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Alternative cereals can improve water use and nutrient
supply in India
Kyle Frankel Davis1,2*, Davide Danilo Chiarelli3, Maria Cristina Rulli3, Ashwini Chhatre4,
Brian Richter5, Deepti Singh6,7, Ruth DeFries8

Humanity faces the grand challenge of feeding a growing, more affluent population in the coming decades while
reducing the environmental burden of agriculture. Approaches that integrate food security and environmental goals
offer promise for achieving a more sustainable global food system, yet little work has been done to link potential
solutions with agricultural policies. Taking the case of cereal production in India, we use a process-based crop water
model and government data on food production and nutrient content to assess the implications of various crop-
shifting scenarios on consumptive water demand and nutrient production. We find that historical growth in wheat
production during the rabi (non-monsoon) season has been the main driver of the country’s increased consumptive
irrigation water demand and that rice is the least water-efficient cereal for the production of key nutrients, especially
for iron, zinc, and fiber. By replacing rice areas in each district with the alternative cereal (maize, finger millet, pearl
millet, or sorghum) with the lowest irrigation (blue) water footprint (WFP), we show that it is possible to reduce irri-
gation water demand by 33% and improve the production of protein (+1%), iron (+27%), and zinc (+13%) with only a
modest reduction in calories. Replacing rice areas with the lowest total (rainfall + irrigation) WFP alternative cereal or
the cereal with the highest nutritional yield (metric tons of protein per hectare or kilograms of ironper hectare) yielded
similar benefits. By adopting a similar multidimensional framework, India and other nations can identify food security
solutions that can achieve multiple sustainability goals simultaneously.
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INTRODUCTION
Global crop production has more than tripled since the 1960s, leading
to increased food supply per capita, lower food prices, and reducedmal-
nutrition worldwide (1). This remarkable growth in global food supply
has been accompanied by the depletion of freshwater resources for ir-
rigation (2–4), nutrient pollution from injudicious fertilizer application
(5, 6), and rising greenhouse gas emissions (7, 8). There is therefore
widespread agreement that agriculture’s use of planetary systems is un-
sustainable (9–13) and that humanity will need to feed an additional
2 billion people by 2050 while also minimizing the environmental
consequences of the global food system (1, 14). Numerous studies have
explored strategies to resolve this food-environment dilemma [for ex-
ample, (1, 7, 11, 13, 14)], but little work has been done to examine nu-
tritional and environmental outcomes together or to identify concrete
policy pathways by which these solutions may be put into action within
specific countries. Given the immediacy of food security and sustain-
ability challenges around the world, incorporating these solutions by
leveraging a nation’s existing agricultural policies offers promise to bet-
ter link science with real-world outcomes.

The need for improved compatibility between food security and
environmental stewardship is of considerable urgency in India. The
world’s second most populous country, India, has remained largely
self-sufficient in terms of cereal production over the past 50 years, with
rice (grownduring the kharif/monsoon season) andwheat (grownduring
the rabi/winter season) as the flagship crops driving substantial increases
in food supply (15). While the boom in rice-wheat systems has vitally
contributed to reducing hunger and malnutrition throughout India
(16), these trends in production have been supported by ever-increasing
agricultural inputs and extensive environmental consequences, particu-
larly for freshwater resources. Many parts of the country now experience
chronic water stress due to heavy-water extraction for irrigated agricul-
ture (17–19) and a weakening monsoon (20–22), while widespread nu-
trient deficiencies persist (23, 24). Because Indian diets generally derive a
large fraction of nutrients from cereals (25), thesemounting food security
and environmental challenges make it increasingly clear that the rice-
wheat status quo of the Indian food system requires critical examination
and that solutions that integrate nutrition and the environmental impacts
of food production can offer pathways toward healthier food basketswith
less environmental burden (26).

Because India relies mainly on domestic production, the country
presents an excellent opportunity for examining how alterations of pro-
ductionwithin the country could potentially benefit nutrition andwater
use. Recent work [for example, (27, 28)] has demonstrated the large in-
efficiencies present in food systems in terms of water use, showing the
possibility of planting crops with lower water requirements while also
enhancing calorie and protein production. Other studies in central In-
dia have examined water stress, land use, nutrition, and climate sensi-
tivity associated with cereal production and demonstrated that certain
cereals can offer distinct benefits over rice along all of these dimensions
(19, 29, 30). However, a national analysis of the potential nutritional and
water use benefits of alternative cereals (that is, maize, millets, and sor-
ghum) is still lacking for India.

To do this, we first examine how Indian cereal production has
changed through time, what this has meant for historical water use
and nutrient production, and how these dimensions might benefit from
alternative mixes of cereal crops. We limit our analysis to consider four
key nutrients—calories, protein, iron, and zinc—for which cereals serve
as the major source in Indian diets (25). For each district, we first quan-
tify the water requirements [equal to the evapotranspiration from a crop
over a growing season; units are in millimeters of H2O per year
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(hereinaftermmH2Oyear−1)] for eachof themajor cereal crops grown in
India [rice (Oryza sativa), maize (Zea mays), wheat (Triticum aestivum),
sorghum (jowar; Sorghum vulgare), pearl millet (bajra; Pennisetum
typhoideum), and fingermillet (ragi; Eleusine coracana)], using average
climate data for 2000 through 2009 and categorizing based on growing
season (kharif/monsoon for rice, maize, finger millet, and pearl millet;
rabi/winter for wheat; and both seasons for sorghum). We then com-
bine this information with historical production data (31) to estimate
crop demand—the product of crop water requirement (CWR) and har-
vested area—for green water (that is, rainfall) and blue water (that is,
irrigation required to avoid crop water stress) from 1966 through
2009. We also assess patterns of reliance on irrigation and water stress
to examine how they have shifted with increasing cereal production.

We then use this information to evaluate several replacement scenar-
ios in which rice areas in each district are instead planted with alternative
kharif cereals and, in doing so, we seek to examine whether food security
goals and improvements in freshwater use can be achieved in tandem.
These scenarios aremotivated by two key objectives of the Indian govern-
ment, namely, to alleviate undernourishment by increasing the supply of
nutritious foods (32) and to promote sustainable water resourcemanage-
ment in agriculture (33). Specifically, we consider four primary district-
level scenarios aligning with these objectives by replacing rice-harvested
areas with (i) the lowest total water footprint (WFP) crop, (ii) the lowest
blue WFP crop, (iii) the crop with the highest nutritional yield in
terms of protein, and (iv) the crop with the highest nutritional yield in
terms of iron and quantify what the changes in water use and nutrient
production would be. Finally, we examine an important potential policy
lever—India’s Public Distribution System (PDS)—by which these transi-
tions toward alternative cereal production and consumption could be
realized. In doing all of this, we can determine where and to what extent
efforts to promote alternative mixes of cereals—for which there is local
knowledge regarding cultivation and consumption—could simulta-
neously improve water use efficiency and nutrient availability in diets.
 on July 24,
org/
RESULTS
CWRs showed substantial variation both between crops and geograph-
ically (units are in mm H2O year−1; Table 1, figs. S1 and S2, and table
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S1). As expected, we found that the highest total CWRs occurred for rice
andwheat and that demand for irrigation wasmore pronounced in arid
regions (for example, Rajasthan and Maharashtra; figs. S2 and S3). We
also observed high blue (irrigation) water requirements for all rabi
(non-monsoon, winter) crops as they must rely more heavily on irriga-
tion (Fig. 1).

