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Chapter -I
INTRCDUCTION

Economic growth with Social justice 1is one of the
most important goals of the developing countries like India.
Attainment of the objective calls for a sustained
development of different sectors of the eccnony. The
economy 1s usuallykdivided into two sectors: agriculture and
non—agriculture.l Agriculture is the mainstay in our country
as nore than 70 per cent of the population is dependent on
this and it contributes about 46 per cent of the national
income. Thus, agriculture sector holds the key for eccnomic
developnent, Therefore, the development of agriculture
sector is a pre-condition for the economic development of

the country.

For eccnomic development. an increase in agriculturai
production 1is an imperative necessity which is possible

either by increasing the productivity of land or by puttiﬁg

more area under cultivation. However, the scope, to divert
more area under cultivation is very limited, only
alternative left is to increase the productivity. The

productivity of crops can be increased through adoption of
full package of latest technology in the crop production.
Since agriculture production is risky venture in the absence
of assured irrigation, farmers generally avoid heavy doses
of critical inputs like fertilizer, chemicals required in

the crop production when grown on scientific lines.

L

Therefore, productivity of agriculture crops can b
increased if irrigation facilities are provided to the

farmers.,

In mnost parts of the country crops can be raised
without irrigation during the rainy season. But wheore

rainfall is inadequate or erratic, vyields are poor. if



irrigation supplies are made available for timely sowing,
good vyield can be secured. Often during a prolonged break
in rain, a snall support from irrigation supplies makes all
the difference between crop failure and its successful
maturing.' With the increase in yield the cost of production
per uni  will also be less .nd this would be in the interest
of both produc¢ers and the consumers. Thus, irrigation like
other modern inputs of agriculture is needed for the
development of agriculture. This factor of production
becomes more important if the distribution of rainfall is
uneven and there are great fluctuations in rainfall from
year to year. frrigation is the means of making agriculture
relatively independent of the vagaries of rains. Irrigation
can be used to make up the moisture deficiency in soils
during the cropping season so as to ensure propef and
sustained growth of c¢rops being grown and to enable more
crops being raised which could not otherwise be grown. With
the introduction of modern inputs, the wuse of irrigation
alongwith fertilizers and improved varieties of seeds has
increased to a great extent. Availability of perennial
irrigation, not only raises the cropping intensity but also
enable the farmers to use best quality of seeds, and can
earn more profits. Irrigation raises farm employment and

inconme and thus provides means for capital formation.

Himachal Pradesh is one of the States which could not
be benefited more through new farnm technology/green
revolution. This has been mainly due to poor production
base in terms of irrigational facilities, mountaincus
topography, non-suitability of available farm technology to
prevailing environment/production base, etc. Consequently,
the growth in agricultural sector remained almost stagnant
during the last one decade; and the State had to depend
heavily on food grain imports from other States to feed its
evor increasing population. The poor performance is due to
lack of irrigational facilities and non-suitability of the

developed farm technology in hill areas. This ray he

L]



substantiated from the fact that net irrigated areabduring
last one decade increased merely at the rate of O.137 per
cent pér annum, while the vyield of major crops declined.
substantially. Fertilizer use per hectare was as‘low as 17
kgs. which is the half of the national averaQe.
Consequently due to lower returns and higher risk involved
in crop productio:. there was no force which can mctivai:»

farmers to go in for intensive or.extensive cultivation.
Hence cropping intensity and net sown area in the State did
not show any upward trend. Further, stagnancy in net area
sown and cropping intensity may also be attributed to the

limited alternative uses of land due to rainfed conditions.
The Problem:

The main‘ objective of dévelopment planning in the
under developed hilly areas is to achieVe higher' standard
of living for the | process through generating more
enployment, and increasing productivity of per unit of land.
In hilly areas like Himachal Pradesh, :the potentiél for
industrialization is very low, hence the farm sector is and
would remain the major employer. The question géneréiiy
raised is whether the farm sector will be able to absorb
growing labour force and provide satisfaétory income and
standqru of living to local people in the State. Due to
varied agro-climatic conditions and ﬁild climate Himachal
Pradesh has vast potential for the production of various
crops like fruit, vegetables, ginger, potato and vegetable
seeds etc. These crops have good'demand in the marketsvof
plains. The studies conducted in the State clearly ‘reveal
that both farm income and employment could be substantially .
increased by shifting suitable area from cereals crops to
these crops. Since the preduction of these crops is highly
risky venture in the absence of assured irrigation.
Therefcre, commercialisation of agriculture through

pPropagation of high pay off crops can play an important role

Lo



in the econonic development of Himachal Pradesh if adequafe
infrastructural facilities particularly irrigation are made

available to the farmers.

Keeping in view all these factors in mind, the
present study has been Ace=i~red to evaluate the impact of
irrigation on socin-economic structure cf farm families in

llinacnal Pradesh.

Based on this broad aim, the following specific

objectives are enumerated.
Objectives of the Study:

1. to assess the level of social structure of sampled

farrers;

2. to study the impact of irrigation on income,
epployment, education, introduction of nodern
technology of farming, cropping 1intensity and

production pattern of the farmers;

3. to examine the pattern of inequality in the
distribution of agricultural incone after the

int:r duction of irrigati.n facility.

Irrigation Pattern:

In Himachal Pradesh cultivated land was 98026
hectares and out of this, 17.7 per cent covered under
irrigation during 1987-68. The sources of irrigation are
different 1in different parts of the State due to varied

agro-climatic cenditions prevailing in the State,{Tehble

1.1y, The EKuhls are the main scurce of water in all the
distr.ct in the State. Besides Kuhls, canal is also the
source of irrigation 1in Sirnour, Solan and Bilaspur

district. Tank irrigation 1is observed only 1in Solan,
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Hamirpur and Sirmcur district. The irrigation through tube
wells is relatively high in Una district followed byi
Sirmcur, Solan, Mandi, Bilaspur, Kangré and Hamirpur. On
the whole, the proportion of irrigated area under kuhl,
wells, tube wells, canal, and tank in the State was 85.84,
6.74, 6¢.84 and 0,06 respectivelv Juring 1987-88.

The net and ¢ros:z irrigated area has not shown
significant growth in the State (Table 1.2) due to stagnant
conditions during the last one decade, wuneven topography,
terraced fields, small land holding and high cost value in
installation of irrigation systen. Besides this, temporal
distribution of water flows, incompatibility between hill
terrain and conventional approach of irrigation systems and
fail:'re to develop appropriate irrigation design suited to
the terrain are the important responsible for this. Despite
this, 1little has been achieved for the development of
irrigation in the Sta%te by way of installation of minor
irrigation project with the aid of International Agencies
such as HALWD.

The Hill Area Land and Water Development Project
(HALWD) was established in September 1964 tco support State's
initiatives in developing land and water resources. 1In this
project aumber of minor i rigation schewes have been
installed in the State with the financial assistance of
USAID through Depar.ment of Irrigation, Public Health and
Agriculture. Beside the creation of new schemes, some
traditional systems mainly of gravity flow schemes were also
renovated under this project. The irrigation schenes
installed/created under HALWD project helped farmers in
increasing productivity of crops, cropping intensity and
induced them to shift their land towards commercial crops

such as vegetables, etc.



Chapter -II
. METHODOLOGY

This c¢hapter presents the methodology used for
selection of study -reas, selection of <ample, collecticr of

data and analytical techunigues used in the study.

Sglection of Area and Irrigation Schemes :.

The present study is based on the data collected
from Shimla and Bilaspur districts of Himachal Pradesh.
These districts were ‘assigned for this study by HALWD
Projzct Cell of Irrigation and Public Health Department of
Goverenment of ‘Himachal Pradesh. For the Study purpose only
those irrigation schemes were considered which were under
HALWD Project. Thus, for the selection of 1irrigation
schenes, a list was prepared with the help of I & P.H.
Department. It was considered worthwhile to éelect one flow
irrigation scheme which 1s most familiar in hill areas and
one lift irrigation system, which is developing as a new
irrigation system. Moreover, the systems of these two
schemes are different from each other. Therefore, for
evaluati..3 the impact of irrigation the following schemes

were finally selected:

Shimla District : Lift Irrigation Scheme, Panesh
(i.e. Kanda-Panesh LIS).

Bilaspur District ¢ Flow Irrigation Scheme, Gallian
(Gallian~-FIS).



Data Collection:

A preliminary field visit was made to get an idea or
overview of the cultivation practices, irrigation system,
customs and traditions, etc. of the command area of
selected schemes. A questicnnaire was developed based on
this visit. A nmultidimensional procedure was adepicu  ou
~collect relevant information to meet ocut the objectives of
the study. The procedure include panel discussion,
interview of individual cultivators and FPradhan of Gran
Panchayats, Patwaris, etc. Preliminary data in respect of
socio-economic structure, land utilization, cropping system,
input used, livestock and farm problems was cbllected by
personal survey method on pre-tested schedule/questionnaire
for the year 1990-91, The secondary information related to
various aspects of irrigation and farming of Himachal
Pradesh was obtained from various departments of Himachal

Pradesh Government.
Data Analysis:

The general information regarding socio-economic
structure, such as information on family size, work force,
occupation, educational status, land utilization pattern,
cropping pattern, productivity of crops and cropping
intensity and value of assets were calculated by simple

tabulation procedure.

The concepts used in working out costs and returns

structure of crops are sumnarized as follows:
Cost A?*
It pertains to all paid out costs or expenses

incurred either in cash or kind or hired labour, owned and

hired oxen labour, seed, manure (both purchased and farm



produced) irrigation charges, intérest_paid in cash on crop
loan, depreciation of implements and other implements

mailntenance charges.

Cost b. Cost A? + imputed interest on owned fixed

capital + imputed rental valuz of owned land.

Cost C: Cost B + imputed value of family labour.

