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Abstract
Using the data available through the District Census Handbooks prepared

after the 2011 population census, this paper analyses the availability of eight
infrastructure facilities - education, health, safe drinking water, communication,
transport, all weather road, electricity and financial institutions - in the villages of
Madhya Pradesh. The analysis suggests that education facility and safe drinking water
facility  are almost universally available across the villages of the state. However,
major challenges are in terms of health, communication and transport facilities. The
analysis also suggests that there is substantial within-district and between districts
diversity in the availability of the eight infrastructure facilities in the villages of the
state and the situation is particularly challenging in small villages which are in
majority in the state.

 



Background
The provision of reliable and effective infrastructure in India’s village remains

a major development challenge. Village infrastructure has been argued to be crucial
for the village population to fulfill their basic needs and live a social and economic
productive life. Village infrastructure is essentially public goods. Villagers are the
beneficiaries of the village infrastructure. Village infrastructure, therefore, is a
common resource which plays an important role in the social and economic
development of the village. Creation and maintenance of village infrastructure require
village level investment, but such investment is associated with long gestation
periods, high incremental capital output ratio, high risk and low rate of returns on the
investment (Satish, 2007).

The term infrastructure is actually an umbrella term that encompasses many
activities which are termed as social over overhead capital by many development
economists. There is no universally accepted definition of infrastructure. Different
researchers have defined infrastructure differently (Lewis, 1955; Hirschman, 1958; de
Vries, 1960; Ishikawa, 1967; World Bank, 1994). The World Bank, in its World
Development Report 1994, has included public utilities and public works in the
definition of infrastructure. Public utilities include power, telecommunications, piped
water supply, sanitation and sewerage, solid waste collection and disposal and piped
gas. On the other hand, public works include roads, major dam and canal works for
irrigation and drainage, etc. (World Bank, 1994). There are many micro level studies
that  have investigated how investment in village infrastructure has contributed to
village productivity.

The aim of the present paper is to analyse the state of infrastructure in the
villages of Madhya Pradesh which is one of the poorly developed states of the
country. By infrastructure, we mean village level assets which have an impact on the
quality of life of the village people. These include village level facilities such as the
facility for education, facility for health care, availability of safe drinking water,
communication facilities, transport facilities, connectivity (rail or by road), availability
of electricity and availability of financial institutions in the village. For every village
of the state, we assess the availability of the eight facilities in the village and, based
on this assessment exercise, we develop a village infrastructure index to summarise
the infrastructure available in the village. The village level facilities or the village
infrastructure are not the property of any particular individual or any particular family
in the village. Rather, the village level facilities are owned collectively by the village
people and the benefits accrued out of these facilities are shared by the village
people. It is, however, obvious that the village level facilities included in the present
analysis contribute substantially to the level of social and economic development in
the village and the quality of life of the village people.

The paper is organised as follows. The next section of the paper describes the
data source. The analysis is based on the District Census Handbook prepared by the
Registrar General and Census Commissioner of India after every decennial population
census. The third section of the paper describes the methodology adopted for
summarising the infrastructure available at the village level. The fourth section of the
paper presents the results of the analysis. The last section of the paper summarises
the findings of the analysis and discusses its policy implications.
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Data Source
The data on which the analysis presented in this paper is based, are taken

from the District Census Handbooks that are prepared by the Registrar General and
Census Commissioner of India after every decennial population census.  The
Handbook contains both census and non-census data specific to the district separately
for rural and urban areas. The census data are related to the demographic and
socio-economic characteristics of population at the lowest administrative unit - village
in the rural areas and town and ward in the urban areas. The census data contained
in the Handbook include the primary census abstract (PCA) and the house level
primary census abstract (HLPCA) collected during the first phase of the population
census. The HLPCA is based on the data collected during the house-listing and
housing census part of the decennial population census. On the other hand, the non-
census part of the Handbook is in the form of a village directory and a town directory
which contain information on various infrastructure facilities available in the village
and town such as education, health care, drinking water, communication, transport,
post and telegraph, electricity, banking, etc. These include telegraph services also
which have been by the Government of India on 15th  July, 2013. The non-census data
are reported by the village level authorities prior to the population census.