Cereal production has grown by 230% from 1966 to 2009. Although
the combined production of alternative cereals (that is, those other than
rice and wheat) was larger than that of wheat in the 1960s, their relative
contribution to the cereal supply has steadily dwindled (fig. S4, A and
B). Yet, alternative cereals still disproportionately account for the supply
of protein, iron, and zinc among kharif crops (table S2 and fig. S5). At
the same time, total consumptive water demand for Indian cereal pro-
duction has increased from482 to 632 km3H2Oyear−1 during the study
period; this increase has been driven almost entirely by a doubling of
consumptive blue water demand for wheat during the rabi season
(Fig. 1) and modest increases in cropping frequencies and cropland
extent (fig. S4, C and D). Not surprisingly, the largest increases in
consumptive water demand occurred in the states of Punjab and
Haryana,where irrigated rice andwheat productionnowoccurs at com-
mercial scales. The continuing transition to rice- and wheat-dominated
croplands has also increased the proportion of crop water demand met
through irrigation, especially in the country’s northern states (Fig. 2, A
to D). When comparing consumptive water demand to long-term av-
erage renewable water availability (that is, water generated from annu-
al precipitation), we also observed that many districts were already
experiencing substantial water stress at the beginning of the time pe-
riod and that the burden of water stress has shifted away from south-
ern districts, some of which have experienced a decrease in crop water
demand, and toward districts located largely in Punjab and Haryana
(Fig. 2, E and F).

We also examined the water productivities [that is, WFP; cubic
meters of H2O consumed per ton of crop produced (hereinafter,
m3 H2O ton−1)] of the different cereals for the production of key nu-
trients.When using the conventionalmetric ofWFP, we found that rice
(1490 m3 H2O ton−1) was by far the most inefficient blue water user
among the kharif (monsoon) crops and that the total WFP of sorghum
grown during the rabi season was nearly double that of wheat (Fig. 3).
In addition, rice was the least productive water user among monsoon
cereals when examining nutrient production, rivaling rabi (winter)
Table 1. National average CWRs weighted by district production.
CWRs (mm H2O year−1) were calculated for each district using averaged
climate variables covering the years 2000 through 2009. Green CWRs for
rainfed crops are consistently higher than for irrigated crops because of
differences in the distribution of rainfed (R) and irrigated (I) cereal pro-
duction. Values in parentheses are the production-weighted SDs. Ellipses
indicate that the crop is not produced during a particular season.
Crop

Kharif
 Rabi
Green (R) G
reen (I)
 Blue (I) G
reen (R) G
reen (I)
 Blue (I)
Rice
 641 (160) 5
70 (157) 3
07 (126)
 263 (47)
 189 (52) 6
22 (162)
Wheat
 …
 …
 …
 321 (57)
 272 (50)
 517 (91)
Maize
 439 (48)
 415 (45)
 49 (47)
 259 (38)
 181 (36)
 237 (46)
Sorghum
 425 (59)
 400 (56)
 44 (42)
 220 (72)
 146 (54)
 179 (42)
Finger millet
 424 (39)
 400 (30)
 59 (78)
 …
 …
 …
Pearl millet
 314 (129) 2
96 (119)
 46 (60)
 …
 …
 …
Fig. 1. Time series of consumptive water demand for Indian cereal production.
Consumption is disaggregated between precipitation on rainfed lands [Green wa-
ter (R)], precipitation on irrigated lands [Green water (I)], and irrigation water on
irrigated lands (Blue water).
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crops in the volume of blue water required per ton of calories, protein,
and zinc production and surpassing all crops for water requirements
for iron production. Maize consistently performed well across all nu-
trientmetrics, particularly with regard to irrigationwater productivity.
Together with the inefficiencies of rice, these results indicate that
greater incorporation of alternative cereals into the Indian food system
can offer considerable potential benefits in terms of nutrition and wa-
ter use, although it is important to note that, due to relatively low
yields, sorghum, pearl millet, and finger millet showed potential
trade-offs between water productivity and land use efficiency. Com-
bined with the differing geographies and climates that these cereals
currently occupy (fig. S1), these considerations necessitated compar-
isons at finer scales as the relative ranking of crops can vary widely
between districts (fig. S6).

With these potential trade-offs betweenwater, land, and nutrition in
mind, we considered multiple district-level rice replacement scenarios
aimed at reducing consumptive water demand for kharif (monsoon)
cereal production, improving nutrient production from cereals, and
conserving the extent of cultivated land, all of which are goals of the
Indian government. We first replaced rice areas with the kharif cereal
having the lowest total WFP in each respective district, provided that
the replacing crop had a total WFP (m3 H2O ton−1) lower than rice
(Fig. 4, A and E), and found that, in doing so, it is possible for India
to substantially reduce consumptive water demand (−21% for green
water and −32% for blue water; fig. S7); increase protein (+9%), iron
(+43%), and zinc (+28%) supply; and maintain calorie (+1%) pro-
duction (Fig. 4I). Much of these benefits for water and nutrition
came from relatively few districts, with half of total water savings
for this scenario coming from just 39 districts (table S3). The districts
that stood to benefit the most in terms of reduced water demand were
Davis et al., Sci. Adv. 2018;4 : eaao1108 4 July 2018
also those largely responsible for increases in nutrient production. This
additional nutritional supply from this scenario could serve to address
persistent deficiencies, particularly for iron (table S4) (23, 25), and could
help to compensate for insufficient nutrient supply from other food
groups of the Indian diet. Performing replacements based on blue
WFPs yielded similar results, although with a modest reduction in
calorie supply (scenario 2; Fig. 5A and table S4). For both of these
scenarios, we found that nutrient production would be more evenly
distributed across the country (as opposed to being concentrated in
Punjab and Haryana) and that the largest increases in nutrient pro-
duction generally occurred in eastern India (fig. S8).

We also considered two scenarios in which rice was replaced by the
alternative kharif cereal with the highest nutrition yield—in terms of
either protein or iron—within each district (Fig. 4 and table S4). Both
scenarios yielded similar results to the minimumWFP scenarios, with
substantial improvements in water use and in protein, iron, and zinc
production but with mixed outcomes for calorie supply (maximum
protein, +8.7%; maximum iron, −4.5%; Fig. 4I). Overall, the benefits
of rice replacement across all scenarios were more pronounced within
rainfed croplands and were largely attributable to relatively few dis-
tricts (Fig. 5 and table S3). The modest calorie reductions that occurred
in two of the four replacement scenarios were largely because the
yields of alternative cereals were on average lower than those for rice
(fig. S9 and table S7). However, it is important to note that, of the 296
districts where rice is cultivated, there are many instances where
alternative cereals achieve higher yields relative to rice (8 for finger mil-
let, 139 for maize, 36 for pearl millet, and 55 for sorghum). In all, there
are 149 districts where at least one of the alternative cereals considered
here attained a higher yield than rice (table S6). The high yields and low
CWRs of maize relative to the other alternative cereals made it the
Fig. 2. District-level changes in total consumptive water demand for cereal production, blue water fraction, andwater stress. Total consumptivewater demand for cereal
production is compared for thebeginningof the studyperiod [(A) 1966–1970] and the endof the studyperiod [(D) 2005–2009]. (B andE) Bluewater fractions for thebeginningandendof
thestudyperiodare the ratioof consumptivebluewateruse to total consumptivewateruse for cerealproduction. “Availability” is the long-term(1970–2000)averageofavailable renewable
water, which originates from annual precipitation and contributes to stream flow and groundwater recharge. (C and F) If the ratio of consumptive water demand to annual availability
exceeds unity, then the difference must be met through nonrenewable sources and can lead to the depletion of freshwater resources (for example, through groundwater pumping).
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dominant replacement crop in two of the four scenarios (scenario 1:
lowest total WFP; scenario 3: highest protein yield; Fig. 4 and table
S4). In many parts of the country, maize is not traditionally consumed
to the same extent as millets and sorghum, and cultural preferences will
strongly determine the realistic possibilities for alternative cereals, which
may differ in certain places from those selected by some of our scenarios.
In viewof this,we also imposed additional constraints on the replacement
scenarios (that is, nutritional yield of replacing crop in terms of calories
must be higher than rice and/or maize could not be considered as a
replacement) and generally observed the same benefits of replacement,
though of a smaller magnitude. In a few cases, trade-offs began to
emerge between water savings and nutrient supply at the national level,
highlighting the need for selective, well-considered, and location-specific
strategies to promote alternative cereals (table S4).