Gross  Farm Income: Defined as gross value of output

including by-products priced at farm harvest rates.

Net Farm Income: ‘This represents the remuneration for the

farm management and has been calculated by deducting

farm expenses from the gross farm income.

11



Chapter -II11

SOCIO-ECONOMIC STRUCTURE OF SAMPLED FARMERS

Socio-economic conditions ou farmers greaciy
affect the organization and management of farms. The nature
of ownership of land, cropping pattern, work force, size of
family and educational level of farmers have great bearing
on decision making process of the farms. Therefore, in this
chapter, salient feature of the scheme, socio-economic
aspects of the beneficiaries "and non-beneficiaries
householde selected  in command area of LIS Shimla district

and EIS in Bilaspur district have been discussed.
Salient Features of the Schemes :

LIS Kanda-Panesh:

Water flowing in nala was diverted to a catchpit
where ¢ electric operated pumps are lifting water to the
site (Panesh). Lifted water used to rise in a 9" iron pipe
whose length is 1950 mt. wupto its distribution site. The
flow of water decreases durina summer and it remain constant
i.e. 9" during sowing season of Rabi crops. At its
distribution point water flowed into RCC pipes with 6"
diameter and these pipe irrigating fields by further
distribution into 3.5" pipes. The length of these RCC pipes
is about 3790 mt. There are 7 out lets, three in Panesh two

in Glot and one each in Fagera and Shilrco (see map in

appendix). The number of these cutlets are going to ha
increased shortlv. Directions of flow cf water can be
undevstand 1in a map given in annexture. The = LIS

Kanda-Paresh is irrigating about 32 hectare, in all.

Y
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F1S Gallian:

Sukar Khad is the source of water for this scheme from
where a Kuhl has been constructed. The total length of the
kuhl 1s 1185 mtrs. out of which 1250 mtrs. have been
completed in all respects. At present the kuhl 1is
benefiting two villages i.e. . Paniyaia and Daloh. In fact,
there was an old kuhl originating from similar point of the
new one. At about 100 mtrs. distance the old channel was
diverted into new channel indicating a rised level of water
and proved suitable for unirrigated field arcund (see map in

appendix).,
Family Size:

The study of family size is important from the labour
point of view. The average family size of beneficiary and
non-beneficiary household of Kanda-Panesh 1lift irrigation
scheme is given in Table 3.1. An examination of family size
among different categories of households. of beneficiary and
non-beneficiary revealed that the persons per family were
comparatively highér among beneficiary than non-beneficiary
households under study. On an average, per household number
of persons were 6.66 among beneficiary and 6.40 among
non-beneficiary households. - further, table indicates that
the number of persons per family increased as the farm size
increases in both the cases i.e. beneficiary and
non-beneficiary in command area of Kanda-Panesh 1lift

irrigation scheme in Shimla district.

The average number of persons per household among
sampled households selected in command area of Gallian Flow
Irrigation Scheme in district Bilaspur are presenfed in
Table 3.2, It can be observed from the table that the
number of perscons per family were relatively higher among
nen-beneficrary households than beneficiary households. The

nunber of persons per households in case of non-beneficiary

et
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were 6.1 while in case of beneficiary households the average
family size was 5.85 perscns. Among beneficiary households
family size increases as the farm size increased. - On the
other hand, number of persons per household among known
beneficicries were relatively lesser in case of small

farmers than marginal farmers.

On the whole, the family size was found to be higher
among sampled households of LIS in Shimla than FIS in

Bilaspur district.
Sex Ratio:

Female sex ratio was higher among non-beneficiary
househol?s than beneficiary households in LIS Shimla (Table
3.1). Number of families per thousand of male were 834 in
non-beneficiary and 820 in beneficiary households. The
females per 1000 of male were relatively higher in case of
small categories of farmers followed by marginal and lesser
in medium farmers of beneficiary housecholds. In case of
non-beneficiary households, the females per 1000 males were
higher in medium category of farmers followed by marginal

"and lesser in small farmers.

In case of FIS in Bil:ispur district, the sex ratio
was more among beneficiary households +han non-beneficiary
households. The number of females per 10060 males were 878
in beneficiary and 774 in non-beneficiary hcuseholds(Table
3.2).

Educational Level:

Education 1is an important factor for the economic
developnent of any scciety. For scientific management of
the farms, the educaticnal level becomes more significant.
which will determine the profitability of the innovations.

For obtaining better productivity of crops, the knowledge cf

1/
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different modern 1inputs and techniques of production and
marketing is essential. For this educational level of every
member of farm family plays a crucial role. Keeping 1in
view the importance of eduzation, the level of literacy of
sampled households Was worked cut and presented in Table 3.1
and 3.3. From the table it can be seen that more than 56
per cent of the total family menbers were literate in case
of beneficiary and 60 per cent in non-benéficiary
households, of Kanda-Panesh LIS. The rate of literacy among
different category of beneficiary households was higher in
small followed by marginal and medium categories of
households. Among non-beneficiary households the literacy
rate was positively related with the size of farms.
Further, Table 3.3 revealed that the proportion of family
membe:s having education above middle standard were higher
in case of non-beneficiary households as compared to
beneficiary households. The proportion of graduates 1in
total literates was 4.44 per cent in beneficiary and 1.95‘

per cent in non-beneficiary households of Kanda-Panesh LIS.

The educational status of family member of sanpled
households in Gallian FIS is presented in Tables 3.2 & 3.4
It may be seen from the table that the literacy rate was
relatively higher (64.16%) in case of beneficiary households
than non-beneficiary hcusekslds (47.36%). The level of
education of beneficiary households was better than the
non-beneficiary households of this scheme. In case.of
beneficiary households, proportion of graduates and Higher
Secondary persons in total educated persons was 3.60 and
17.72 per cent while in case of non-beneficiary households
the proportion was 1.77 per cent and 11.24 per cent

respectively (Table 3.4).
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Occupational Pattern:

All the persons in the age group of 16-60 years Thave
been considered as workers. . Every worker in the family was'
asked abcat primary and secoi.lary occupatioans followed by
them during the period of study and the results are

summarized in Tables 3.5 to 3.8.

Primary Occupation: Cultivation was the main occupation of

81.62 per cent of the workers and 17.84 per cent of the
workers reported service in public/privateisector as their
main occupation among beneficiary households of Kanda-Panesh
LIS (Table 3.5). In case of non-beneficiary households,
78.09 per cent of total workers reported agriculture as
their main occupation while 20.78 per cent of the toctal
workers reported service as their main occupation. The
other occupation followed by workers of beneficiary and

non- beneficiary was business and only one worker each in

both the categories was engaged in this activity. The
participation of males and females in various activities
is also presented in the Table 3.5. It may be observed

fronm this table that only agriculture activity was
undertaken by males and females workers in both the
beneficiary and ncen-beneficiary households. While service

and business activities were entirely done by male workers.

The proportion of workers.of Gallian LIS engaged

in various activities is shown in Table 3.6. It may be
seen from this table that among beneficiary houvseholds
about three-focurth of the total workers were engaged in
agriculture ,one-fifth in service and 4 per cent in

non-agriculture labour. The other activities were business
which accounted for two per cent of the total workers. The
main Nccupation of the workers of non-beneficiary households
1s also presented in this table wherein it nay be observed
that about 63 per cent workers were engaged 1in agqriculture

and 23 per cent in service. The proportion of total



worhers engaged in  wage labour in non-agricultural
activities was 4.8 per cent while 8.17 per cent reported
other activities i.e. rural artisan work. As far as
participation of females worker is concerned, it was
observed -“hat enly in agiicufture activities and the other
activities were carried out by male workers only. Anonyg
non-beneficidry households, fenmaies WOLrkers were 2ugaged i

agriculture and other activities (i.e. rural artisans etc.).

Secondary Occupation: The secondary occupational structure

of the sampled workers in both the schemes under study was

also studied alongwith their main occupation . Tha
propartion of workers vundertaking any subsidiary
occupation is given in Table 2.7 and 3.8 . Here K too,

cultivation was preferred followed by wage labour in
non-agricultural activities, business and other activities
anong workers of beneficiary households in command area of
Kanda-ranesh LIS. Anong non-beneficiary households, nmnore
than 96 per cent of the workers reported agriculture as
their subsidiary occupation. The female participation in
subsidiary activities was nil in case of beneficiary
housel 51ds while in case of non-beneficiary households
fenmales wcrkers vreported agriculture as their subsidiary
occup..'ron . The other occupations were reported by male

workers only.

The troparticn of workers engaged in  various
subsidiary activities is given in Table 3.8 for Gallian FIS
in Bilaspur district. it may be seen from this table that
77 per cent cof the total workers reported agriculture and
about 19 per cent service as their subsidiary occupation in
case of beneficiary households. Only one worker 1in service
and cne in other activities was engaged during the period
of svrvey of this study. In case of non- beneficiary
heusel2id¢s nearly 532 pa2r cent of the workers reported
ajgricultiare as their subsidiary cocupation and 2.04 as

business, The fenale puriicipoticn was observed only in



agriculture while other occupations were carried out by nale
workers only} Arnong beneficiary households, all subsidiary

activities were carried out by male workers only.
Size of Loldings:

Land holdings in Himachal Pradesh are generally
small. As a result 63 per cent of the total farmers in
case of beneficiary of Kanda-Panesh LIS were marginal, 24
per cent small and 8 per cent were medium (Table 3.9). The
proportionate share in land of these categories was 53.2 per
cent, 34.51 per cent and 12.28 per- cent respecti#ely. The
same trend was observed in case of non-beneficiary
households. The average size of operated land Qas 0.62 ,
1.25 and 2.40 ha. in margihal, small and medium farms of
beneficiary households respectively (Table 3.10). On an
average per farm cultivated land was 0.92 ha. among
beneficiary farmers. In case of non-beneficiary farmers,
the average size of cultivated land was 1.08, ha. which is
0.54 ha. in marginal , 1.44 ha. in small, and 2.95 ha. in

medium farners.