The District Census Handbook for the 50 districts of Madhya Pradesh as they
existed at the time of the 2011 population census have been published by the
Registrar General and Census Commissioner of India. The data related to the
availability of selected village level infrastructure available in the non-census part of
these Handbooks have been taken for the present analysis. The District Census
Handbook is the only source of the data about the village level infrastructure and
facilities available in every village of the district and hence the state. An analysis of
these data permits identification of the gaps in the availability of infrastructure and
facilities in the villages of the state that may have an impact on the social and
economic development situation in the village and the quality of life of the village
people.

According to the 2011 population census, there were 54901 villages of varying
population size in Madhya Pradesh which were distributed across 50 districts as they
existed at the 2011 population census. Out of these, 2972 villages were uninhabited
at the time of census enumeration and, therefore, these villages were excluded from
the present analysis so that the present analysis analyses the infrastructure and
facilities available in 51929 villages of the state. Village Ghatigaon in sub-district
Mohana of district Gwalior is the largest village of the state with a population of
18452 at the 2011 population census. There are, in all, 31 villages in the state with
a population of more than 10000. On the other hand, 2594 villages of the state had
a population of less than 100 at the 2011 population census. The median population
of the villages of the state is 727 while the average is 1012 which means that the
distribution of the villages of the state is highly positively skewed implying that
majority of the villages of the state have population less than the average village
population while there are a small number of villages having population substantially
larger than the average village population of the state. The distribution of the villages
of the state by the size of the village population at the 2011 population census is
presented in table 1.
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Methodology
The methodology adopted for the present analysis comprises of classifying a

village in terms of the availability of the following eight village level infrastructure
facilities:

1. Educational facilities up to higher secondary level.
2. Health facilities.
3. Availability of safe drinking water.
4. Communication facilities.
5. Transport facilities.
6. Connectivity of the village by all weather road.
7. Availability of the electricity in the village.
8. Availability of financial institution.
The facilities covered under the eight categories of infrastructure facilities are

described in the table appended to the paper. 
The minimum availability criterion has been used to classify whether a village

has a particular infrastructure facility or not. If a village has at least one facility in a
category of infrastructure facilities, the village is given a score 1 in that category of
infrastructure facility. Other wise the village is given a score of zero. For example, if
there is even one educational facility in a village than the village is given a score of 1
in the education category of village infrastructure. If the village has no educational
facility then the village is given a score of 0 in the education category of village
infrastructure. It is obvious that a village can have more than one facility in a
particular infrastructure category. For example, a village may have more than one
education facility - a primary school as well as a middle and a secondary school - while
the other village may have only a primary school. Both the villages are classified as
having an educational facility and both the villages are given a score of 1 in terms of
the education category of village infrastructure facilities. This approach of assigning
availability score does not take into consideration the number of facilities of a
particular category available in the village. This is logical as the number of facilities
in the same category of infrastructure usually increases with the increase in the
population size of the village.

The above classification approach suggests that a village may have, at the
most, all the eight categories of infrastructure facilities. On the other hand, a village
may not have any of the eight categories of infrastructure facilities listed above. If a
category of infrastructure is available in the village, then the village is given a score
of 1 in that category otherwise, the village is given a score of 0. This means that the
infrastructure score of a village ranges between a maximum score of eight and a
minimum of 0 - the higher the score the higher the village infrastructure. Based on the
score of a village in different categories of infrastructure facilities, it is possible to
estimate the village infrastructure availability index (IAI) as the ratio of the
infrastructure score of the village divided by the maximum possible infrastructure
score. The infrastructure availability index so obtained ranges from 0 to 1 and is 0 if
none of the eight infrastructure facilities are available in the village. On the other
hand, the infrastructure availability index of a village is 1 if the village has all the eight
infrastructure facilities. In this way, the infrastructure availability index (IAI) gives an
idea of infrastructure development in a village.
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Table 1
Criteria for assessing the availability of infrastructure facilities in the village.