As a final note, information on actual irrigationwaterwithdrawals in
India beyond country-level estimates is not available (34). As such, our
study examines blue water demand and potential blue water savings, an
approach that is widely used to compare the water use intensities of dif-
ferent crops and to provide insights into lesswater-demanding cropping
choices (3, 18, 28, 35–38). Depending on pumping capacity and irriga-
tion source for an irrigated field, a farmer’s actual irrigation availability
may fall below a crop’s irrigation water requirement (that is, the volume
Davis et al., Sci. Adv. 2018;4 : eaao1108 4 July 2018
of irrigation water required to prevent crop water stress) and would
mean that a crop shift may in reality realize lower or no blue water sav-
ings. However, in many cases, a transition to a crop that requires less
irrigation water will not only result in real water savings but also leave a
farmer’s crops less exposed to potential water stress.
DISCUSSION
A substantial increase in rice-wheat cropping, a system that depends
heavily on irrigation, has contributed to chronic water stress in many
parts of India (Fig. 2). There is widespread consensus (17, 39–41) that
these current practices, in combination with weakening monsoonal
rains (20, 22), offer little possibility of long-term sustainability for water
use if India intends to continue to meet its cereal demand domestically.
Even for countries expecting little population growth in the coming dec-
ades, policies of food self-sufficiency can present substantial food-water
trade-offs. For instance, a recent study of neighboring Sri Lanka showed
that the country’s freshwater resources will be insufficient to sustainably
supply the irrigation water required to continue maintaining rice pro-
duction above domestic demand (42). For a country such as India,
which will need to feed a projected 394 million more people by 2050
(43), the potential for undesirable trade-offs between food security
Fig. 3. Water productivity (m3 H2O) of nutrient production for total, blue, and green WFPs. Values correspond to the years 2000 through 2009 and represent the ratio
of conventionalWFPs on irrigated cropland [(A) that is, m3 H2O ton−1] to nutrient content (that is, amount of nutrient per ton of crop) for (B) calories, (C) protein, (D) iron, and
(E) zinc. Blue fraction (F) is the ratio of blue WFP to total WFP.
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and environmental sustainability is profound. Yet, our findings demon-
strate that India can alleviate these difficult decisions by exercising flex-
ibility in the types of cereals it produces and consumes.

Recent decades in India have shown that widespread changes in ce-
realmixes are possible within relatively short time periods.While there is
still considerable consumption of alternative cereals in certain regions of
the country (fig. S10), the continuing shift toward rice-wheat cropping
and consumption indicates a substantial influence from the country’s
PDS (44), a program that leverages the country’s tight linkages between
food production and diets to promote food security for low-income
households and livelihood support for smallholder farmers. Byproviding
a guaranteed Minimum Support Price to producers and placing heavy
subsidies on rice and wheat at the consumer end, this system has also
served to influence cropping and dietary choices away from more
Davis et al., Sci. Adv. 2018;4 : eaao1108 4 July 2018
nutrient-rich alternative cereals and is an important factor contributing
to the persistence of widespread nutrient deficiencies (25, 44).

By using similar policymechanisms to transition to a greater reliance
on other cereals, India can potentially realize important benefits in terms
of both reduced consumptive irrigation water demand and increased
production of key nutrients. Of course, there are multiple factors that
dictate a farmer’s crop choice and a household’s consumption basket,
and some of the reasons that producers and consumers may prefer rice
and wheat may be difficult to influence. These considerations are essen-
tial for identifying where efforts aimed at increasing alternative grains
may complement local priorities and preferences. With these very real
challenges in mind, certain states (for example, Karnataka and Odisha)
have initiated state-level pilot programs thatwill procure selected alternative
cereals from farmers under their PDS programs. The removal of these
Fig. 4. Outcomes of selected rice replacement scenarios. Maps show the districts in which rice-harvested areas were replaced by kharif crop with (A and E) the lowest
totalWFP in eachdistrict (scenario 1), (B and F) the lowest blueWFP in eachdistrict (scenario 2), (C andG) the highest nutritional yield in termsof protein (metric tons of protein
per hectare), and (D andH) the highest nutritional yield in terms of iron (kilograms of iron per hectare). (I) Solid columns correspond to irrigated areas, and patterned columns
correspond to rainfed areas. Values are reported as percent changes relative to current levels of water demand and nutrient supply. Changes in water demand are separate
between blue water (blue) and green water (green). Because wemade no replacements in rainfed rice areas under the replacement scenario based on blueWFPs (scenario 2),
there are no rainfed bars for this scenario. Current levels of water demand and nutrient production and the levels of minimum nutrient production required from cereals to
meet daily recommended intake (DRI) for the country (if there were no limitations on access and distribution and no losses or waste) (23) are reported in tables S2 and S3.
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economic barriers (bywhich government procurement is only offered for
rice andwheat) will therefore provide invaluable information on the will-
ingness of farmers and households to increase alternative cereals in their
production and consumption baskets.

It is clear that further work is needed to fully understand the suite of
factors influencing cropping and dietary choices and their economic,
nutritional, and environmental implications, and this study addresses
important aspects of these knowledge gaps. We have shown that
potential benefits of transitioning toward alternative cereals exist for
both rainfed and irrigated systems, where substantial reductions in con-
sumptive water demand are complemented by increased nutrient pro-
duction (table S4). In addition, by improving water productivity for
cereal production during the kharif (monsoon) growing season, more
freshwater may be made available for rabi irrigation as well as for
environmental flows and domestic, municipal, and industrial uses. Fur-
ther, incorporation of alternative, lesswater-demanding cereals can help
to increase crop diversity in Indian cereal production and reduce vul-
nerability to dry spells in places where freshwater resources for supple-
mentary irrigation may be less readily accessible and can potentially
enhance the resilience of the food system against future uncertainties
associated with climate change [for example, (30)].
Davis et al., Sci. Adv. 2018;4 : eaao1108 4 July 2018
Our replacement scenarios also demonstrate that efforts at
improving alternative cereal production can help to more equally
distribute nutrient production across the country and thereby reduce
the impact of a single local climate shock to national grain production.
This decentralization of nutrient production—away from Punjab and
Haryana—that these alternative cereals would afford would also repre-
sent a reversal of the trend in which cereal production (fig. S11) and
water consumption have shifted away from southern states and served
to enhance already existing water stress in the north (Fig. 2).