The number and area possessed by various categery of
farmers in Gallian FIS is presented in Table 3.9. It may be
observed from the table that the proportion of marginal and
small farmers 1in total was higher while the proporticn of
total land possessed by them was éomparatively lesser than
the medium category of farmers in case of beneficiary. In
case of non-beneficiary farmers there were only marginal and,
small farms in the sample. The average size of operational
holding was 0.77 ha. in beneficiary and ©0.52 ha. in

non-beneficiary farmers (Table 3.10).



L.and Gtilization Pattern:

The land of the sampled farmers was not fully
cultivated, The land owned by these farmers were partly
cultivat. | and partly used ¢s; ghasni (grass land, Table
3.100. This was true for all categories of farmers in each
of the two command areas of irrigation schemes under study.
The proportion of land under ghasni was relatively higher
anong beneficiary farmers than non-beneficiary farmers. The
percentage of total land under ghasni ranged between 33.33
per cent anmnong medium farmers to 65.90 per cent among
marginal farmers in case of Leneficiary farmers while 1in
non-beneficiary farmers it ranyged between 34.90 per cent

among small farmers to 49.33 per cent among medium farmers.

The utilization of land among sampled farmers of
Gallian FIS indicated that area under ghasni was 44.79 per
cent of the total land in case of beneficiary farmers which
1s slightly lesser (42.91%) in case of non-beneficiary
farmers (Table 3.10). The proportion of total land under
ghasni among different categories of beneficiary farmers

showed that the maxinum proportion was in medium farmers

(51.75%), followed by marginal farmers (42.15%) and minimum
(39.05%) in small farmers. In case of non-beneficiary

farmers, the prerorticn of +*rotal land under ghasni was
higher among small farmers (65.29%) than marginal farnmers

\340\:4\;)-

On the whole, the proportion of land under ghasni was
conparatively higher among different categories of samplied
farmers in Kanda-Panesh LIS tﬁan Gallian FIS. The average
total land per farm was 2.3 hectares in case of Kanda

Panesh LIS and 1.39 hectares in case of Gallian FIS.
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Irrigated Land:

The cultivated land under 1irrigation among sanpled
farmers of Kanda-Panesh LIS is given in Table 3.11 wherein
it may be seen that on an average, 29.80 per cent cf the
cultivated land was under irrigation. The preportion of
irrigated land to total cultivated land was higher among
medium farmers followed by marginal ahd lesser in case of
small farmers. Among farmers of Gallian FIS command area,
the proportion of <cultivated land under irrigation was
relativelv higher among small farmers followed by marginél

and lesser in medium farmers.
Cropping Pattern:

a study of cropping pattern would reveal thé
propecrtion of area under different crops. Economic studies
on cropping pattern normally emphasize two important
characteristics of agricultural land viz. its heterogeneity
and possibility of crop substitution. Heterogeneity arises
from agro~clinatic differences which include soil,
temperature, rainfall etc. differing fromyregion to region
within the State. Difference in irrigatiohal facilities
also contribute to land heterogeneity among regions. .The
total area devoted to various crops by different categories
of sampled farmers in LIS is given in Tabkle 3.12. It may
be observed from this table that like elsewhere in the
State, «cereals predeminate the cropping pattern accounting
for about 71 per cent of the gross cropped area anong
sanpled beneficiaries farmers of Kanda-Panesh LIS. anocng
cereals wheat, maize and barley were the major crops

accounting for 39.29, 30.80, and 1.1%5 per cent of the gross

cropped area respectively. The irrigation facilities were
provided by the USAID through LIS and hence farners
cultivating vegetables on their farms. The proportion of

vegetables including ginger were 29.12 per cent of the gross
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cropped area. The proporticn of gross cropped area under
vegetable crops was relatively higher among marginal'farmeré

followed by medium and small farmers of this scheme.

Tl cropping ‘pattern of sampled non-beneficiaries
farmers of the area is also presented in Table 3.12 wherein
it mav ke observed that the farmers were growing traditional
crops on their land. This may be due to the lack of
irrigational facilities on the farms of these farnmers.
Maize, wheat and barley were the important crops grown by
these farmers accounting for 45.31, 44.65 and 1.20 per cent

of the gross cropped area respectively.

Proportionate area under various crops in.different
categories of beneficiary farms of Gallian FIS is given in
Table 3.13. It may be observed that wheat, maize and paddy
were the popular crops grown by the sanpled beneficiary
farmers of this scheme claiming about 88 per cent of the
gross cropped area. The area under commercial crops 1i.e.
sugarcane, onion, berseem and potato was 6.83 per cent of
the gross-cropped area. dn the other hand, these crops were
not grown by the non-beneficiaries farmers of this area
(Table 3.121), Therefore, after introduction of irrigation
in the command area of this scheme, farmers shift some land
towards these commercial crops. The farmers who have all
the land wun-irrigated growing traditional crops. The
inportant crops grown by these farmers were maize, wheat,
paddy accounting for 44.49, 48.42 and 5.64 per cent of the

gross cropped area {(Table 3.13).
Livestock Composition:

Livestock rearing is also important sector providing
erplcevmznt and incomz to the farmers. The number of various
livestock possessed by sarpled farmers of Kanda-Panesh LIS
is given 1n Table 3.14. It may be seen from this table that

the number of livestock per farm were relatively higher
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among non-beneficiary farmers of this scheme. The total
nunber of livestock per farm were 9.7 in non-beneficiary
farmers and 7.48 in beneficiary farmers. The number of
livestock per farm increases as the farm ‘size increase 1in
beth th. categories i.e. Leneficiary and non-beneficiary.
Among various livestock possessed by these farmers, cattle
accounted for about 45 per cent in beneficiary and about 40
per cent in non-beneficiary farms of this area. Buffaloes
constitute about 26 per cent and 20 of the total livestock
respectively. The proportion of sheep and goats were
relatively higher (22.26%) 1in non-beneficiary and lesser

(8.29%) in beneficiary farms.

Per farm livestock possessed by beneficiary and
non-beneficiary farmers of Gallian FIS is presented in
(Table 3.15). On an average per farm total number of
livestock possessed by heneficiary were 6.7 while the nunmber
of livestock per farm were 5.36 in non-beneficiary farmers.
The number of liyestock per farm among beneficiary farmers
were directly related with the size of holding while in case
of non-beneficiary the situation was inverse. Among
different livestock possessed by beneficiary farmers 27.35
_per cent were buffalioes, 20.67 cattle, 35.59 per cent
sheep/yoats and 0.88 per cert horses and nmnules. Anong
non-beneficiary farmers the proportion of buffaloes, cattle,
sheep/goats was 24.99, 31.34, ard 28.73 per cent

respectively.
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Chapter -IV

TMPACT OF IRRIGATION ON CROP PRODUCTION SYSTEM

Trriomation has a key role in the development of
agriculture by way of intensive cultivation. It helps in
bringing more area under double cropping, increasing vield
rates, prémotion of short duration crops like vegetables,’
etc. In this chapter an attempt has been made to study the
impact of irrigation on cropping rattern, yield, input use,
net returns from various crops, etc, in command areas of
Kanda-Panesh UIS in Shimla district and Gallian FIS in
Bilaspur district. The impact of irrvigation based on above
rentioned indicators was evaluated by "with" and "without™
approachk, 1i.a. bheneficiary and non-beneficiary farmers in

the comnmand areas under study.
Change in Cropping Pattern:

Cropping  pattern indicates the level of development
and the economic prosperity of the region. If the
propet -i~n of area under a hiqh value crop increases, 1t is
likely to resili un iacieczt- .o *h=2 total farm returns. .
Irrigation  facilit plays an importar” role in determining
the cropplng pattern. Cropping pattern of beneficiary and
non-benetf.ciary farmers of Kanda-Panesh LIS indicates that
the irrigation facilities provided to the farmers induced
them to shift towards high value short duration cash crops
(Table 3.1). The farmers who received irrigation water fron
LIS were growling veagetable crops like tomato, cauliflewer,
cabbige, <©v2psicum and brinjal on  their farms. While
non- =sneficiary farners of th2 same area were not growing
these cuoepe due to lack of idrrigation water. Thus,
irrigatica fZesilities provided by USAID through LIS to the

farmers c¢f tanda-Panesh ar=ac 1nduced them to shift their
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land towards cormercial crops. The proportion of these
crops on the £farms of these farmers was 28.32 per cent of
the gross crogped ares. The proportionate area under these
crops was marginally highar on marginal farms followed by
small anu wedium farms showing positive relationship with

the €i1ze of holding.

A comparisdn of cropping pattern between beneficiary
and non-beneficiary farmers of Gallian FIS 1indicated that
beneficiary farmers growing sugarcane, barseem, potato and
onion which we:e not grown by non—beneficiéry farmers (Table
4.2). The irrigation facilities provided by USAID through
FIS to the farmers of this area encouraged them to grow
these crops. Moreover, these crops cannot be .grown 1in
rainfed condition in the area under study. The area uvnder
these crops was 6.84 per cent of the gross cropped area
among beneficiary. The proporticn of groes cropped area
under these crops was relatively higher in small farmers
(8.80%) followed by marginal farmers (7.42%) and lesser

(4.29%) in mediun farns.
Cropping Intensity:

The cropping intensity on the farms of wvarious
categories in both toe sir.gation schemes under study is
presented in (Table 4.3). It may be scen from the table
that intensity of cropping was relatively higher on
non-beneficiary farms than beneficiary farms of Kanda-Panesh
LIS. On an average, cropping intensity was 130.74 per cent
on beneficiary farms and 165,22 per cent on non-beneficiary
farms. The reason was that the beneficiary farmers adopted
- vegetable crops on their farms which require fallow land for
the better productien. The size~wise cropping intensity
shows that the rmall farmers 1in beneficiary and marginal
farners 1n non-beneficlary category were growing mere number

of crops on th=ir farms as compared to other farmers.

