas occurred in
the storage during six months storage period (Nmember).
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Table 1: Overall Average Quantity of Onion Bulbs Poduce, Marketable Quantity, Marketed

Surplus and Stored Quantity of Onion in the JodhpurDistrict

Total Quantit Share of Total Share of
Onion Losses In | Total Onion y Farmer’s . Farmer’s
. Total of Produce Quantity
Producti Total Market | Kept for Sold Stored
: Marketed Sold Stored :
on by Productio able Own o Produce Produce in
Surplus Within o for -
Selected | nat Farm | Bulbs Used o) One with in One Storage Onion
Farmers | Level (Q) (Q) (Q) Month (Q) Month (Q)g Storage
(Q) Period (%) (%)
12736.43| 1137.73 115098'7 557.80 11040.90 3386.24 30.67 7654.66| 69.33

*Total number of respondents= 75 farmers, 20 whekalers, 25 retailers
Post Harvest Losses at Farm Level

The post harvest losses in onion at the field lavdbdhpur district were estimated at 8.93 kg/graduce (Table
2). The resultant loss at farm level were due jorynat the time of harvesting, de-topping, doublesiters, rotted bulbs,
drying ,under sized unmarketable bulbs, faultyagerand transportation and improper handling optioeluce at the time
of marketing. Among these, loss to faulty storage the highest (15.54 kg/q) followed by impropansportation, which
resulted in a loss of 1.71 kg/q. in the produce Ibiss due to faulty storage appeared to be raigbribecause most of the
respondents stored the produce by adopting traditimethod of storage. The drying loss was 1.4%.Kghe loss of
output due to faulty de-topping in onion resultachiloss of 0.59 kg/q because of improper cuttinthe top. The losses
due to injuries at the time of harvest in oniorutesl in a loss of 0.80 kg/q. Improper packagind esugh handling of the
produce during marketing resulted in post harvestds and these losses were estimated to be ieslye6t90 kg/q and

1.33 kg/q for onion (Table 2).
Post Harvest Losses at Wholesaler and Retailer Lelve

The total post harvest losses at wholesale levet westimated at 3.22 kg/q of produce. The storagsek in
onion at the wholesale level were 1.15 kg/q, asd la transit have been worked out to be 1.97 Kgansportation loss in
onion crop was higher because of the use of urndaitansport means, negligent driving and roughdso The post
harvest loss at the retail level was 3.09 kg/qofaion. The transit and storage loss was 1.18 kgthe marketed produce.
The loss due to spoilage and multiple handling meidpce during retailing was 0.81 kg/q. The poswéstr loss at the
retailer level due to bad weather and foreign maatent was 1.10 kg/q (Table 2).

Table 2: Post Harvest Losses in Onion at Differenstages in the Jodhpur District

S.No | Different Stages | Loss (Kg/Q) PeLrO(;g”t

la Farm Level Losses Due to

1. Harvesting 0.80 5 50
injuries

2. De-topping 0.59 191

3. Drying 1.45 5.93
Doubles and

4. bolters and rotted 1.05 4.31
Rotted and

S undersized bulbs 1.10 3.56

6. Packing 0.90 592
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7. Transportation 1.71 5.54
8. Marketing 1.33 4.31

Losses during

Ib Storage 15.54 50.34
Overall total
losses at farm 24.47 79.27
level

1. Storage 1.15 3.73

2. Transit 1.97 6.38
Total loss at 3.92 10.43

wholesale level

Transit and
1. storage 1.18 3.82

Bad weather and

2. foreign matter 1.10 3.56
content

spoilage and
3. multiple handling 0.81 2.62
loss

*Total number of respondes= 75 farmers, 20 wholesalers, 25 retailers
Total Post Harvest Loss

The post harvest loss occurring at field and manket added up to 30.87 kg/q. Maximum post hanasst Was
observed at the farm level (24.47 kg/q) accounfmng79.27% of the total post harvest loss (TableT2jis loss was
observed due to the tender texture and high meistontent of onion led to deterioration of qualityonion and in turn the
guantity loss occurred at different post harveages like drying, storage, packing and transportatiat field level.
Further 3.22 kg/q of the output losses were obskeatehe wholesale level, accounting for 10.43% Tdss at retail level
was to the tune of 3.09 kg/q (10.01%). Result efstudy further revealed that post harvest losseatvholesale level was

observed relatively more as compared to that atettaéler level during marketing of onion in Jodhpearket (2011).

Table 3: Average per Hectare Post Harvest Loss atdfm Level in the Jodhpur District

12736.43 43.61 292.05 8.93 26.08

*Total number of respondents= 75 farmers, 20 whlesalers, 25 retailers

The per hectare post harvest loss at farm levelegtimated to be 26.08q (Table 3). The averaga Y@l the
sample farmers was 292.05 /ha for onion. This méaatsfarmers in the process of post harvest opaatost about 8.93
per cent of onion output produce by the farmer® pbst harvest losses in Jodhpur district in ogi@p would be much

higher (15.33%), if the post harvest at the maldwet| were also added to the above values.



Table 4: Average per farm Post Harvest Loss in thdodhpur District

12736.43 75 169.82 8.93 15.16
*Total number of respondents= 75 farmers, 20 wholeders, 25 retailers

The average per farm onion output was 169.82q. perefarm post harvest loss was estimated to be6g5ri
onion (Table 4).

Table 5: Post Harvest Loss at Farm Level (Per Hecta) in the Jodhpur District

15701 1332340 84.86 8.93 7.58 119013.58

*Total number of respondents= 75 farmers, 20 wholeders, 25 retailers

The post harvest loss at farm level (7.58qg/haYHerJodhpur district works out to be 119013.58¢ndu2009-10
(Table 5).

CONCLUSIONS

The study has estimated post-harvest losses imanidodhpur district of Rajasthan. At producerlethe post-
harvest losses have been found maximum (24gld@). The total post-harvest losses in onion abledale level were
found to be 3.22 kg/q and at retailer level it \8a@9 kg/q. And overall loss was reported as 3B¢q. A large amount of
losses (15.54g/q) also takes place during storage at farm. seifferent stages, the losses have been founthmaxat
the grower level in onion. The spoilage/loss ofoonat the grower level results from lack of his whexdge about proper
post-harvest management loss at farm level werdgaingury at the time of harvesting, de-toppingubles, bolters, rotted
bulbs, drying, under sized unmarketable bulbs tyastorage and transportation and improper handinthe produce at
the time of marketing contributes more to the peahl This results from farmer’s lack of knowledgeatbpost harvest
management. Therefore, there is an urgent neediafrtg the vegetable growers on scientific post4ast techniques, if
the vegetable production is to be sustained orofitgiole basis in the region. Appropriate farm lesterage also needs to
be given due attention for reducing post harvesdds.
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