The potential food-water benefits demonstrated in this study were
all realized while maintaining the current extent of cropland (that is, no
agricultural expansion). Such a consideration is vital in a country with
high population density and intensive pressure on land resources. Al-
though we were able to constrain cultivated area, in certain cases, we
found that important trade-offs exist between efficient land and water
use for nutrient production (fig. S9) and that themagnitude of potential
benefits from rice replacement and the choice of alternative crop varied
widely between districts (fig. S6B and Fig. 4).While all replacement sce-
narios generally realized benefits for water use and nutrient supply, even
a slight reduction (as occurred in certain cases for calories) may not be
an acceptable outcome for a country inwhichnutrient supply is generally
Fig. 5. Cumulative water savings and changes in nutritional output. For each rice replacement scenario (Sc1, Sc2, Sc3, and Sc4), districts were ranked based on
volume of water savings from smallest to largest and plotted against their associated changes in the supply of (A) calories, (B) protein, (C) iron, and (D) zinc.
6 of 11
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inadequate. Thus, in a country such as India, where a high fraction
of people continue to be undernourished, policy-makers may seek to
selectively encourage the production and consumption of alternative
cereals only where these undesirable trade-offs will not occur. In the
near term, efforts at altering themix of cereal production should focus
on those states in which farmers are already able to achieve relatively
high yields for alternative cereals, thereby avoiding any undesirable out-
comes for nutrient production, particularly for calories. Many of the
trade-offs between nutrient supply and water use efficiency can be
eliminated by focusing agricultural research on further improving yields
of these alternative cereals and would almost certainly ensure greater
improvements in nutrient production as well. Yet, even with these rel-
atively low yields, maize, sorghum, pearl millet, and finger millet gen-
erally contributed to reductions in consumptive water demand and
improvements in nutrient production under the rice replacement sce-
narios considered in this study (Fig. 5).

There are certainly a host of other considerations, beyond water and
land use and nutrient production, that factor into agricultural policy
and consumer choices, and the crops, environmental impacts, and nu-
trients included in such an analysis must be selected according to each
situation. For Indian cereals in particular, there are several aspects of
production and consumption that our analysis does not include but
which are important for fully understanding the nutritional, economic,
and environmental implications of shifting cropping patterns. As one
example, rice residues serve as an important source of animal fodder,
and animal products in turn provide key sources of protein and iron to
the Indian population. There is a large body of literature showing that
alternative cereals (and their residues) can readily be used as feed and
fodder, that their nutritional qualities as feed and fodder exceed that of
rice and rice residues, and that their use to support animal production
already occurs across India [for example, (45–52)].

Further studies ondimensions such as greenhouse gas emissions and
input costs, storage and transport costs, labor requirements, and dietary
preferences are also required before any policy recommendations can
responsibly be made. Studies that incorporate optimization approaches
to develop trade-off frontiers can also help to reconcile these multiple
objectives. While future work on these other factors is still needed, the
cereals considered here offer great promise for improving water use and
nutrient production while conserving agricultural extent. As such, the
holistic approach that we have presented, in whichmultiple dimensions
are considered in tandem, provides amechanism for incorporating oth-
er economic and cultural dimensions into an integrated framework for
sustainable decision-making. The outcome of this study demonstrates
that nutrition and environmental outcomes need to be considered
together, that existing policies can be used to achieve food-environment
co-benefits in one of the world’s most populous countries, and, more
generally, that solutions for achieving sustainable intensification in
any country are most effectively achieved if based on analyses of
trade-offs and synergies across multiple dimensions.
CONCLUSION
Nations are increasingly facing challenges of increasing foodproduction
while simultaneously minimizing resource use and environmental im-
pacts. This is certainly the case for India where historical trends in cereal
production have contributed to widespread water stress and nutrient
deficiency. Our study demonstrates that replacing rice with other cer-
eals, for which local knowledge on their production and consumption
already exists, can offer distinct benefits in terms of both reducing
Davis et al., Sci. Adv. 2018;4 : eaao1108 4 July 2018
freshwater use and enhancing nutrient production. This case study of
India provides an example of how amultidimensional approach can be
used in other places to assess sustainability goals at the interface of food
security and the environment, to understand and avoid undesirable
trade-offs, and to better link science with policy.
MATERIALS AND METHODS
Data
We examined the water use and nutrient content of rice (O. sativa),
maize (Z.mays), wheat (T. aestivum), sorghum (jowar; S. vulgare), pearl
millet (bajra;P. typhoideum), and fingermillet (ragi;E. coracana), which
constitute nearly all of India’s cereal production (15). Data on district-
and crop-specific production, harvested area, and irrigated area were
taken from the International CropsResearch Institute for the Semi-Arid
Tropics Village Dynamics in South Asia (VDSA) mesoscale data set
(31). These data are reported annually for the years 1966 through
2011 and use 1966 district boundaries. Data for the years 2010 and
2011 were incomplete and were not included in this study. While there
has been substantial modification to district boundaries since 1966, the
data provided in VDSA currently cover 593 of India’s 707 districts and
87% of the country’s land area. National values for nutrient content
were taken from the newly released Indian Food Composition Tables
(table S8) (53). Year 2011 district-level consumption data for each cereal
came from the Indian National Sample Survey (table S6) (24). National
DRI values for calories, protein, iron, and zinc came from India’s Na-
tional Institute of Nutrition (23).

Information on actual water withdrawals or pumping rates is not
available for India, and estimations ofCWRsprovide the best alternative
in examining thewater needs of farmers across the country. CWRswere
calculated for each district at monthly time steps for the years 2000
through 2009 and were split between “blue” and “green” CWRs, where
green water is supplied through rainfall and blue water is supplied
through irrigation (2). Bluewater represents a crop’s consumptivewater
demand in excess of what is provided through precipitation and is only
used in calculations of consumptive water demand within irrigated
areas. In reality, farmerswith access to irrigationmay not be able to fully
meet the irrigation water demand of their crops, as limited by pumping
rates and irrigation source. Thismeans that, if a farmer pumped atmax-
imum capacity but was still unable to obtain sufficient irrigation water
to meet the blue water requirement of any of the crops considered here,
the actualwater use for the fieldwouldnot change. For those farmswhere
irrigation availability is only insufficient for themost water-intensive
cereals, a shift to crops with lower water requirements will result in an
actual reduction in irrigation water use. It is also clear that, if a farmer
transitions to a crop with a lower blue water requirement, regardless of
the irrigation water available to that field, this crop will be less exposed
to conditions of water stress during dry years or drought.

Precipitation data came from the Indian Meteorological Depart-
ment’s daily rainfall product (1.0° × 1.0°) (54). Mean daily temperatures
were taken from the University of East Anglia’s Climate Research Unit
Time Series version 3.24.01 data set (0.5° × 0.5°) (55). Monthly wind
speed and relative humidity data came from the National Oceanic and
AtmosphericAdministration/Oceanic andAtmospheric Research/Earth
System Research Laboratory Physical Sciences Division’s National
Centers for Environmental Prediction Reanalysis product (2.5° × 2.5°)
(56). Soil information (sand, silt, and clay fractions) came from the In-
ternational Soil Reference and InformationCentre’s 30–arc sec SoilGrids
database (57). Data for net radiation at the surface (which also accounts
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for soil heat flux density) were taken from NASA’s Global Land Data
Assimilation System Noah Land Surface Model L4 monthly, Version 2.0
(0.25° × 0.25°) (58). Crop coefficients, climate zones, and growing stages
were adapted fromMekonnen and Hoekstra (35) and Kottek et al. (59)
(table S9 and fig. S12). State-level planting dates were determined by
combining information from the Indian Meteorological Department
(60), Portmann et al. (61), and Mekonnen and Hoekstra (35) (table
S10). Growing stages for each district were shifted to align with both
the crop coefficient values for the particular climate zone in which that
district was located and the estimated planting date of that district’s
state. The same values for crop coefficients, growing stages, and planting
dates were used for both pearl millet (bajra) and finger millet (ragi).