1%}
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Anong sampled farmers of Gallian FIS the cropping
‘intensity was higher 1in case of Dbeneficiary farms than
non-beneficiary farms. Cropping intensity was 193.51 per
cent among beneficiary farmers and 180.77 'pér cent among
non~beneliciary farms. In case of small categery among
beneficiary farmers, the cropping intensity was higher than
other categories of farnmers. This was due to the reason
that these farmers are growing toria as- a short duration

crop.
Crops Irrigated:

The proportion of total area irrigated in different
crops grown by sampled beneficiary farmers of Kanda-Panesh
LIS is presented in (Table 4.4). It may be seen from the
table that except maize and wheat, entire area under crops
grown by the farmers of this scheme was irrigated. Maize
was grown in un-irrigated land while 6.61 per cent . of the
total area under wheat was observed only among marginal
farmers. Among these farms, the proportion of total wheat
area irrigated was 14.78 per cent of the total area. On an
average, 30.58 per cent of the cropped area in Kharif ahd
30.88 per cent in rabi was irrigated. On the whole, 30.94
per cent of the gross cropped area was ' irrigated among
beneficiary farmers of this scheme. The proportion of gross
cropped area irrigated in marginal, small and medium farms

was 40.18, 25.65 and 23.36 per cent respectively. .

The percentage of total area irrigated among sampled
beneficiary farmers of Gallian FIS is given in Table 4.5.
The table reveals that 0.38 per cent of maize, 1.64 per cent
of black-gram and 12.30 per cent of the total area of wheat
was ifrigated. In case of sugar cane, onion, barseem,
potatos and paddy crops, entire area was under irrigation.
The proportion of area irrigated in Kharif and rabi.crops
was 24.20 and 24.08 per cent respectively. On the whole,

24.14 per cent of the gross cropped area was under
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irrigation. >The proportion of area wunder irrigation was
hiqher in small farms (27.8%) followed by marginal (27.07%)

and medidm farms (16,26%),
Producti ity of Crops:

The " vield of crops depend on soil, climate,
irrigation . and level ‘of irput used. The productivity of
crops 1in a particular area differ according to. the
availability of irrigational facilities. In the absence of
irrigation facilities farmers generally hesitate to wuse
heavy doses of fertilizer etc. required in gfowth of the
plant. Therefore, irrigation facilities have direct impact
oh crop yield. The yield of various crops grown by sampled
farmers ~f Kanda-Panesh LIS is given in Table 4.6. It may
be seen from the table that peas, barley, wheat and maize
were | the comnon crops grown by beneficiary and
non-beneficiary farmers of this area. The per hectare yield
of peas was 35.74 quintals among beneficiary farmers while
it was 31.33 quintals among non-beneficiary farmers. The
yield ‘rate of peas on different caﬁegories of farmers in

beneficiary were higher than the various farms ' of

non-beneficiary farns. The productivity of wheat was also
highe: on the farms of Leneficiary than non-besneficiary
farmers. Cn an  aversgs, “he yield of wheat was 16.68

guintals per hectar~ in beneficiary and 14.46° guintals per

uectdre in non-beneficiary farners. Again, yield of maize
was alsc more (16.05 quintals/ha.) on the farme of
beneficiary farmers than non-beneficiary farmers. But the

vield of barley was lesser on beneficiary farrs than
-non-b_neficiary farmers. This was due to the reascn that
the beneficiary farmers grow this crop for fodder conly while
non-beneficiary farmers use it for home consumption.

. Tie productivity of various crops grown by the
sampled farrers cf Gallian FIS in Bilaspur district is given

in Table 31.7. It may o= cbserved from this table that the
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yield of barley was higher among beheficiary» farmers than
non-beneficiary farmers. O©On an average, yield of barley was
20.66 quintals per hectares in beneficiafy farmefs and 19.85
guintals per hectare 1in non-beneficiary. farﬁefs.' The
average yield of wheat was almost equal on “ beneficiary and
non~beneficiary farms. ‘'The vyield of this crop ranged
between 15.54 quintals per hectare in rarginal farmers to
17.89 quintals in nediun farners. In caée of
non-beneficiary farmers it ranged between 16.46 Quintal to
17.39 gquintals per hectare. The yield of paddy. was 22.98
quintals per hectare in beneficiary farms gnd 22.51 quintals
per hectare in non-beneficiary farmers. The preductivity of -
malze and black-gram was also ‘higher on the farms of
beneficiary than non~beneficiary farms. - On an average, the’
vield of maize and black-gram was 19.84 quintals and’ 4.85'
quintals among beneficiary farmers and.19.25 quintal and
4.72 quintals per hectare among ncn-beneficiary farmers of

this area.

Thus, it can be concluded that the average yield of
all cumpeting crops was relatively more on irrigated farns

than un-irrigated farms of both the schemes under study.

Input Use Pattern

Use of Manure: Per hectare use of gross cropped area of

manure ambng different categories of farmers in Kanda-Panesh
LIS is given in Table 4.8. It can be observed from this
table that beneficiary farmers were applyving more manure in
the crops grown by them as comnpared to non-beneficiary
farms. On an average, 87.32 gquintals of manure per hectare-
of GCA was used by beneficia;y farms and 66.43 quintals by
non-beneficiary farmers. The applicaticn of manure anong
different categories of farmers in case of benaf:ciary

farmers was inversely related with the size of hélding.

{0
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whereas in case of non-beneficiary farmers the quantity . of
manure per hectare of gross cropped area was higher in small

farms followed by medium and marginal farms.

P r hectare of gross zropped gquantity of manure used
among sanpled farmers of Gallian FIS is given in Table 4.9
wherein it may be seen that the non-beneficiary farmers,
applying more quantity of manﬁre than the beneficiary farms.
On an average, per hectare of gross cropped area, 121.90
quintals of manure was used by non-beneficiary farms and
116.27 quintals by beneficiary farms. The use of manure was
directly related with the size of farms in beneficiary and

non-beneficiary farmers of this area.

UCse of Tertilizer: In order to increase productivity of

land, soil nutrients need to be | replenished and
supplemented. The wuse of improved varieties for higher
yield reguires more plant nutrients 1in the form  of
fertilizer to support the added plant growth. The figures
for fertilizer used per hectare of gross cropped area 1is
given in Tables 4.8 and 4.9 indicating that wuse of
fertilizer per hectare of grosé cropped area was higher i.e.
2.03 quintals amonyg beneficiary farms than non-beneficiary
farms, i.e. 1.29 gquintals 1in Kanda-Panecsh LIS in Shimla

district.

The use of fertilicer per hectare of gross cropped
area was also higher on 1rrigated farms than un-irrigated
farms 1in Gallian FIS (Table 4.9). The quantity of
fertilizer used per hectare of gross cropped area was 1.50
qulntal among beneficiary farmers and 1.33 gquintals among
non-boneficiary farmers. Therefore, use of fertilizer was
higher in irrigated conditions than rainfed condition on

both the schemes under study.
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Plant Protection: Use of insecticides and pesticides have

become an urgent need for highly perishable crops..  These
crops are very sensitive in nature and generally get damaged
with various kind of diseases. Therefore, farmers used to
spray chemicals to save the crops against insect and pests
and diseases. It was observed during the course of study
that farmers aprlied these chemicals_ only in vegetable
crops. The value of plant protection material used per
hectare of gross cropped area among different categories of
farms 1is given in Table 4.8 and Table 4.9. It may be
observed from the table 4.8 that use of plant protection
nmaterial was more among beneficiary farmers than
non-beneficiary farms of Kanda-Panesh LIS. On an average,
Rs. 76.10 per hectére of gross éropped area was invested by
the beneficiary farmers while in case of the nonQbeneficiary
farms, it was Rs. 2.25 per hectare. This was due to the
réason that the proportion of vegetable crops was higher oﬁ,
the farm of beneficiary farmers than non-beneficiafy farms.
As very little area was devoted towards vegetable cfops by
the farmers of Gallian FIS so the use of plant protection
material was very low. Only beneficiary fafmers used plant
protection material worth Rs. 6,39 per, hectare of gross

cropped area.

Value of Seed: The value of seed used in cultivation of

crops among sampled farmers of Kanda-Panesh LIS and Gallian
FIS is given in Tables 4.8 and 4.9. It can be observed fron
the table 4.8 that the value of seed used per hectare of
gross cropped area was nigh among beneficiary farmers than
non-beneficiary farmers of Kanda-Panesh LIS. ~ The value of.
seed in case of beneficiary farmers ranged between Rs. 923
in mediunm farms to Rs. 1546 in marginal farmers while it was
Rs. 504 in medium to Rs. 906 in small farmers of
non-l2neficiary farmers. The reason for higher seed cost in -
case of beneficiary farmers was due to use of high gquality

seed as well as more area under cash crops (i.e. vegetable)
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grown by these farmers as ccomnpared to non-beneficiary
farmers. The vegetable cultivation required relatively

higher value seed than cereals.

TF 2 value of seed usec in cultivation of different
crops grown by sampled farmers of Gallian FIS is given in
Table 4.9 wherein it may be seen that the value of seed per
hectare of gross cropped area was comparatively higher ‘in
case of beneficiary farms as compared to non—beneficia;y
farms., This was due to intrcduction of commercial crops
like sugar cane, onion, barseem and toria on the farms of
beneficiary farms, on average, value of seed per hectare of
gross cropped area was - Rs. 236.56 among beneficiary farmers

and Rs. 167.08 among non-beneficiary farmers.

