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Abstract

The Pong dam wetland is the largest man made vaethdistrict Kangra of Himachal Pradesh. This resi covers an area
of 24,529 ha. The local people adjoining the Porgjammd exploit the wetland for food grain produntiand fishing. Thus, it
provides significant role in their household systéfhe Department of Fisheries in Himachal Prade#aied commercial
fishing soon after the emergence of the resen®aanty attempts have been made in the past farag&in of economic bene-
fits accrued from the wetland. The present study earied out in Pong Dam wetland. The fishing lebotds were randomly
selected. The total cost of fish capture was INRIZ7 per fisherman. The fixed cost accounted fod4% of total cost. The
total variable cost incurred on fishing was INR 5®/fisherman/annum which accounted for 85.56%heftbtal cost. The
gross income obtained by a fisherman from fishirag WR 96552 per annum. The net return over vagiabkt and total cost
was positive indicating profitability of the fisharto the fishermen. The return on investment wa8.2Season wise fish catch
per fisherman was highest in winter (272.78 kg#ishan) followed by rainy (163.24 kg/fisherman) amoinmer (137.61 kg/
fisherman). The average production per day wasteb&g per fisherman. The fishermen share in coresisnnupees was high-
est (75%) in winter. The per kg expenditure incdrogy the contractor for marketing of fish was INR/Kg. Since the fishing
business is adopted by large population, theretbeeroyalty and commission charged from the fistesr need to be reduced.
The co-operative societies should provide facitifymechanized boating at subsidized rate to enhthreeefficiency and in-
come of the fishermen.
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Wetlands are recognized as the most productiveyseos
tem on the earth for their vital role in sustainiagvide
array of bio-diversity and providing goods and #=s to
the society. These support millions of people rmdy div-
ing in their periphery but outside the wetlands veel
(Katarina 2008). The Ministry of Environment andrésts,
Government of India, has declared at least 21 wedaf
national importance in the country. Out of thebeg¢ wet-
lands- Pong Dam, Renuka and Chandertal are situated
Himachal Pradesh. The state of Himachal Pradesi?has
natural wetlands covering an area of 15 kBesides, there
are 5 manmade wetlands covering an area of 722 Kne
Pong dam wetland located in district Kangra, is ohthe
largest man made wetland in Himachal Pradesh. @toh¢
ment area of the wetland is 12560%kmhis reservoir
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covers an area of 24,529 ha. The wetland portiathj§62
ha. Pong dam wetland was declared a Ramsar wesitend
on account of its rich waterfowl diversity and stisable use
of the wetland. The local people adjoining the Pamgland
exploit it for food grain production and fishinghdrefore, it
provides significant role in their household systdie De-
partment of Fisheries in Himachal Pradesh initiatechmer-
cial fishing soon after the emergence of the reservThe
exploitation of wetland is done in common propergy
sources regime. Due to the free ridership of weBarthe
pace of degradation is quite high. Scanty atterhat® been
made in the past for estimation of economic besmdfitm
this wetland. Therefore, in the present study, ttengt has
been made to study returns accrued to sample holdseh
from fisheries.



Materialsand M ethods
The present study was carried out in Pong Dam wet-

land located in Kangra district of Himachal Praddsiwvas
purposively selected to examine the benefits acctoghe
farmers of catchment area. Two-stage sampling desas
employed for the selection of sample. At first stamght
villages were randomly selected from the Pong daetr w
land. At the second stage the sample of ten holdehas
randomly drawn from each selected village. Thel tesa-
ple consists of 80 households. Both primary andrseary
data were collected in order to fulfill the specidibjectives
of the study. The primary data were collected otl de-
signed pre-tested schedule. The study was undertike
ing the agriculture year 2014-15. The suitable witall
tools were employed to analyze the data.

Results and Discussion

Fish production and revenue to Gover nment

The fish production, fish value and revenue to the
government have been presented in Table 1. It vbas o
served that there was no definite trend in productif fish
over the years. The production of fish ranged betw234
tonnes in 2008-09 to 391 tonnes during 2001-02. él@w
the value of fish increased over the years. Thig bedue
to increase in prices of the fish. The Hitml Pradesh

Table 1. Total fish catch, value and revenue from Pong veser

government earns income from fishing in the formraf-

alty, license fee and fish auction. There was asirgy
trend in the income of state Govt over the yeahe btal
revenue earned by the government increased from INR
30.79 lakhs during 2001-02 to INR 70.60 lakhs dyrin
2013-14 showing an increase of 129.30%.