SN Infrastructure facility Criteria

1 Education At least one of the following:
• Primary school public or private
• Middle school public or private
• Secondary school public or private
• Senior secondary school public or private

2 Health At least one of the following:
• Community health centre
• Primary health centre
• Sub-health centre
• Mother and child welfare centre
• Tuberculosis clinic
• Allopathic hospital/Ayush hospital
• Dispensary
• Mobile health clinic
• Family welfare centre
• Private hospital - out patient only
• Private hospital - in and out patients
• Private hospital - charity
• Private practitioner with a degree 

3 Safe drinking water At least one of the following
• Piped water treated
• Covered well
• Hand pump/Tube well

4 Communication At least one of the following
• Post office/Sub-post office
• Post and telegraph office/Public call office
• Telephone
• Common service centre

5 Transport At least one of the following
• Public bus/Private bus
• Railway station
• Auto/Taxi/VAN

6 All weather road Available
Not available

7 Electricity Available
Not available

8 Financial institution Any one of the following:
• Commercial  bank/Cooperative bank
• Agriculture credit society
• Agriculture marketing society
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Results
The availability of infrastructure facilities in the villages of the state is

summarised in table 2. There were only 2257 or around 4 per cent villages in the state
where all the eight infrastructure facilities were available according to the 2011
population census. On the other hand there were 330 villages where none of the eight
infrastructure facilities were available. In around 7 per cent villages, seven
infrastructure facilities were available whereas in 5945 (11.4 per cent) villages, six
infrastructure facilities were available. On the other hand, in 12567 or around 24 per
cent villages, four infrastructure facilities were available. Similarly, in 11409 (22 per
cent) villages, three infrastructure facilities were available whereas in  9608  (18.5 per
cent) villages, five infrastructure facilities were available. At the same time,  in 1037
(2 per cent) villages of the state, only one out of the eight infrastructure facilities was
available according to the 2011 population census.

The availability of different categories of infrastructure, however varied widely.
The safe drinking water facility and the education facility were available in more than
90 per cent villages of the state. By contrast, the availability of rural financial
institutions was limited to only around 13 per cent (6848) villages whereas a health
facility was available in around 22 per cent (11279) villages of the state. On the other
hand, electricity and all weather road was available in around two-third villages of the
state but the communication facility and the transport facility was available in around
30 per and almost 40 per cent villages respectively.  It is obvious from the data
available through the 2011 population census that a composite approach to the
development of village infrastructure is utterly lacking in the state. A fall out of the
situation that appears to prevail in the villages of the state is that the development
of infrastructure has little impact on the social and economic development of the
village. 

It is logical to conjecture that the size of the village has a telling impact on the
availability of infrastructure in the village. This conjecture appears to be true in
Madhya Pradesh. Almost 81 per cent of the villages in the state having a population 
of at least 10000 were having all the eight village infrastructure facilities for which the
data are available from the 2011 population census (Table 3). Education, health, safe
drinking water, communication and  transport facilities were available in all these
villages. Similarly, almost 70 per cent villages having population between 5000 and
10000 were having all the eight village infrastructure facilities. By contrast, there was
not a single village with population less than 200 in the state where all the eight
village infrastructure facilities were available at the time of the 2011 population
census and there were only three villages with a population 200-500 where all the
eight village level infrastructure facilities were available. This shows that there is a
high degree of diversity in the development of infrastructure in the villages of the
state and most of the rural infrastructure appears to be confined to villages with large
population. In villages having small population size, the availability of village level
infrastructure is largely restricted to one or two infrastructure facilities. Since,
majority of the villages in the state are small in population size - less than 1000 - most
of the villages of the state lack village level infrastructure facilities which are widely
assumed to be necessary for village level social and economic development and
improvement in the quality of life.  
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Figure 1
Proportion of villages having all eight infrastructure facilities