~ Human Labour Used: Human labour used in cultivation of

various crops grown by sampled farmers of Kanda-Panesh LIS
is given in Table 4.8. It may be observed from the table
that the average mandays per hectare of gross cropped area
utilized by beneficiary farmers was  higher than
non~-beneficiary farms on this area. On an average, mandays
utilized by beneficiary farmers were 75.16 per hectare of
gross cropped area and 44.53. days in non-beneficiary
farmers. The same trend was observed among farms of Gallian
FIS (Tabie 4.9}, The average mandays utilized per hectare
of gross cropped area among beneficiary farmers were higher
(5C.54 man days) than nou-beneficiary farmers (46.48 man
days). This was due to the fact that the beneficiary
farmers grow labour intensive crcps (i.e. vegetablés and
other commercial crops) which required more labour than

traditional crops grown by non-beneficiary farmers.

Bullock Labour: Per farm and per hectare of gross cropped

area ntilization of bullock labour in all the crops grown by
sampled farmers of Kanda-Panesh LIS and Gallian FIS is given
in Tables 4.8 and 4.9 respectively. It can Lke seen from

Table 4.8 that in per hectsre of gross cropped area
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utilization of bullock labour was higher (9.47 days) in case
of beneficiary farmers than non~beﬁeficiary farmers (8.36
days) of Kanda-Panesh LIS. While 1in Gallian FIS the
utilization of bullock labour per hectare of gross cropped’
area wa  higher among noi.-beneficiary than beneficiary
farms. On an average, 8.48 bullock days were used on the

farms of beneficiary and 8.67 on non-beneficiary farms.

The above discussion on the utilization of various
inputs indicated that the use of all inputs was relatively
higher on beneficiary farms than non-beneficiary farms in
both the irrigation schemes under study. This suggested
that the irrigation facilities induced farmers to grow
commercial uvrops which are capital as well as labour
intensive in nature. Thus, if assured irrigation facilities
are provided, farmers adopt full or near to full package of

‘Practice in growing various Crops.
3 . - o - v,
Efficiency Ratio in Crop Production: |

To examine the production efficiency of different
crops grown by beneficiary and non-beneficiary farms of
irrigation schemes under study the output-input ratios have
been computed and are presented in Tables 4.10 and 4.11.
The Table 4.10 indicated that cutput-input ratio in
production of wheat. maize and peas was conmparatively higher
in case of beneficlary farms of Kanda-Panesh LIS. The
output-input ratio was 1.28, 1.77 and 1.28 respectively
among beneficiary‘farms while the ratios were 1.20, .15 and
1.20 respectively émong non-beneficiary farms in case of
commen Crops. This means that for each rupee of ihputs
invested on common crops the returns were higher in cacge of
beneficiary farms than non-beneficiary farms. The
outp:it-input ratio in broduction of various crops ranged

between 1.04 te 3.46 among beneficiary farms and 1.07 to



1.31 arong non-bheneficiary farms. Further, the output-input
ratios were higher in cultivation of vegetable crops than

other crops grown by sampled beneficiary farms of this area.

T. 2 output input ratics in Gallian FIS are given in
Table 4.11 wherein it may be observed that in cultivation of
maize and black gram the output—input.ratios were higher in
beneficiary farmers than non-beneficiary farmers while in
production of wheat and maize the ratios were more in
non-beneficiary than beneficiary farms. In case of vpaddy
production the ratio was equal in both the categories. On
the whole, cutput ratios ranged between 1.13 to 1.46 in
beneficiary farms and 1.12 to 1.30 in non-beneficiary farms.
Further table shows that the output-input ratios were.more
in case of commercial crops than 6ther traditional crops

grown by beneficiary farms of this area.
Per Hectare Net Returns From Different Crops:

Per hectare net returns over cost C from different
crops grown by sampled farmers of irrigation schemes under
study are presented in Tables 4.10 and 4.11. t can be
observed from Table 4.10 that the net returns varied from
Rs. 738 1n barley to Rs. 24504 in cauliflower among sampled
beneficiary farms of Kar2a-Panesh LIS. Anong
non-beneficiary farmers the returns ranged between Rs. 160
in barley to 8118 1o ginger cultivation. Further in barley
and ginger the returns from other competing crops were
higher in beneficiary than non-heneficiary farms. The net
returns from peas., maize and wheat were Rs. 2323; Rs. 440
and Rs. 735 per hectare in case c¢f bencficiary farms and Rs.
1577, Rs. 384 and Rs. 492 per hectare respectively in case
of non-beneficiary farms. 1In ginger and barley, net returns
per “ectare were Rs. 8039 and Rs. 78 in case of beneficiary
farms and Rs. 8118 and Rs. 160 respectively in case of

non-beneficiary farms.



The table 4.11 contains the information regarding net
returns from different crops grown by sampled farmers of
Gallian FIS. The table shows that except wheat the net
returns from other common crops grown by beneficiary and
non-beneiiciary farms were more in case of beneficiary
farnmers. The net returns from wheat and barley were
comparatively more in non-beneficiary farmers than
beneficiary farmers. On an average, net returns from maize,
black gram and paddy were Rs. 436, Rs. 646 and Rs. 716 per
hectare respectively among beneficiary while Rs. 383, Rs.
544 and Rs. 696 per hectare among non-beneficiary farmers
respectively. Further, table indicates that the net returns
from commercial crops introduced by'beneficiary farmers were
higher than other crops grown by then. The net returns
from commercial crops ranged between Rs. 1435 per hectare in
sugarcane to Rs. 4128 per hectare in potato among

beneficiary farmers of this area.

Thus, from the above discussion it can be concluded
that impact of irrigation on crop production in both the
areas were observed. Moreover, the beneficiary farmers have
shifted their areas toward high value crops which resulted
in higher net returns. The productivity-of both cereals and
cash crops have increased in the areas where irrigation is
available. The use of purchased inputs such as fertilizer,
HYV seeds, 1insecticides and pesticides was observed to be
more with beneficiaries. The efficiency of production was
also higher in case of beneficiaries in both the command

areas under study.
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Chapter -V
IMPACT OF IRRIGATION ON FARM INCOME AND EMPLOYMENT
In this chapter an attempt has been made to study the
impact of irrigation on farm income of farmers in coniand
areas of Kanda-Panesh LIS and Gallian FIS under study. The
farm income from various crops on beneficiary and
non-beneficiary farms is also discussed in this chapter.

Per Farm Income From Different Crops:

Kanda-Panesh LIS: - Per farm net income from different crops

grown by sanmpled farmers in Kanda-Panesh LIS 1s given in
Table 5.1 and 5.2 for beneficiary and non-beneficiary
farmers. It can be observed from Table 5.1 that cash crops
were the main sources of income constituted about 82 per
cent towards total farm income of beneficiary farmers. In
cash crops, the mnajor contribution was from caulifiower
(28.38%) and ginger (27.71%) in the total farm income. The
other main vegetables were tomato contributing 9.77 per
cent, peas 7.78 per cent, beans 3.17 per cent and brinjal
3.12 yer cent of the total farm income. 1In case of cereals,
wheat contributed nmore than 12 per cent towards total farm
income and contribution from maize towards total income was
5.74 per cent. OCu an average, net income from all the‘crops
grown by beneficiary farmers was Rs. 3591 which ranges
between Rs. 2206 in marginal farms to Rs. 9246 in medium

farms.

Per farm net income from different crops among
non-beneficiary farmers of Kanda-Panesh LIS is given in
Tabi~ 5.2 wherein it may be seen that ginger was the main
crops contributing 47.96 per cent towards total farm income
followed by wheat 27.22 per cent, maize 21.52 per cent, and

peas 2.88 per cent of the total farm income. The prcportion
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of total income from ginger was higher among small farmers
thanl marginal and mnedium farmers. ‘On an average, total
" income was Rz, 1668 per farm among non-beneficiary farmers.
The average per farnm net income was Rs. 918 in marginal, Rs.

e
2377 in  aall and Rs. 3534 i, medium farmers.

Gallian FIS: Per farm net income from various crops grown
by =ampled farmers of Gallian FIS is given in Table 5.3 for
beneficiary and Table 5.4 for non-beneficiary farmers. It
can be chserved from the Table 5.3 that main contribution
was from wheat crop towards total farm income of beneficiary
farmers followed by maize and paddy. The proportion of
total income from wheat, malze and paddy was 45.78, 24.09
and 13.35 per cent respectively. The commercial crops
account for about 16 per cent (i.e. 9.17 per cent from
onion, 5.21 per cent frorm sugarcane and 1.46 per cent from
potato). The lesser contribution from commercial crops:
towards total farm income was due to the low area under the
cash crops as compared to other Crops. On an average, net
income per farm was Rs. 859 among all the sampled
beneficiary farmers of this scheme. The net income per farn
ranges between Rs. 568 in marginal to Rs. 323 in medium
farmers.

The net inrome from Aiffarart crops grown Ly sampled
non-beneficiary farmers of Gallian FIS is presented in Table
S It may e observed from this table that wheat was the
major crop contributing 63.77 per cent towards total farm
income. The countribution of maize, paddy and black gran was
29.99, 6.70 and 0.54 per cent towards total net income per
farm, On an average, net income per farm was Rs. 483 in

merairal and Re, 1201 in small farms.

wn
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Per Farm Enployment:

Orie of the problems that besets the hill economy is to
provide gainful employment to the rural folks. The reason
for rural unemployment in the hills are lack of industrial
development, . lack of skill and absence of proper
diversification of farhing activities. the human labour
used in different crops in different categories of sanpled

farmers in both the schemes under study is discussed below:

Kanda-Panesh LIS: The labour requirements in cultivation of

various Crops grown by. beneficiary and non-beneficiary
farmers of this scheme are presented in Table 5.5. It can
be observed from- the table that vegetables crops were the
main contributor towards total farm employment of
beneficiary farmers of this scheme. On an average, 56.74
per. cent of the total mandays utilized in vegetable crops
growh bf these farmers. Among vegetable' crops, the
proportion of mandays utilized were higher in peas (15.14%)
followed by capsicum (14.01%), tomato (13.82%), cauliflower
(5.09%) and ginger (4.99%), Among cereal crops,' the share
of maize in total farm employment was 24.02 per cent and
wheat 19.24 per cent. On an average, 116.64 mandays were
utilized in cultivation of different crops grown by
beneficiary farmers of this stheme ddring the period of this
survey. Per farm employment of human labour was 70.12 days
in marginal farmers 179.23 mandays in small farmers, and

323.50 mandays in medium farmers.