Estimating atmospheric demands on crops
Reference evapotranspiration, ETo, was calculated for each district at
monthly time steps using the Food and Agriculture Organization of
the United Nations’ Penman-Monteith equation (36)

ETo ¼
0:408DðRn � GÞ þ g 900

Tþ273 u2ðes � eaÞ
Dþ gð1þ 0:34u2Þ ð1Þ

whereRn is the net radiation at the crop surface (MJm−2 day−1);G is the
soil heat flux density (MJ m−2 day−1); T is the mean daily air tempera-
ture at 2 m (°C); u2 is the wind speed at 2 m (m s−1); es and ea are the
saturation and deficit vapor pressures, respectively (kPa); D is the slope
vapor pressure curve (kPa°C−1); and g is the pyschrometric constant
(kPa°C−1). The actual evapotranspiration (ETa) of crop i on day t was
then calculated as

ETa;i;t ¼ kc;i;tks;i;tETo;t ð2Þ

where kc,i,t is the crop coefficient of crop i corresponding to the month
in which day t occurs (table S9) and ks,i,t is the water stress coefficient
calculated following Allen et al. (36) as a function of the soil water con-
tent in the root zone (Si,t), themaximumand actual water content in the
root zone. Rooting depths for irrigated and rainfed crops came from
Siebert andDöll (37) (table S11). For crop ionday tunderwater-stressed
conditions (that is, when only precipitation was provided), ks,i,t was
evaluated as

ks;i;t ¼
Si;t

ð1� piÞSmax;i
if Si;t < ð1� piÞSmax;i

1 if Si;t ≥ ð1� piÞSmax;i

8<
: ð3Þ

where Si,t is the depth-average soil moisture (expressed as a length),
Smax,i is the value of available soil moisture, and pi is the fraction of
Smax,i that a crop can uptake from the rooting zone as calculated in
Allen et al. (36) and Siebert and Döll (37). For conditions of no water
stress (where supplementary irrigation is available), ks,i,t was as-
sumed to be 1 (35, 37). For a given crop and grid cell, soil moisture
(Si,t) was calculated by solving a daily soil water balance

Si;t ¼ Si;t�1 þ DtðPeff ;t þ Ii;t � ETa;i;t � Di;tÞ ð4Þ

where Si,t−1 is the soil moisture of the previous time step, Dt is equal
to 1 day, Peff,t is the effective precipitation (that is, the rainfall that is
Davis et al., Sci. Adv. 2018;4 : eaao1108 4 July 2018
actually absorbed in the soil and not directly evaporated from the
surface), Ii,t is the additional irrigation water (used only in the case
of irrigated crops), and Di,t is deep percolation below the root zone
(which occurred when soil moisture exceeded field capacity, that is,
the volume of water that can be retained in the soil). Daily precipi-
tation was converted to Peff,t using the Soil Conservation Service
method [see, for example, (35, 36, 62)].

Thus, for each day, each crop, and each district, we were able to
calculate a stressed ETa,i,t,s (equal to the green consumptive water use)
and unstressed ETa,i,t,u (equal to the actual evapotranspiration under
no water stressed). Blue consumptive water use was calculated as the
difference between ETa,i,t,s and ETa,i,t,u and was only considered for
irrigated areas. We then took a summation of the daily green and blue
consumptive water use across a crop’s entire growing season to deter-
mine total green (for rainfed and irrigated crops) and blue (for irri-
gated crops only) consumptive CWR, averaged across the years 2000
through 2009 (table S1). These definitions of green and blue consump-
tive water use are consistent with standard methodologies of WFP
calculation [for example, (35)].

Estimating historical consumptive water demand and
water stress
Green consumptive water demand (CWDgreen) for cereal production
was estimated annually for each district j as

CWDgreen;j ¼ 10∑ðCWRgreen;i;jai;jÞ ð5Þ

where CWRgreen,i,j is the green CWR (mm H2O year−1) of crop i, ai,j is
rainfed area (ha) in district j (calculated as the difference between har-
vested area and irrigated area), and the factor of 10 ensures that the
units are in cubic meters of H2O per year. This calculation was re-
peated using the blue CWR and crop-specific irrigated area to deter-
mine the consumptive (blue) irrigation water demand. The irrigated
area data from VDSA had some missing values, which we linearly in-
terpolated. If data were missing at the beginning or end of the time
period, then these values were linearly extrapolated based on the im-
mediately succeeding or preceding 10 years, respectively. Complete data
for crop-specific district-level irrigated area in West Bengal were only
available for the years 1966, 1967, 1983, 1985, and 1988 from VDSA.
To ensure that our estimates were conservative, we took the ratio of
irrigated area to harvested area for each of these years, averaged these
ratios across the 5 years of available data, and applied this constant
irrigated/harvested ratio to all years. Because the VDSA crop produc-
tion data set does not distinguish between kharif and rabi production
for rice, maize, pearl millet, and finger millet, we used the CWRs for
the kharif season for these crops to estimate total consumptive water
demand. This assumption is supported by crop production data re-
ported by season from the Directorate for Economics and Statistics
(63), which shows that millet production during rabi is negligible
and that only for selected states (for example, rice in Andhra Pradesh,
Odisha, Tamil Nadu, and West Bengal, and maize in Andhra Pradesh,
Bihar, Madhya Pradesh, and Tamil Nadu) is rabi production substan-
tial for rice or maize. Wheat is exclusively produced during the rabi
season with certain states producing small amounts of cereals outside
of the kharif and rabi growing seasons.

Water stress was calculated as the ratio of total consumptive water
demand for cereals to the long-term average renewable water availability
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for each district. Watershed-level data on renewable water availability
(surface + groundwater) cover the years 1970 through 2000 and came
from Brauman et al. (4) who used the WaterGAP3 integrated global
water resources model. These data do not account for interbasin
transfers or desalination. Brauman et al. (4) define available
renewable water as “water generated [from precipitation] within
the watershed and inflows from upstream that are stored or pass
through rivers or move from the land surface into aquifers (renewable
groundwater).” Using long-term average renewable availability allows
for an examination of whether freshwater withdrawals and consump-
tion can be sustained by a watershed through time. If consumptive
water demand consistently exceeds the average renewable water avail-
able (and that is able to recharge annually), then the difference must
be met through nonrenewable sources (for example, groundwater
pumping) and can lead to the depletion of surface and groundwater
sources.