The inter-district variation in the availability of infrastructure facilities in villages
is quite substantial in the state (Figure 1). The proportion of villages having all the
eight infrastructure facilities assessed in the present analysis varies from a minimum
of less than one per cent in district Mandla to more than 20 per cent in district
Burhanpur. There are only three districts in the state - Burhanpur, Mandsaur and
Khandwa (East Nimar) where more than 10 per cent villages in the district were found
to be having all the eight infrastructure facilities according to the 2011 population
census. On the other hand, in 15 districts of the state, less than 3 per cent villages in
the district were having all the eight infrastructure facilities. In majority of the
districts, however, 3-6 per cent villages were found to be having all the eight
infrastructure facilities according to the 2011 population census.

Inter-district variation is also quite marked in specific infrastructure facilities as
may be seen from figures 2 through 9. The proportion of villages having an
educational facility ranges from 72.6 per cent in district Rewa to 98.6 per cent in
district Khandwa (East Nimar) (Figure 2). On the other hand, the proportion of villages
having a health facility ranges from only 11.9 per cent in district Rajgarh to 83.7 per
cent in district Gwalior (Figure 3). Similarly, the proportion of villages having safe
drinking water facility ranges from 93.1 per cent in district Khargone (West Nimar) to
99.7 per cent in district Khandwa (Figure 4). There are two districts Khargone and
Harda where the proportion of villages having a safe drinking water facility was less
than 95 per cent according to the 2011 population census.
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Figure 2
Proportion of villages having an educational facility

Figure 3
Proportion of villages having a health facility
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Figure 4
Proportion of villages having safe drinking water facility

Figure 5
Proportion of villages having a communication facility

8



Figure 7
Proportion of villages having all weather road

Figure 6
Proportion of villages having a transport facility
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Figure 8
Proportion of villages having electricity

Figure 9
Proportion of villages having a financial institution
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The inter-district variability is also visible in other village level infrastructure
facilities. The proportion of villages having a communication facility is found to be the
lowest in district Singrauli (14.6 per cent) more than 70 per cent in district Burhanpur
whereas the proportion of villages having a transport facility ranges from 25.2 per
cent in district Rajgarh to 67.6 per cent in district Mandsaur. On the other hand, only
around 5 per cent villages in district Rewa were having an all weather road at the time
of 2011 population census compared to almost 28 per cent in district Mandsaur. In
district Guna, only around 42 per cent villages were having electricity at the time of
2011 population census compared to almost 88 per cent in district Anuppur. Finally,
the proportion of villages having a financial institution ranges from just around 14 per
cent in district Dindori to almost 100 per cent in district Ratlam. These  variations in
the village level availability of different infrastructure facilities suggest that there are
district-specific factors that influence the availability of village level infrastructure
facilities in the state. 

The within district and across districts variation in the village infrastructure
facilities can be captured through the diversity index such as the Shannon diversity
index (Mugarran, 2004). The Shannon diversity index (H) is defined as

 

where pi is the proportion of villages in a district having the infrastructure facility i.
The higher this index the higher the diversity in village level infrastructure facilities.
The maximum value of the index is ln(k) where k is the number of village level
infrastructure facilities under consideration - eight in the present case. When all
villages in a district have all infrastructure facilities,  pi =1 and therefore ln(1)=0 so
that the minimum value of the index H is 0 which means no diversity across villages.
The index can be used to depict the diversity across districts in a particular
infrastructure facility. At the same time, the index can also be used to reflect the
within district diversity in the availability of infrastructure facilities at the village level.