The percent change in fish catch and revenue over
2001-02 has been presented in Table 2. It was wixber
that there was no definite trend in the decreasgraduc-
tion over 2001-02. The per cent decrease varieth fro
27.45 (2008-09) to -21.37 (2013-14). Over the ydhes
value of fish showed an increasing trend upto 204.3Fhe
value of fish during 2013-14 has increased by 13%A4r
2001-02. This may be due to increase in the pridebe
fish in the market. The total revenue which incldidey-
alty, license fee and fish auction fee also shoiwerkasing
trend over 2001-02.

Sacio-economic char acteristics of sampled farms

Socio-economic characteristio§ agricultural farmers
and fishermen according to gender, age, educatimh a
occupation are presented in Table 3. About 53% kainp
farms were in the working age group in case ofcadfiiral
farmers and 44% in case of fishermen. The averagy
size was estimated at 6.43 and 5.35, respectiVel liter-
acy rate of the sampled agricultural farmersfistermen

Particular Year

2001-02 2005-06 2008-09 2011-12 2013-14
Total fish catch (t) 390.90 306.40 283.60 286.00 307.36
Value of fish ( Lakh INR) 181.81 173.82 201.63 373.00 431.00
Royalty (Lakh INR) 27.31 26.07 30.23 55.91 64.66
License fee (Lakh INR) 1.75 1.75 1.88 2.39 2.62
Fish auctioned & other fees realized 1.47 1.54 2.23 2.13 3.29
(Lakh INR)
Total revenue (Lakh INR) 30.79 30.93 35.36 61.93 70.60
Table2. Per cent change in production value and total ree@ver 2001-02
Particular 2005-06 2008-09 2011-12 2013-14
Fish catch -21.62 -27.45 -26.84 -21.37
Value of fish -4.39 10.90 105.16 137.06
Total revenue 0.45 14.84 101.14 129.3
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was 82.46 and 74.25%, respectively, which was fotend
be higher among agricultural farmers compared gbeii-
men. Agricultural farmers (0.5 ha) have higher agersize
of holdings as compared to fishermen (0.07 ha).il&ilw,
total number of livestock in terms of standard aliomits
(SAUs) was found to be higher in agricultural farme
(4.67 SAU) as compared to fishermen (1.31 SAU). The
total income of INR 2,92,166 per farm for agricuitu
farmer was higher than fishermen (INR 1,41,802k dhta
clearly revealed that the different socio-econopacame-
ters were better for agricultural farmers than dishen
indicating the need for improvement of socio-ecormom
parameters of fishermen. Similar trend was notethfthe
studies conducted by Balachandetral. (2005) and Kal-
panaet al. (2007).

Table 3. Socio- economic profile of the sample farms

Particular Agricultural Fisher- Total
farmer men

Age group

(years)

<15 72 20 92
(18.60) (18.69) (18.62)

15-30 103 38 141
(26.61) (35.51) (28.54)

30-45 109 21 130
(28.17) (19.63) (26.32)

45-60 70 21 91
(18.09) (19.63) (18.42)

Above 60 33 7 40
(8.53) (6.54) (8.10)

Total 387 107 494
(100.00) (100.00)  (100.00)

Average family 6.43 5.35 6.18

size

Literacy rate 82.46 74.25 80.34

(%)

Av. land hold- 0.50 0.07 0.39

ing (ha)

Livestock size 4.67 131 3.84

(SAV)

Income /farm 2,92,166 1,41,802 2,54,575

Figures in parentheses indicate percentage
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Benefits from fisheries

Prior to the impoundment of the river Beas, a sibsi
tence fishery of inconsequential nature existeth@river
and adjoining streams. The average catch hardlgesbad
2-4 kg per fishermen daily. But with the formatiohthe
reservoir, a lucrative fishery started attractiagye number
of fishermen, who had no other viable means ofitieed.
The fishermen accounted about 30% of the total |adion
of catchment area. The fisheries department intidtain-
ing course for operating gears in the deeper wébersh-
ermen. This, inspired a large number of outseesdbus
communities to adopt fishing as a profession.