Replacing rice with alternative cereals
Rice replacement scenarios were based on the years 2000 through 2009
to align with the time period used for WFP calculations. Replacements
were carried out separately for rainfed and irrigated croplands. Under
all replacement scenarios, we assumed that the water resources available
to rice fields would then become available to the replacing crop. To
explore how increased production of alternative cereals may benefit
outcomes for water demand and nutrient production, we examined
four district-level scenarios by replacing rice in rainfed and irrigated
areas with (i) the alternative cereal with the lowest total WFP, (ii) the
alternative cereal with the lowest blue WFP, (iii) the alternative cereal
with the highest nutritional yield in terms of protein (metric tons of
protein per hectare), and (iv) the alternative cereal with the highest
nutritional yield in terms of iron (kilograms of iron per hectare). For
rainfed areas in scenario 1, green WFP was equal to total WFP. By
replacing rice-harvested areas (instead of rice production), we were
able to conserve agricultural extent and avoid any agricultural exten-
sification. For scenario 1, the alternative cereal with the lowest total
WFP in a given district replaced rainfed rice. If this crop had a total
WFP higher than that of rice, then no replacement occurred for
rainfed rice areas in that district. This scenario was applied separately
to irrigated rice areas. For scenario 2, the alternative cereal with the
lowest blueWFP in a given district replaced irrigated rice. If this crop
had a blue WFP higher than that of rice, then no replacement
occurred for irrigated rice areas in that district. This scenario was
not applied to rainfed rice areas. For scenario 3 and scenario 4, the
alternative cereal with the highest nutritional yield (in either protein
or iron, respectively) replaced rainfed rice, provided that the nutritional
yield of the replacing crop was higher than that of rice. Additional
supplementary constraints were also applied to all of the scenarios
described above (table S4). These constraints were that a rice repla-
cement could only occur if the replacing crop also had a nutritional
yield in terms of calories (kilocalories per hectare) that was higher
than that of rice and/or that only finger millet, pearl millet, or sorghum
could be considered as replacing crops. In all replacement scenarios,
we assume that the water resources available to rice are then made
available to the replacing crop.

Combining water use and nutrition
The conventional measure of WFP uses the units of cubic meters of
consumptive water demand per ton (for example, m3 H2O ton−1)
(58). To examinewhether the relative ranking of crops changed in terms
Davis et al., Sci. Adv. 2018;4 : eaao1108 4 July 2018
of water productivity, we calculated the nutritionalWFP values of crop i
in district j as

WFPi;j;n ¼
10CWRi;jai;j

pi; jci;n
ð6Þ

where pi,j is production (metric tons) and ci,n is the crop content of
nutrient n (nutrient per ton of crop).We used the nutrient content values
reported for the most consumed form of each crop (table S8). Under all
scenarios, the production of nutrient n in district j was calculated as

pn; j ¼ ∑ðci;nyi; jai; jÞ ð7Þ

where yi,j is the yield of crop i and ai,j is the intended (irrigated or
rainfed) area for crop i. Total minimum nutrient production required
to meet DRI for the country (if there were no limitations on access and
distribution and no losses or waste) was calculated by Rao et al. (25)
based on Indian DRIs (23), which depend on age and gender, and year
2011 population statistics. Minimum required nutrient supply from
cereals was then calculated as the product of total minimum required
nutrient production for the entire Indian diet and the fraction of nutri-
ents provided by cereals under current consumption patterns (table S4)
(25). Theminimumrequired nutrient supply used here assumes no lim-
itations on access and distribution and no losses or waste; actual nutri-
ent supply within the country would need to be above these values to
overcome these barriers. DRI values were not provided for dietary fiber.
SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS
Supplementary material for this article is available at http://advances.sciencemag.org/cgi/
content/full/4/7/eaao1108/DC1
Table S1. CWRs by district (mm H2O year−1) for rainfed and irrigated crops.
Table S2. National production changes for kharif (monsoon) cereals under replacement scenarios.
Table S3. Cumulative water savings and changes in nutritional output from replacement scenarios.
Table S4. Outcomes and descriptions of rice replacement scenarios.
Table S5. Cereal consumption by crop and by district.
Table S6. State-level yields of kharif crops and outcomes of rice replacement scenarios.
Table S7. Crop-specific nutrient content reported in the National Institute of Nutrition’s Indian
Food Composition Tables.
Table S8. List of crop coefficient (kc) values disaggregated by crop, climate zone, and month.
Table S9. State-level planting dates (month) for each cereal crop and growing season.
Table S10. Rooting depths for rainfed and irrigated crops as reported by Siebert and Döll (37).
Fig. S1. Geographic distribution of total CWR (mm H2O year−1) of Indian cereals in irrigated lands.
Fig. S2. Geographic distribution of the fraction of total CWR of Indian cereals in irrigated lands
met by blue water.
Fig. S3. Map of states based on 1966 boundaries.
Fig. S4. Time series of Indian cereal production and extent.
Fig. S5. Kharif production fractions by crop.
Fig. S6. Comparison of blue water use and nutrient yields of kharif (monsoon) cereals.
Fig. S7. District-level water savings of scenario 1 (rice replacement with the lowest total
WFP cereal).
Fig. S8. Changes in nutrient production under scenario 1 (lowest total WFP).
Fig. S9. Current rice yield and yield differences of replacing crop on irrigated croplands.
Fig. S10. Ratio of most consumed alternative kharif cereal to rice.
Fig. S11. Iron as an example of change in per-capita nutrient production.
Fig. S12. Map of climate zones.
REFERENCES AND NOTES
1. H. C. J. Godfray, J. R. Beddington, I. R. Crute, L. Haddad, D. Lawrence, J. F. Muir, J. Pretty,

S. Robinson, S. M. Thomas, C. Toulmin, Food security: The challenge of feeding
9 billion people. Science 327, 812–818 (2010).
9 of 11

http://advances.sciencemag.org/cgi/content/full/4/7/eaao1108/DC1
http://advances.sciencemag.org/cgi/content/full/4/7/eaao1108/DC1
http://advances.sciencemag.org/


SC I ENCE ADVANCES | R E S EARCH ART I C L E

 on July 24, 2018
http://advances.sciencem

ag.org/
D

ow
nloaded from

 

2. M. Falkenmark, J. Rockström, Balancing Water for Humans and Nature: The New Approach
in Ecohydrology (EarthScan, 2004).

3. A. Y. Hoekstra, M. M. Mekonnen, The water footprint of humanity. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci.
U.S.A. 109, 3232–3237 (2012).

4. K. A. Brauman, B. D. Richter, S. Postel, M. Malsy, M. Flörke, Water depletion: An improved
metric for incorporating seasonal and dry-year water scarcity into water risk
assessments. Elem. Sci. Anth. 4, 83 (2016).

5. J. N. Galloway, A. R. Townsend, J. W. Erisman, M. Bekunda, Z. Cai, J. R. Freney,
L. A. Martinelli, S. P. Seitzinger, M. A. Sutton, Transformation of the nitrogen cycle: Recent
trends, questions, and potential solutions. Science 320, 889–892 (2008).

6. W. H. Schlesinger, On the fate of anthropogenic nitrogen. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 106,
203–208 (2008).

7. S. J. Vermeulen, B. M. Campbell, J. S. I. Ingram, Climate change and food systems.
Annu. Rev. Environ. Resour. 37, 195–222 (2012).

8. K. M. Carlson, J. S. Gerber, N. D. Mueller, M. Herrero, G. K. MacDonald, K. A. Brauman,
P. Havlik, C. S. O’Connell, J. A. Johnson, S. Saatchi, P. C. West, Greenhouse gas emissions
intensity of global croplands. Nat. Clim. Chang. 7, 63–68 (2017).

9. M. Wackernagel, N. B. Schulz, D. Deumling, A. C. Linares, M. Jenkins, V. Kapos, C. Monfreda,
J. Loh, N. Myers, R. Norgaard, J. Randers, Tracking the ecological overshoot of the
human economy. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 99, 9266–9271 (2002).

10. J. Rockström, W. Steffen, K. Noone, Å. Persson, F. S. Chapin III, E. F. Lambin,
T. M. Lenton, M. Scheffer, C. Folke, H. J. Schellnhuber, B. Nykvist, C. A. de Wit,
T. Hughes, S. van der Leeuw, H. Rodhe, S. Sörlin, P. K. Snyder, R. Costanza,
U. Svedin, M. Falkenmark, L. Karlberg, R. W. Corell, V. J. Fabry, J. Hansen, B. Walker,
D. Liverman, K. Richardson, P. Crutzen, J. A. Foley, A safe operating space for
humanity. Nature 461, 472–475 (2009).