The across district diversity index H, taking into consideration all the eight
infrastructure facilities is estimated to be 92.66 which reflects that the diversity in the
availability of village level infrastructure facilities is quite substantial if the data
available through the 2011 population census is any indication. Almost 20 per cent
of this diversity is attributed to the diversity in the village level availability of
transport facility whereas the diversity in the available of safe drinking water across
the districts account for just around 1 per cent of the total diversity in the availability
of village level infrastructure facilities in the state. The diversity across districts in the
village level availability of communication facilities and village level availability of
health facilities has also been found to be quite substantial in the state. On the other
hand, the across district diversity in the village level availability of education facilities
also contributes marginally to the total diversity in the availability of village level
infrastructure facilities. In other words, the gap in the availability of village level
infrastructure facilities are primarily confined to transport facilities, communication
facilities and health care facilities. The diversity in these three infrastructure facilities
across the districts of the state accounts for more than half of the total diversity in
village level infrastructure across fifty districts and in terms of the eight infrastructure
facilities. 
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Figure 10
Inter-district variation in the diversity index

The within district diversity in the availability of the availability of 
infrastructure facilities in villages is also revealing (Figure 10). The within district
diversity index is estimated to be relatively the lowest in district Burhanpur (1.463)
but relatively the highest in district Chhatarpur (2.080). District Burhanpur is the only
district in the state where the within-district diversity index in the availability of
infrastructure facilities in villages of the district is found to be less than 1.5 whereas
in three districts - Ratlam, Ujjain and Umaria - the within-district diversity index
ranges between 1.6 and 1.7. On the other hand, the within-district diversity index in
the availability of infrastructure facilities in villages is found to be more than 2.00 in
nine districts - Bhind, Chhatarpur, Damoh, Harda, Indore, Khargone, Morena, Shivpuri
and Vidisha. In these districts, there is very substantial variation in the availability of
infrastructure facilities across the villages of the district. A high index of diversity in
the availability of infrastructure facilities in villages suggests that the availability of
core infrastructure facilities are confined to selected villages of the district only and
there is a substantial proportion of villages in the district where only a few
infrastructure facilities are available. A high value of the diversity index suggests that
there are significant gaps in the availability of basic infrastructure facilities across
villages within the district as well as across districts of the state. The present analysis
however indicates that making all the eight infrastructure facilities available in the
villages of the state appears to be quite challenging. The diversity index again
confirms that there are district-specific factors that have a strong impact on the
availability of core infrastructure facilities in villages. These factors need to be taken
into consideration in improving rural infrastructure facilities in the state.
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Conclusions
It is obvious from the foregoing analysis that there are significant gaps in the

availability of village level infrastructure facilities in Madhya Pradesh. These factors
may be impeding the village level  development processes that are directed towards
improving the quality of life of the village people. The wide diversity in the availability
of infrastructure facilities in the villages of the state emphasises the need of a village-
based approach of rural infrastructure development. Major challenges in the universal
availability of a core set of infrastructure facilities in the villages of the state are in
terms of transport, communication and health whereas there is almost universal
availability of education and safe drinking water facilities in the villages of the state,
although there are pockets of concern. The challenge of augmenting health,
communication and transport infrastructure in the villages of the state should be the
focus of rural development planning and programming in the state.
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Table 2
Distribution of villages by the number of infrastructure facilities available.

Number of infrastructure facilities available Number of
villages

Percent

No infrastructure facility 330 0.64

Any one infrastructure facility 1037 2.00

Any two infrastructure facilities 5069 9.76

Any three infrastructure facilities 11409 21.97

Any four infrastructure facilities 12567 24.20

Any five infrastructure facilities 9608 18.50

Any six infrastructure facilities 5945 11.45

Any seven infrastructure facilities 3577 6.89

All eight infrastructure facilities 2257 4.35

Number of villages 51929 100.00
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Table 3
Village infrastructure by village population size in Madhya Pradesh, 2011
Infrastructure Size of village population All