Season wise production

Season-wise fish production has been given in Table
4. The fish catch per fisherman was highest in avint
(272.78 kglfisherman) followed by rainy (163.24 kg/
fisherman) and summer (137.61 kg/fisherman) seasons
The average production per day was about 2 kgigleerf
man. The value of fish catch season-wise variegvédrt
INR 21,330 to INR 49,919. The total income perdishan
earned during the year was INR 96,552. Chauhan5)199
also reported similar results.

Table 4. Season wise fish production and income of sam-
ple fishermen (per fisherman)

Particular Summer Winter Rainy Total
Fish catch 1.50 1.80 2.67 1.99
Total (kg) 137.6 2727 163.2 573.6
Income (INR) 21330 49919 25303 96552

Cost and returnsfrom fishing

Cost and returns from fishing are presented in&&biThe
fixed cost was INR 6898, which accounted for 14.4df%
the total cost. The variable cost includes labgapair,
royalty and commission. The royalty and commission
fish production was paid to government by fishernigme
labour cost was 74% of the variable cost followgdré-
pairs (14.78%) and commission (7.46%). The totabbde
cost incurred on fishing was INR 40,579. The gioseme
obtained by a fisherman from fishing was INR 961 4¢@&r
annum. The net return over variable cost and tutsl was
positive indicating profitability of the fishing siness. The
return on investment was 2.03. This showed thhtrfgsin
the Pong dam reservoir was a profitable venture.



Table 5. Costs and returns from fishing by sample fisher-

men (INR/fisherman)

Particular Value  Percent-
(INR) age
A. Total fixed cost
Depreciation 4748 10.01
Interest on fixed capital 8% 2100 4.43
Sub total 6848 14.44
B. Variable cost
Repairs of boats and gill nets 6000 12.65
Labour 30000 63.26
Royalty to the government 1549 3.27
Commission to the co-operative 3030 6.39
society
Sub total 40579 85.56
C. Total cost 47427 100
D. Grosslncome 96431 -
E. Net Income over
i. Total cost 49004
ii. Variable cost 55852 -
iii. Returns on investment 2.03 -

Table 6. Marketing costs, marketing margins and price spread

M arketing costs, marketing margins and price spread

Table 6 shows that the net price received by thie- fi
ermen during summer and winter season was INR h@7 a
INR 150 per kg of fish, respectively. The fishernsdrare
in consumer’s rupees was highest (75%) in wintdére T
expenses incurred on marketing of fish include c@ssion
to co-operative society and fishery department. dimeunt
of expenses on these activities varied from INF54ér kg
in summer to INR 27.50 per kg in winter. The coctoas
selling price at markets was INR 175 and 200 peiirkg
summer and winter, respectively. The expenses ieduyy
contractor for marketing of the purchased fish udel la-
bour charges for weigh men, transportation, maf&es,
ice and other charges. The per kg expenditure iedusy
the contractor for marketing of fish was INR 11 jgrin
both seasons. The higher expenditure was on treiasipo
followed by ice charges.

Conclusion

The total cost of fish capturing was INR 47,427 per
fisherman. The gross income per fisherman was 18552
per annum. The net return was positive. The returrin-
vestment was 2.03. Fish catch was highest in wiritke
average production per day was about 2 kg perrfishe.
The royalty and commission charged from the fistegrm
need be reduced. There was need to provide meegthniz
boats to enhance the efficiency and income of fislea.

Functionary Summer Winter
INR/Kkg Per cent of total INR/kg Per cent of total
Net price received by the fishermen 127.00 72.50 150.00 75.00
Expenses incurred by fishermen 28.00 16.00 33.00 16.50
i. commission to co- operative society @3% 4.65 2.65 5.50 2.75
ii. commission to fisheries department @15% 23.35 13.34 27.50 13.75
Contractors purchase price 155.00 88.57 183.00 91.50
Expenses incurred by contractor 11.00 6.29 11.00 5.50
i. Ilce 2.00 1.14 2.00 1.00
ii. Labour charges for weigh men 1.50 0.86 1.50 0.75
iii. Transportation cost 5.00 2.86 5.00 2.50
iv. Market fees 0.50 0.29 0.50 0.25
v. Misc. charges 2.00 1.14 2.00 1.00
Contractors sale price 175.00 100.00 200.00 100.00
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