11. A. Y. Hoekstra, T. O. Wiedmann, Humanity’s unsustainable environmental footprint.
Science 344, 1114–1117 (2014).

12. A. Galli, M. Wackernagel, K. Iha, E. Lazarus, Ecological footprint: Implications for
biodiversity. Biol. Conserv. 173, 121–132 (2014).

13. W. Steffen, K. Richardson, J. Rockström, S. E. Cornell, I. Fetzer, E. M. Bennett, R. Biggs,
S. R. Carpenter, W. de Vries, C. A. de Wit, C. Folke, D. Gerten, J. Heinke, G. M. Mace,
L. M. Persson, V. Ramanathan, B. Reyers, S. Sörlin, Planetary boundaries: Guiding human
development on a changing planet. Science 347, 1259855 (2015).

14. J. A. Foley, N. Ramankutty, K. A. Brauman, E. S. Cassidy, J. S. Gerber, M. Johnston,
N. D. Mueller, C. O’Connell, D. K. Ray, P. C. West, C. Balzer, E. M. Bennett, S. R. Carpenter,
J. Hill, C. Monfreda, S. Polasky, J. Rockström, J. Sheehan, S. Siebert, D. Tilman,
D. P. M. Zaks, Solutions for a cultivated planet. Nature 478, 337–342 (2011).

15. Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, FAOSTAT Database (FAO, 2017);
www.fao.org/faostat/en/#home.

16. P. L. Pingali, Green revolution: Impacts, limits, and the path ahead. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci.
U.S.A. 109, 12302–12308 (2012).

17. M. Rodell, I. Velicogna, J. S. Famiglietti, Satellite-based estimates of groundwater
depletion in India. Nature 460, 999–1002 (2009).

18. A. Y. Hoekstra, M. M. Mekonnen, A. K. Chapagain, R. E. Mathews, B. D. Richter, Global
monthly water scarcity: Blue water footprints versus blue water availability. PLOS ONE 7,
e32688 (2012).

19. B. Clark, R. S. DeFries, J. Krishnaswamy, Intra-annual dynamics of water stress in the
central Indian Highlands from 2002 to 2012. Reg. Environ. Change 16 (suppl. 1), 83–95
(2016).

20. M. A. Bollasina, Y. Ming, V. Ramaswamy, Anthropogenic aerosols and the weakening of
the South Asian summer monsoon. Science 334, 502–505 (2011).

21. A. G. Turner, H. Annamalai, Climate change and the South Asian summer monsoon.
Nat. Clim. Chang. 2, 587–595 (2012).

22. D. Singh, M. Tsiang, B. Rajaratnam, N. S. Diffenbaugh, Observed changes in extreme wet
and dry spells during the South Asian summer monsoon season. Nat. Clim. Chang. 4,
456–461 (2014).

23. National Institute of Nutrition, Nutrient Requirements and Recommended Dietary
Allowances for Indians (National Institute of Nutrition, 2009).

24. National Sample Survey Organization, Household Consumer Expenditure, NSS 68th Round
Sch1.0 Type 2: July 2011-June 2012 (Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation,
2013).

25. N. D. Rao, J. Min, R. DeFries, S. Ghosh-Jerath, H. Valin, J. Fanzo, Healthy, affordable and
climate-friendly diets in India. Glob. Environ. Change 49, 154–165 (2018).

26. R. DeFries, F. Fanzo, R. Remans, C. Palm, S. Wood, T. L. Anderman, Metrics for land-scarce
agriculture. Science 349, 238–240 (2015).

27. K. F. Davis, A. Seveso, M. C. Rulli, P. D’Odorico, Water savings of crop redistribution in the
United States. Water 9, 83 (2017).

28. K. F. Davis, M. C. Rulli, A. Seveso, P. D’Odorico, Increased food production and reduced
water use through optimized crop distribution. Nat. Geosci. 10, 919–924 (2017).

29. P. Mondal, M. Jain, A. W. Robertson, G. L. Galford, C. Small, R. S. DeFries, Winter crop sensitivity
to inter-annual climate variability in central India. Clim. Change 126, 61–76 (2014).
Davis et al., Sci. Adv. 2018;4 : eaao1108 4 July 2018
30. R. DeFries, P. Mondal, D. Singh, I. Agrawal, J. Fanzo, R. Remans, S. Wood, Synergies and
trade-offs for sustainable agriculture: Nutritional yields and climate-resilience for cereal
crops in Central India. Glob. Food Sec. 11, 44–53 (2016).

31. International Crops Research Institute for the Semi-Arid Tropics, Village Dynamics in South
Asia Meso Level Data for India: 1966–2011 (ICRISAT, 2015).

32. NITI Aayog, Nourishing India - National Nutrition Strategy (Government of India, 2017).

33. S. N. Bhanja, A. Mukherjee, M. Rodell, Y. Wada, S. Chattopadhyay, I. Velicogna,
K. Pangaluru, J. S. Famiglietti, Groundwater rejuvenation in parts of India influenced by
water-policy change implementation. Sci. Rep. 7, 7453 (2017).

34. Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, AQUASTAT Database (FAO,
2017); www.fao.org/nr/water/aquastat/main/index.stm.

35. M. Mekonnen, A. Y. Hoekstra, The green, blue and grey water footprint of crops and
derived crop products. Hydrol. Earth Syst. Sci. 15, 1577–1600 (2011).

36. R. G. Allen, L. S. Pereira, D. Raes, M. Smith, Crop Evapotranspiration—Guidelines for
Computing Crop Water Requirements—FAO Irrigation and Drainage Paper 56 (FAO, 1998).

37. S. Siebert, P. Döll, Quantifying blue and green virtual water contents in global crop
production as well as potential production losses without irrigation. J. Hydrol. 384,
198–217 (2010).

38. M. C. Rulli, P. D’Odorico, The water footprint of land grabbing. Geophys. Res. Lett. 40,
6130–6135 (2013).

39. R. Chatterjee, R. R. Purohit, Estimation of replenishable groundwater resources of India
and their status of utilization. Curr. Sci. 96, 1581–1591 (2009).

40. V. M. Tiwari, J. Wahr, S. Swenson, Dwindling groundwater resources in northern India,
from satellite gravity observations. Geophys. Res. Lett. 36, L18401 (2010).

41. Y. Wada, L. P. H. van Beek, C. M. van Kempen, J. W. T. M. Reckman, S. Vasak,
M. F. P. Bierkens, Global depletion of groundwater resources. Geophys. Res. Lett. 37,
L20402 (2010).

42. K. F. Davis, J. A. Gephart, T. Gunda, Sustaining food self-sufficiency of a nation: The
case of Sri Lankan rice production and related water and fertilizer demands. Ambio
45, 302–312 (2016).

43. United Nations, Department of Economic and Social Affairs, Population Division: World
Population Prospects, The 2015 Revision (United Nations, 2015).

44. A. Deaton, J. Dréze, Food and nutrition in India: Facts and interpretations. Econ. Polit.
Wkly 44, 42–65 (2009).

45. M. V. Nadkarni, ‘Backward’ crops in Indian agriculture: Economy of coarse cereals and
pulses. Econ. Polit. Wkly 21, A113–A118 (1986).

46. P. K. Joshi, A. Gulati, P. S. Birthal, L. Tewari, Agriculture diversification in South Asia:
Patterns, determinants and policy implications. Econ. Polit. Wkly 39, 2457–2467 (2004).