villages
<200 200-

500
500-
1000

1000-
2000

2000-
5000

5000-
10000

≥10000

Education 40.1 92.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 91.9

Health 3.9 6.6 10.9 33.7 71.9 100.0 100.0 21.7

Safe drinking water 87.2 98.4 99.1 99.2 99.6 99.8 100.0 97.8

Communication 2.3 3.5 28.4 49.2 79.4 96.4 100.0 30.8

Transport 15.4 21.8 35.0 55.6 77.6 100.0 100.0 39.8

All weather road 44.4 55.2 65.5 81.3 90.9 96.4 96.8 67.6

Electricity 52.3 62.6 66.2 71.0 75.8 83.9 87.1 66.2

Financial institutions 2.6 2.7 8.5 18.2 43.7 81.5 90.3 13.2

All eight facilities 0.0 0.0 0.4 4.1 24.5 68.6 80.6 4.3

Number of villages 5434 11943 16339 12515 5084 583 31 51929
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Table 4
Proportion of villages having different infrastructure facilities in the districts of Madhya Pradesh.
District/State Educational

facility
Health
facility

Safe
drinking

water
facility

Communication
facility

Transport
facility

All weather
road

Electricity Financial
institution

All of the
eight

infrastructure
facilities

Within
district

diversity
index

Alirajpur 97.77 19.70 97.77 28.25 47.21 6.51 79.18 51.67 2.60 1.779
Anuppur 98.40 22.60 98.04 29.72 50.89 9.96 86.65 27.22 1.96 1.784
Ashoknagar 93.89 14.18 98.90 18.95 29.46 7.09 51.96 69.68 3.06 1.802
Balaghat 91.90 29.32 98.11 38.68 41.82 16.04 84.36 89.94 7.00 1.720
Barwani 96.84 36.49 97.27 26.58 46.26 12.21 71.55 56.90 4.89 1.952
Betul 95.16 30.06 98.07 41.22 41.82 9.23 69.87 70.31 4.76 1.876
Bhind 98.54 19.78 99.33 37.30 35.06 26.07 69.44 30.34 3.15 2.043
Bhopal 94.01 22.16 97.01 30.54 36.53 10.18 67.07 71.06 3.39 1.895
Burhanpur 97.32 73.56 96.17 70.11 64.75 24.52 73.18 92.72 20.69 1.463
Chhatarpur 94.65 23.23 95.76 29.59 41.01 20.09 70.05 48.76 4.61 2.080
Chhindwara 90.77 20.25 95.33 32.84 38.04 10.91 66.16 95.17 5.09 1.752
Damoh 86.90 17.43 96.60 20.53 37.16 9.95 60.54 54.08 2.38 2.019
Datia 95.73 23.89 98.63 31.74 31.74 16.55 60.58 97.61 6.66 1.751
Dewas 94.32 22.80 98.86 44.37 43.14 22.04 58.66 88.08 7.10 1.885
Dhar 94.72 26.40 98.04 30.53 50.64 9.61 80.09 74.41 5.08 1.752
Dindori 91.68 17.87 96.78 15.54 29.08 9.10 78.02 13.98 1.22 1.754
Guna 90.27 17.17 98.73 17.65 29.11 8.70 41.69 78.32 2.37 1.841
Gwalior 94.17 83.66 98.71 37.22 46.93 16.50 77.35 59.39 6.15 1.747
Harda 85.52 18.40 94.91 34.55 44.23 12.33 56.56 72.41 4.50 2.037
Hoshangabad 95.11 24.21 99.24 34.53 34.96 14.44 65.91 85.45 6.62 1.822
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District/State Educational
facility