The utilization pattern of  human labour c¢n
non-beneficiary farms is also presented in Table 5.6 wherein
it may be observed that more than 91 per cent of the total
mandays were utilized in cereal crops (i.e. maize, wheat,
padcvy and barlev). Among cereal crcps, main contribution
was from maize followed by wheat, paddy and barley. The
proportion of mandays utilized in peas and ginger was 4.50

and 4.28 per cent of the tctal ferm enployment. The per
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farm average mandays utilized in all the crops were 46.46 in
marginal, '125.37 in small and 244.8% mandays annually in
medium farms. On the whole, 92.92 mandays annually were
used in all the crops by sampled farmers of non-beneficidry

farms of this scheme.

Gallian FIS: Human labour utilization pattern of samnpiled

farmers of Gallian FIS is presented in Table 5.7. It can be
observed from the table that the proportion of total mandays
used in commercial crops grown by Leneficiary farmers was
27.51 per cent. Among these crops., the main contribution
was from onion followed by sugarcané. The percentage share
of onion in total farm employment was 19.37 per cent and
7.75 per cent of éugarcane. Among cereals, maize and wheat
were the main crops contributing 36.01 and 24.51 per cent
toward total farm employment. On an average 92.86 mandays
were utilized among beneficiary farmers during the period of
this survey. Per farm mandays utilized in marginal, small
and medium farmers were 58.14, 122.61 and 245.60 mandays

annually respectively.

The enployment pattern of non-beneficiary farmers is
also presented in Table 5.7. It may be seen from the table
that the percentage share of maize, wheat and paddy was
59.96, 32.77 and 6.88 per cent of the total farm employment
respectively. On an average, 38.73 mandays in marginal and
68.40 mandays per farm in small farmers were utilized during

reference year.
Impact of Irrigation on Farm Income:

The net income per hectare of cultivated land over
total cost earned by various categories of farmers irrigated
i.e. beneficiary and un-irrigated (non-beneficiary) farmersg
in the irrigaticn schemes under study was computed to work

out the impact of irrigation on farm income of the farmers.
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Kanda-Panesh LIS: The impact of irrigation on farm income

has been worked out with the help of calculating the
difference between net income per hectare of cultivated land
of beneficiary and non-beneficiary farmefs of this schene.
The net income per hectare of cultivated land was higher
among beneficiary farmers than non-beneficiary farmers
(Table 5.8). The difference betwecn these Larws was
significantly more. On an average, net income per hectare
of cultivated land was Rs. 3903.26 in beneficiary farmers
and Rs. 1544.44 in non-beneficiary farms which is 152.73 per
cent higher ‘than non-beneficiary farms} ' The impact of
irrigation on farm income of different categories of farmers
shows that small and medium farmers of beneficiary were
earning Rs. 2924.51 and Rs. 2654.53 per hectare more than
those of non-beneficiary farms, The above = discussions
suggested that the higher income of beneficiary farmers was
due to shift of. crepping pattern towards off-season
vegetable c¢rops which is higher paying enterprise.. The use

of modern inputs was also higher on the beneficiary farms.

Gallian FIS: Net income per hectare of cultivated land from

all the crops grown by sampled farmers of Gallian FIS 1is
nresented 1in Table Z.8. On an average the net income was

Rs. 1745.45 per hectare of cultivated land in case of

beneficiary farmers and Rs. 1061.54 in case of
non-beneficiary farmers. The net income received by
benaficiary farmers was 17.33 per cent higher than the

non-beneficiary farmers. Further, table reveals that the
per hectare net income of marginal category of beneficiary
farmers was lesser than non-beneficiary farmers. But, in
case of small farmers the net income per hectare of
cultivated land was Rs. 419.63 more in cage of beneficiary
than non-beneficiary farms. However, the net income per
hectzre of cultivated land among different categories of
farmers in beneficiary was positively related with the size

of land holding. Arrong marginal, small and mediun

\n
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categories of farmers the net income was Rs. 1113.72, Rs.
1365.35 and Rs. 1429.65 per hectare of cultivated land

respectively.

It may be concluded ﬁrom the above discussions that
the impact of irrigation on farm income was quite higher in
command area of Kanda-Panesh 1lift . Irrigation Scheme in
Shimla district. This was due to the reasons that the well
planned irrigation facilities provided to farms by USAID and
this area is agro-climatically best suited from the
production of off season vegetable crops. Also, the farmers
in command area of this scheme shifted their cropping

pattern towards Vegétable Ccrops.

In Gallian Flow Irrigation Scheme the impact was
negative in marginal farmers, bkut over-all impact was
observed to be 17.33 per cent. In command area of this
scheme farmers shifted toward commercial crops but the area
put under these crops wag very low., It was reported by the
farmers during the period of survey of this study that the
scheme was originally planned for Gallian village area but
due to local disputes the command area was reduced to the
particular villages. The soil of Gallian village is fertile
and suited for growing various commercial Crops. On the
other hand, 1in other villages where irrigation was provided
the soil was not good for the better production of crops.
Thus, the impact of irrigation on farm income was less in
this comnmand area. Further, it was observed that the
farmers of this command area were earning more income from
off-farm activities (i.e. =ecervices in public sector, wage
labour etc. etc.) as compared to the farmers of LIS Kanda-

Panesh.
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Impact of Irrigation on Farm Employment:

Like income the impact of ifrigation on farm
employment was worked out by calculating the difference
between per hectare utilization of human labour c¢n
beneficiary and non-beneficiary farms of irrigation schemes

under study.

Kanda-Panesh LIS The per hectare mandays utilized in

production of crops among sampled farms of this scheme " are
given 1in Table 5.9 wherein it can be observed that on an
average, the labour utilization was higher (126.78 mandays)
among beneficiary farmers than non-beneficiary farmers (i.e.
86.04 man days). The employment on beneficiary farms was
40.74 man days more than non-beneficiary  farms. The_
difference is human labour used was 47.35 per cent higher on
beneficiary than non-beneficiary farms. As far as category’
wise difference in mandays utilized 1is concerned the per
hectare of cultivated land was €C4.71 per cent more on small
farms followed by medium farm i.e. 62.40 per cent and lesser
(31.45%) in marginal farms. Thus, small farms generated
more employment in creop production in the command area of

this irrigation schene.

The net returns per labour day were also calculated
and presented in Table 5.10. The table reveals that the

returns per man day were high on beneficiary farms than

non-beneficiary farms. The returns per man day were Rs.
30.79 and Rs. 17.95 in beneficiary .and non-beneficiary
farms respectively. Among small farms of beneficiaries,

returns per labour day were relatively higher, followed by
marginal and medium farms while in case of non-beneficiary
the returns per labour were inversely related with size of

farn.
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Gallian FIS: The employment generated by one hectare of

cultivated land amcng sanpled farms of this scheme is
presented in Table 5.9. On.an average, 120.60 and 84.04 man
days per hectare of cultivated land were utilized on
beneficiiry and non-benefic'ary farms. Per hectare of
cultivated land the human labour used by small marginal and
medium category or farms was 114.00, 121.4U and iUc.07 uan
days among beneficiaries respectively. The labour used was
26.57 per cent and 74.40 per cent higher in marginal and
small farms of beneficiary than non-beneficiary farms. -On
the other hand, the returns per labour day were more in ali
categories of éampled farms among non-beneficiaries than
beneficiaries farmers. Returns per labour day were Rs.
12.47 and Rs. 13.59 among marginal and small farms of
non-bpeneficiary and Rs. 9.77 and 11.25 respectively in
beneficiary farms. On an average, net returns per labour
day were higher (Rs. 12.63) in non-beneficiary and lesser
(Rs. 10.33) in beneficiary farmers. This suggested that the
non-beneficiary farms providing more gainful employment to

the labour than beneficiary farns.
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Chapter -VI
VALUE OF ASSETS POSSESSED BY SAMPLED HOUSEHOLDS

In the preceding chapter the impact of irrigation on
farm income and employnent was discussed and it was revealed
that the facility of irrigation provided to the farmers
increased their farm income considerably. The increased
income of farmérs would be spent on consumption, <eaving and
investment in shape of assets formation. Thus, level of
different assets possessed by different categories of
farmers 1in the command areas of irrigation schemes is
discussed in this chapter. The purpose behind the analysis
of value of assets possessed by farmers is to examine the
impact of irrigation on assets formation due to increase 1in

farm income of beneficiary households.
Value of Land:

Land is the nwmost vital factor affecting econonic
condition and operational efficiency of farm families.
Man's economic and social progress depends on land. An
attenpt is made here to analvse in detail the wvalue of land
possessed by different. categories of férmers under study.
On an average, the value of lands per farm was Rs. 85027 in
beneficiary and Rs. 75353 1n non-beneficiary farmers in case
of Kanda-Panesh LIS (Table 6.1). The wvalue c¢f land
possessed by different categories of farmers was positively
related with the size of ‘farns in both the type 1i.e.
beneficiary and non-beneficiary farmers. The per hectare
value of different type of land was 62663, Rs. 49327, and
Rs. 25097 for cultivated irrigated, un-irrigated and grass
land respectively in command area of Kanda-Panesh LIS. The
value of irrigated land per hectare was Rs. 13136 more than
the value of wun-irrigated land. Thus, the price cof

-~
3

irrigated land was about 26 per cent higher than the



un-irrigated land. The difference in prices of irrigaﬁed
and un-irrigated per farm was Rs. 2757 in marginal, Rs., 4597
in small and Rs. 7092 in medium farms of beneficiary
farmers. On the whole, Rs. 3546 per farm was the difference

due to availability of irrig-tion in the cornmand area.

