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Milk Producers covered by Coopeartives as %
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State

West Bengal
Uttarakhand
Uttar Pradesh
Tamil Nadu
Sikkim
Rajasthan*
Punjab
Odisha
Mizoram

_ Maharashtra
'Madhya Pradesh
Kerala

- Karnataka
‘Haryana

y Gujarat

Goa
Chhattisgarh
Bihar
Assam
Andhra Pradesh
Grand Total

(2013-14)
Accumulated Accumulated
Profit Loss
2 2
2 1
3 55
2 12
]_ -
9 7
4 _
]_ -
]_ -
13 3
2 3
2
13
1 S
16 -
]_ -
]_ -
- 1
- 1
6
78 92

State wise Accumulated Profit/ Loss Status of Milk Unions

Not Available

Grand Total

4
3
58
14
1
17




State wise Positive/ Negative Net-worth of Milk Unions

State

West Bengal
Uttarakhand
Uttar Pradesh
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Sikkim
Rajasthan
Punjab
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Mizoram
Maharashtra
'Madhya Pradesh
Kerala

- Karnataka
'Haryana
Gujarat
Goa
Chhattisgarh

Bihar

Assam

Andhra Pradesh
Grand Total

(2013-14)
Positive Net- Negative Net-
worth worth
2 ,
2 _
4 19
2 3
1 _
11 4
2 _
1 _
15 1
2 1
2 _
10 -

Not Available
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