47. M. Blümmel, P. P. Rao, Economic value of sorghum stover traded as fodder for urban and
peri-urban dairy production in Hyderabad, India. Int. Sorghum Millets Newsl. 47,
97–100 (2006).

48. M. Herrero, P. K. Thornton, A. M. Notenbaert, S. Wood, S. Msangi, H. A. Freeman, D. Bossio,
J. Dixon, M. Peters, J. van de Steeg, J. Lynam, P. P. Rao, S. Macmillan, B. Gerard,
J. McDermott, C. Seré, M. Rosegrant, Smart investments in sustainable food production:
Revisiting mixed crop-livestock systems. Science 327, 822–825 (2010).

49. O. Erenstein, A. Samaddar, N. Teufel, M. Blümmel, The paradox of limited maize stover
use in India’s smallholder crop-livestock systems. Exp. Agric. 47, 677–704 (2011).

50. M. Blümmel, E. Grings, O. Erenstein, Potential for dual-purpose maize varieties to meet
changing maize demands: Synthesis. Field Crops Res. 153, 107–112 (2013).

51. N. Nagaraj, G. Basavaraj, P. P. Rao, C. Bantilan, S. Haldar, Sorghum and pearl millet
economy of India: Future outlook and options. Econ. Polit. Wkly 48, 74–81 (2013).

52. P. P. Rao, A. J. Hall, Importance of crop residues in crop–livestock systems in India and farmers’
perceptions of fodder quality in coarse cereals. Field Crops Res. 84, 189–198 (2003).

53. National Institute of Nutrition, Indian Food Composition Tables 2017 (NIN, 2017).
54. M. Rajeevan, J. Bhate, J. D. Kale, B. Lal, High resolution daily gridded rainfall data for the

Indian region: Analysis of break and active monsoon spells. Curr. Sci. 91, 296–306 (2006).
55. I. Harris, P. D. Jones, T. J. Osborn, D. H. Lister, Updated high-resolution grids of monthly

climatic observations—The CRU TS3.10 dataset. Int. J. Climatol 34, 623–642 (2013).
56. E. Kalnay, M. Kanamitsu, R. Kistler, W. Collins, D. Deaven, L. Gandin, M. Iredell, S. Saha,

G. White, J. Woollen, Y. Zhu, A. Leetmaa, B. Reynolds, M. Chelliah, W. Ebisuzaki, W. Higgins,
J. Janowiak, K. C. Mo, C. Ropelewski, J. Wang, R. Jenne, D. Joseph, The NCEP/NCAR
40-year reanalysis project. Bull. Am. Meteorol. Soc. 77, 437–472 (1996).

57. T. Hengl, J. M. de Jesus, R. A. MacMillan, N. H. Batjes, G. B. M. Heuvelink, E. Ribeiro,
A. Samuel-Rosa, B. Kempen, J. G. B. Leenaars, M. G. Walsh, M. R. Gonzalez, SoilGrids1km—

Global soil information based on automated mapping. PLOS ONE 9, e105992 (2014).
58. M. Rodell, H. K. Beaudoing, NASA/GSFC/HSL (12.01.2013), GLDAS Noah Land Surface

Model L4 3 Hourly 0.25 × 0.25 Degree Version 2.0, Version 020 (Goddard Earth Sciences
Data and Information Services Center, 2013).

59. M. Kottek, J. Grieser, C. Beck, B. Rudolf, F. Rubel, World map of the Köppen-Geiger climate
classification updated. Meteorol. Z. 15, 259–263 (2006).

60. W. J. Sacks, D. Deryng, J. A. Foley, N. Ramankutty, Crop planting dates: An analysis of
global patterns. Global Ecol. Biogeogr. 19, 607–620 (2010).
10 of 11

http://www.fao.org/faostat/en/#home
http://www.fao.org/nr/water/aquastat/main/index.stm
http://advances.sciencemag.org/


SC I ENCE ADVANCES | R E S EARCH ART I C L E
61. F. T. Portmann, S. Siebert, P. Döll, MIRCA2000—Global monthly irrigated and rainfed crop
areas around the year 2000: A new high-resolution data set for agricultural and
hydrological modeling. Glob. Biogeochem. Cycles 24, GB1011 (2010).

62. United States Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service, A Method
for Estimating Volume and Rate of Runoff in Small Watersheds, SCS-TP-149 (USDA,
1968).

63. Directorate of Economics and Statistics, State of Indian Agriculture 2015-16 (Ministry of
Agriculture and Farmers Welfare, 2016).

Acknowledgments:We thank A. Dutta for help with summarizing the National Sample Survey
data, B. Sacks and F. Portmann for providing information on planting dates, and N. Rao
and J. Min for providing estimates of total minimum required nutrient supply. Funding: This
work was supported by The Nature Conservancy’s NatureNet Science Fellowship.
Author contributions: K.F.D., D.D.C., A.C., B.R., D.S., and R.D. gathered the data. K.F.D., D.D.C.,
Davis et al., Sci. Adv. 2018;4 : eaao1108 4 July 2018
and M.C.R. performed the CWR analysis. K.F.D., A.C., and R.D. analyzed the data. All authors
wrote the manuscript. Competing interests: The authors declare that they have no
competing interests. Data and materials availability: All data needed to evaluate the
conclusions in the paper are present in the paper and/or the Supplementary Materials.
Additional data related to this paper may be requested from the authors.

Submitted 14 June 2017
Accepted 29 May 2018
Published 4 July 2018
10.1126/sciadv.aao1108

Citation: K. F. Davis, D. D. Chiarelli, M. C. Rulli, A. Chhatre, B. Richter, D. Singh, R. DeFries,
Alternative cereals can improve water use and nutrient supply in India. Sci. Adv. 4,
eaao1108 (2018).
11 of 11

 on July 24, 2018
http://advances.sciencem

ag.org/
D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://advances.sciencemag.org/


Alternative cereals can improve water use and nutrient supply in India

DeFries
Kyle Frankel Davis, Davide Danilo Chiarelli, Maria Cristina Rulli, Ashwini Chhatre, Brian Richter, Deepti Singh and Ruth

DOI: 10.1126/sciadv.aao1108
 (7), eaao1108.4Sci Adv 

ARTICLE TOOLS http://advances.sciencemag.org/content/4/7/eaao1108

MATERIALS
SUPPLEMENTARY http://advances.sciencemag.org/content/suppl/2018/07/02/4.7.eaao1108.DC1

REFERENCES

http://advances.sciencemag.org/content/4/7/eaao1108#BIBL
This article cites 50 articles, 10 of which you can access for free

PERMISSIONS http://www.sciencemag.org/help/reprints-and-permissions

Terms of ServiceUse of this article is subject to the 

registered trademark of AAAS.
is aScience Advances Association for the Advancement of Science. No claim to original U.S. Government Works. The title 

York Avenue NW, Washington, DC 20005. 2017 © The Authors, some rights reserved; exclusive licensee American 
(ISSN 2375-2548) is published by the American Association for the Advancement of Science, 1200 NewScience Advances 

 on July 24, 2018
http://advances.sciencem

ag.org/
D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://advances.sciencemag.org/content/4/7/eaao1108
http://advances.sciencemag.org/content/suppl/2018/07/02/4.7.eaao1108.DC1
http://advances.sciencemag.org/content/4/7/eaao1108#BIBL
http://www.sciencemag.org/help/reprints-and-permissions
http://www.sciencemag.org/about/terms-service
http://advances.sciencemag.org/