The value of various types oI land possessad oy
sampled farmers of Gallian FIS is also given 1in the Table
6.1 wherein it may be observed that the value of all lands
per farm was higher i.e. Rs. 45428 in beneficiary and lesser
i.e. Ks. 28050 in non-beneficiary farns. The value of land
per farm was pesitively related with the>size of farms in
both the categories. On an average, the value of irrigated
land was Rs. 51200 per hectare, un-irrigated land Rs. 37500
and yrass land Rs. 22500 per hectare in beneficiary farms,
On the whole the value of all type of land was Rs. 32682 per
hectare. The value of irrigated land was Rs. 13700 per
hectare more than the value of un-irrigated land possessed
by the farmers of this area. On an average, the value of
land increased due to irrigation was Rs. 1918 in marginal,
Rs. 3836 in small, and Rs. 5343 in medium farms. On the
whole, the deference between irrigated and un~irrigated land
was Rs. 2603 per farnm. Thus, it may be concluded that the
irrigation schemes introduced in both the areas under study

increaseud the value of land of the farmers.
Vvalue of Livestock:

The value of livestock per farm among sampled farmers
of Kanda-Panesh LIS 1s presented in Table 6,2, It may be
observed fron the table that the value of livestock per farm
was relatively higher with beneficiary farms than
non-beneficiary farms of this area. On an average, per farm
valne of livestock possessed was Rs. 11731, amcng
beneficiary and Rs. 12632 arnong non-beneficiary farmers
possess=d lesser number of  livestock than non-beneficiary

farners.

in
\n



- Table 6.3 presents the value of livestock possessed
by sampled farmers of Gallian FIS. On an average, the value
of total livestock per farm was Rs. 1ﬁ353 in case of
beneficiary farms and Rs. 8082 in case of non-beneficiary
farms. The per farm value of livestock has the positive
correlation with farm size in both the categories i.,e.

heneficiary and non-beneficiary.
Value of Farm Buildings:.

In the hilly regions 1like Himachal Pradesh where
farming 1is exposed to the severities of the climate and
vagaries of nature, buildings occupy an important position
of the farms. With the‘ advancement of  production
technology, the importance of buildings has enhanced because
the number of implements, machines, etc. has increased. The
type of building possessed by the farmers also reflects his
economic status. As the income of the farmers increase, the

quality of building also increase.

The value of different type of buildings possessed.by
sampled farmers df Kanda-Panesh LIS is-given in Table 6.4. .
On an average, the value of buildings possessed by
beneficiary farmers was Rs. 37424 per farn. The value of
farm buildings per farm ranged between Rs. 41947 in marginal
farm to Rs. 51333 in medium farms. On the whole the value
of residential hcuses acccunted for 78 per cent,cattleshed
21 per cent, and store 1 per cent of the total value of all
buildings possessed by the beneficiary farmers. The
provision of store for farm products/machinery was observed
only in medium farms. In case of non-beneficiary farmers,
per farm value of ali building possessed by them was Rs.
17878 which is higher on medium farms (Rs. 19430) followed
by -small (Rs. 168238) and lesser (Rs. 12,542) in marginal
farms. .mong different types of buildings, residential

houses accounted for 78 per cent and remaining 22 per cent



constituted by value of cattleshed. - The provision of
separate store for farm production and machinery was not

cbserved in all categories of non-beneficiary farms.

T e value of differen: types of buildings possessed
by sampled farmers of Gallian FIS is also presented in Table
6.4. On an averaye, per farin value of all building was Xs.
28390 in beneficiary and Rs. 21175 in non-beneficiary farms.
The vaiue of buildings possessed by different sizes of farm
ranges between Ps, 26297 to Rs. 46200 in beneficiary farms
and Rs. 20677 to Rs. 25650 in non-beneficiary farms. Anong
different types of building, residential houses accounted
for about 834 per cent of the total value of all buildings
in beneficiary farms and about 81 per " cent in
non-nweneficiary farms. The renaining 16 per cent in cage of
beneficiary farms and 19 per cent in case of non-beneficiary

farms was accounted for the value of cattleshed.

On the whole, it may be concluded that the value of
buildingys possessed by beneficiary farmers was higher than
the non-beueficiary farmers in both the irrigation schemes

under study.
Value »>f Farm Implements and Machinery:

Mechanizatinn of selected farm operations is a key
fuctir 1in the cuccee:ln!  inplementation of an intensive
farming system based on intensive use of yield increasing
technology and nultiple cropping. Due to the sgeasonal
nature of agricultural operations, the farmers are facing
difficulty in the timely and successful performance of
agricultural operations, espvecially during the peak
labour-load periods; at the time cf sowing, harvesting and
thrrshing. To snoothen these pcaks, labour saving devices
can be 1atreduced by mechanizing some selected agricultural
operations. This would nake it possible to introduce

nmultiple crorping or l.bhoor “rnctens’ve crops on the farms.



Thus, switch ove} to mechanical power will not only help the
farmer to adopt more profitable crop rotations. In Himachal
Pradesh, due to small and scattered land holding and
terraced fields the scope of mechanization is very limited.
Except t resher, farmers depcnds moétly on human and bullock

drawn implements and machinery.

The value of different implements and machinery
possessed by sanmpled farmers bf Kanda-Panesh LIS is given in
Table 5.5, On an average, per farm value of
implements/machinery was Rs. 1002 among beneficiary and Rs.
636 among non-beneficiarv farmers of this command area. The
value of there assets among different category of farms
increases as 'the farm size increase in beneficiary farms
while in case of non-beneficiary farms the value was high in
small farms, followed by marginal and medium farms.
Further. table reveals that the thresher and spray pumps
were observed only among small and medium farns of
beneficiagg farmgrs. This indicates that the mechanization
of agriculture was relativelvy more on beneficiary farms than

non-beneficiary farms of this area.

Table 6.6 presents the value of different implements
and i.achinery possessed by sampled farmers of Gallian FIS.
It may be observed from +he table that the value of
implements and machinery was  higher with the keneficiary
farwers than non-benefl.ciary farmers. On an average, par
farm value of implements and machinery was Rs. QSZ in case
of beneficiary and Ks. 503 1in case and norn-beneficiary
farmers., Among different category of beneficiary farmers
the value of implements and machinery was Rs. 523, Rs. 610
and Rs.1672 per farms in marginal, small and medium farmers
respectively. In non-beneficiary farmers the value was Rs.

489 'n marginal and Rs. 638 in small farms.



Thus, it may be concluded-from the above discussions
that the value of implements and machinery possessed by
teneficiary farmers was higher than non-beneficiary farmers.
Further, the machineries such as threshers and spray pumps

were obs rved only large fari:s of beneficiary farmers.
Value of Modern Durables:

The possession of modern aurables and other assets
also determines the level of 1living of the people.
Now-a-days, modern durable items such as. T.V., radio,
pressure cooker, watches, and furniture are owned by most of
the households in rural areas. The Table 6.7 reveals that
these items were observed in all categories of sampled farms
in Kenda-Panesh LIS. The value of modern durables and other
assets possessed by beneficiary households was Rs. 17472
while it was Rs. 16109 in non-beneficiary households. The
values of modern durables and farm size were positively
related with the size of farms in all the sampled¢farms of
this command area. On an average, the value of modern
durables among different category of benéficiary households
was Rs. 15884, Rs. 20771 and Rs. 22212 in marginal, small
and medium farms respectively. In case of non-beneficiary
housei.olds the value of modern durables was Rs., 13375 1in

marginal, Rs. 18885 in small and Rs. 22300 in medium farms.

The value oI nwdern durables and other assets
possesscd by sampled farmers of Gallian FIS is presented in
Takle 6.8. On an average, the value of modern durahles per
household was Rs. 17139 in beneficiary and Rs. 13236 in
non-beneficiary households. The value of mnodern durables
_posséssed by beneficiary households ranged between Rs. 163132
in narginal farms to Rs. 22100 in medium farms while in case
of ~ron-beneficiary it was Rs. 11828 in narginal farmsz and

Rz. 23913 1in small farms.



Thus, ‘the above results confirm that the beneficiary
household's expenditure on modern durables was relatively
higher than non-beneficiary households in  both the

irrigation schemes under studyv.
Inequality in Assets Possessed by the Households:

The value of different assets aﬁd their proportion in
total assets possessed by sampled farmers in the irrigation
schenes is given in Tables 6.9 and €.10. Table 6.9 present
the value of assets possessed bf sanpled_ farmers of
Kanda-Panesh LIS. The pattern of assets held by different
categories of farmers show quite glaring inequalities. On
an averade land represent more than 55 per cent of total
assets, being lowest 1in marginal farms in beneficiaries.
Among non-beneficiaries, value of land,accounted, for more
than 61 per cent which ig positively related with the size
of farms. The value of residential buildings account for
24.55 per cent in beneficiary and 14.58 per e®ent of total
assets in non-beneficiary farmers. In case of farm
buildings, livestock, land and modern durable, the value in
absolute asg well as percentage terms has positive
correlation with farm size among different categories of
benef.iciary and non-beneficiary farmers. On an average, the
proportion of value of livestaclk in total assets was 7.7 per
cent in beneficiar and 10.30 per cent in non-beneficiary
Larmers. The sha.e of farm implerments and machinery in
total assets value, was 0.50 and: 0.51 per. cent amnong
beneficiary and non-beneficiary farmers respectivaly. Among
beheficiary farmers, the percentages as well as absclute
share of implements and machinery in total assets was
directly related with the farm size while in case of
non-beneficiary farmers the proportion as well as absolute
valu~ was higher in small farmers, <fallowed by medivm and
marginal, farmers. The value of wmodern durables. accounts for
11.46 per cent in case of beneficiary and 13.13 per cent of

the total value of assets in non-beneficiary farmers. The
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total value of all assets possessed by sampled farmers bears
positive relationship with farm categorieé in beneficiaries
and non-beneficiaries. On the whole, the value of total
assets worked out to be Rs. 152421 in beneficiary and Rs.