Health
facility

Safe
drinking

water
facility

Communication
facility

Transport
facility

All weather
road

Electricity Financial
institution

All of the
eight

infrastructure
facilities

Within
district

diversity
index

Indore 95.60 28.66 98.53 61.82 44.46 24.76 70.36 51.14 7.49 2.009
Jabalpur 87.51 18.52 98.55 32.90 36.31 8.42 76.11 51.20 2.54 1.936
Jhabua 96.93 24.90 99.36 30.73 46.36 12.90 77.78 68.33 3.70 1.822
Katni 92.27 24.86 96.24 33.59 49.83 13.81 75.36 80.66 6.19 1.831
Khandwa 98.59 34.74 99.72 54.15 54.71 18.99 75.39 79.32 10.41 1.758
Khargone 91.79 27.97 93.13 36.52 47.49 15.49 66.50 62.14 5.95 2.079
Mandla 94.60 21.78 97.09 26.35 34.83 8.15 79.05 22.53 0.91 1.858
Mandsaur 95.86 26.54 99.22 51.06 67.64 27.66 73.57 88.24 12.21 1.700
Morena 98.32 34.58 99.23 44.26 50.45 25.16 73.03 36.26 3.48 2.042
Narsimhapur 90.24 21.35 98.26 47.92 32.08 12.17 65.89 74.11 4.73 1.910
Neemuch 92.59 19.11 96.74 24.30 51.85 10.81 57.63 93.48 7.56 1.725
Panna 95.35 19.85 98.42 24.39 35.37 10.35 68.64 48.47 3.27 1.938
Raisen 93.54 13.06 98.46 28.30 27.04 10.74 57.44 52.74 2.25 1.950
Rajgarh 91.83 11.87 95.77 19.86 25.22 10.38 42.28 49.37 1.91 1.989
Ratlam 96.01 21.94 98.86 35.14 44.73 11.30 64.58 99.91 6.36 1.640
Rewa 72.59 15.12 97.67 17.77 26.20 5.32 64.37 56.56 1.91 1.961
Sagar 87.06 13.89 97.21 22.88 38.30 10.89 60.13 75.38 3.58 1.888
Satna 86.60 18.90 97.78 26.02 43.36 12.62 75.65 68.43 4.39 1.906
Sehore 95.54 22.70 98.74 35.69 38.02 13.87 58.68 89.62 6.21 1.813
Seoni 95.31 22.74 98.29 33.82 40.60 5.32 74.54 59.59 1.96 1.816
Shahdol 92.63 19.66 99.02 28.75 44.59 11.55 81.57 39.56 2.95 1.901
Shajapur 97.76 14.01 99.25 35.85 35.85 19.14 59.01 82.63 5.32 1.826
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District/State Educational
facility

Health
facility

Safe
drinking

water
facility

Communication
facility

Transport
facility

All weather
road

Electricity Financial
institution

All of the
eight

infrastructure
facilities

Within
district

diversity
index

Sheopur 90.70 23.45 98.26 25.19 50.19 21.71 68.22 97.67 6.59 1.755
Shivpuri 93.72 20.54 98.85 24.75 37.70 23.07 67.51 52.72 3.52 2.052
Sidhi 87.22 12.78 97.17 19.12 43.51 7.61 79.22 54.63 1.76 1.799
Singrauli 92.30 16.92 98.21 14.58 46.35 8.12 86.24 28.89 1.24 1.720
Tikamgarh 86.67 25.17 97.49 28.59 50.00 19.36 73.12 77.11 6.26 1.948
Ujjain 98.17 15.07 97.26 49.41 39.00 18.90 62.28 96.89 6.12 1.686
Umaria 91.08 22.39 98.32 24.92 40.07 12.12 74.07 98.82 5.05 1.639
Vidisha 89.65 13.54 97.85 24.74 35.29 16.28 53.97 65.76 2.99 2.007
Madhya Pradesh 91.89 21.72 97.75 30.81 39.82 13.19 67.57 66.22 4.35 1.966
Between-districts
diversity index

15.881 3.356 1.072 17.310 17.783 13.173 12.539 11.544 6.896
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