122654 in nen-beneficiary farmers.

The value of various assets possessed by sampled
households of Gallian FIS under study is given in Table
6.10. On an average .land represented 44.55 per cent in
beneficiary and 39.48 per cent of the total assets 1in
non-beneficiary households. The proportion as wzll as
~ absolute value of land was positively related with the farn
sizes 1in all the sampled farmers. In case of farm
buildings, livestock and modern durables, the value in
absolute terms has positive correlation with farm size, but
in percentage terms the relation between farm size and value
of assets come out to be 1inverse. On an average, the
proportion of value of buildings in total aséets was 27.84
per cent among beneficiaries and 29.80 per cent in
non-beneficiaries. The value of livestock, accounted for
10.15 per cent in beneficiary and 11.38 per cent in
non-beneficiary farmers. The share of implements/machines
and modern durables in total assets value, was 0.64 and
16.8i per cent in beneficiaries and 0.71 and 18.63 per cent
respectively in non-beneficlaries, Overall average of the
tectal value of 2!l assets possessed hy beneficiary farmers
ranged between Rs. 8i631 in marginal and Rs. 230596 in
medium farms, On the whole, the total assets value was Rs.
101962 per household among bheneficiaries. In case of

non-beneficiaries, the value of all assets was Rs. 71046 per
household.
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Chapter -VII
SUMMARY AND SUGGESTIONS

The main findings of the study on the basis of data
coliected from sanmpled farmers in cthe command areas of

cselected irrigaticn schemes are summarized as under:

Sumizary of Main Findings:

- . oy - o s MtV A T NS Y T - " T - " " WA - S . W = W W e — e —— n o i —

Items Kanda Panesh LIS Gallian FIS
Bene- Non-bene- Bene- Non-hene-
ficiary ficiary ficiary ficiary

Sampled Farms 50 50 50 50

Family size 6.65 6.40 5.85 6.10

Dependency ratio 0.49 0.80 0.53 ‘ 0.47

Literacy(%) - 56.46 v0.12 64.16 47 .56

Total land (Per Farm

in Ha.j 2.34 2.67 - 1.39 £.90

- Cultivated(ha.) 0.92 1.08 0.77 0.52
- % Irrigated 29.3 - 24.68 -

Grass Land(ha.) 1.42 1.58 0.62 0.28

Cropping

Intensity (%) 165.22 160.74 193.51 180.77

Cicpoing Pattern(%)

- Cereals 71.26 91.24 88.43 98.89

- Pulses - 1.28 3.34 G.94
- 21l zeeds G.40 i.01 1.33 0.17
- Vegetables 28.32 6.47 0.25 0.00
- Others G6.00 0.00 6.59 0.00

Input use per ha. of
gross cropped area:

- F.Y.!.(0tls.) 27.32 £6.43 116.27 121.50
- Fertl.(Xgs.) 203.C0 129.00 150.00 133.00
- Plant Prot(Rs) 76.10 2.25 6.39 0,00
~ 3eed (Rs.) 1219.08 658.42 236.56 .167.08
-  Humwan

. poir{days) 75.16 44.53 58.54 46.48



Itens kanda Panesh LIS Gallian FIS

Bene- Non~bene- Bene~- Non-bene-
ficiary ficiary ficiary ficiary

T e R s A

Productivity. of crops

{kg./ha.)
-  Maize 1v3d3 1574 1984 1925
- Wheat 1669 1446 1664 1665
- Barley 1433 1582 2066 1985
- Peas 3574 3133 - -~
-  Paddy - - 2298 2251
Range of output-input ratio in
crop production: 1.04 1.05 1.13 1.12
to - to to to
3.46 1.31 1.46 1,30
Net .Jeturns from Crops.
(Rs./Ha.) '
- Wheat 735 493 722 778
- Maize 440 384 436 - 38%
- Barley 78 160 ‘ 583 589
- Paddy - - 716 696
- Peas 2323 1577 - ~
Per Farm: i
- Net returns(Rs.) 3591 1668 959 552
- Employmenttdays) 117 93 93 44
Per Ha. cultivated:
- Net income(Rs.) 3903 1544 1245 1062
- Employment (dave) 127 86 121 &4
- Incremental '
Income(Rs,) 2359 - 184 -
- Incrzassd enploymant : :
(days) 11 - 37 -

Value of assets
per farm(Rs.) 152421 122654 101962 71046

- e Un M e ke e e S e o e o e = e A e o W W b o W e W e e e e e o mem



Suggestions:

On the basis of the findings, observations and
discussions with the farmers during the field survey of this
study, . he following problems were identified for which
suitable suggestions have been made for the efficient use of

irrigation in the command areas under study.

1. Socio-economic structure of different families
falling under beneficiary and non-beneficiary groups
reflects that LIS of Kanda-Panesh has proved successful
towards area's specification approach but FIS of
Gallian could not achieve its target in this direction
due to local politics and disppte among th groﬁps of
the society. It was also find out that the farmers of .
FIS Gallian were engaged in non-farm activities. The
reason for more preference for non-farm activitie$ was

due to lack of cash crops in their cropping schene.

2, In Kanda-Panesh LIS, due to poor main£enance of
water pipe line by the I & P.H. Department the leakage
of water from Jjoint of pipes was reported by the
farmers. The farmers whose fields are near the joints
use this walter for irrigation illegally. Moreover,
partiality in distribution4of irrigation water was also
observed in _this command area. In this regard, it is.
suggested that the maintenance and management of
irrigation water shouid be handed over to the villagers
so that they can participate themselves in  the
maintenance etc. The department should also impart
training to the villages in this regard. Moreover, a
suitahle amount should be allotted to the respective
Panchayats for minor repair etc. so that the dependence

on department may be minimum with least formalities.
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Lack of modern inputs like fertilizers,
insecticides/pesticides and HYV seed was reported by
the farmers of command areas under study. Therefore,
to  speed up the process of shifting cropping pattern
tow-rds high value perishable crops, the provisions of
supply of these inputs should be made available to the

farmers in the command areas.

The production of high value perishable crops like
vegetables requires proper knowledge of nodern
agronomic practices. In the absence of modern
techniques in production of these c¢rops, the desired
production cannot be achieved. Therefore, technical
know-how and do-how in the production of these ‘crops

should be provided to the farmers of the command areas.

During the field survey, the problems of
transportation, packing material were reported by the
farmers in marketing of vegetables. 1In this regard, it
is suggested that the cooperative. marketing in

vegetables should be encouraged.
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Table 1.1: Source Wise Irrigated Area in Himachal
Pradesh, 1987-88. S

(Hectares)

Districts Govt. Pvt. Tanks tell and Other Sources Total
Canal Canal Tube-Well and Kuhls

Bilaspur 569 - - 213 3528 4310
Chamba - - - - - - 3513 3513
Hamirpur - - 41 10 1715 1766 -
Kangra - - - 184 32327 32511
Kinnaur - - - - 4373 4373
Kullu - - - - 2105 2105
Lahaul-Spiti - T - - 3092 3092
Mandi - - - 302 13331 13633
Shimla - - - - 4875 - 4875
Sirmour 3818 - 15 1840 8017 13690
Solan 2315 - 515 1126 5804 9760
Una - - - 2937 1461 - 4398
H.P. State 6702 - 571 6612 84141 98026

Source: Directorate of Agri. Census, Himaqhathradesh, Shimla.



Table 1.2: District Wise Net drea Irrigated in Hisachal Pradesh.

(Percentages)
1977-78 (351-83 1947-68
Districts Ya,:of  tageof fage of  lag. of fage of  %age of

Irri, area irri. ared  irrl. area lerd, area  irrl, area irri, area
to net Ly gross trnet . Eagoas Pyt :

area sod aces aItd wowi  dred area soWn  area
Bilaspur i3 B.1 8.8 8.7 13,6 9.4
Chaaba 8.6 1.8 8.4 i1 8.8 16.9
Famirpur 1.8 4.0 5.4 3.9 4.5 4,7
Rangra 9.2 0.4 2.1 97 7.0 29,0
Tinnaur 52,0 55.1 54.7 43.2 56,0 56.6
fulla (RS 4.5 6.1 4.0 8.0 1.7
Lahanl-Spiv. 100.0 100.9 100.0 130.6 9¢,5 9.9
¥andi 15.2 16,7 14,6 16.0 14,0 15.7
Shimla - 6.9 8.8 6.6 7.6 6.6 6.6
Sirmour 25.8 5.7 1.6 2.6 35 1.0
S7laa 17.9 i6.4 20,1 2.3 3.0 2.5
* U 5. 5.0 6.2 5.3 10,0 9.0

B.p. State 16,0 16,8 16.2 16.6 17.4 17.7

Saurce: Directersve of Land Record, Himachal Pradesh, Shimia,



Table 3.1: Demoqraphic Profile of Sampled Households of

Randa-Panesh LIS.

Beneficiaries Non-Beneficiaries

Par{iculars Marginal Ssall Mediun Cverall Marqinal Small Medivm Overall
No, of sampled household 3 12 4 5 30 14 b 50
Total population

Male 149 4 b 183 9% 8 2 178

Penale i 42 18 150 §2 . U 146

Total 199 9 44 333 178 9 §9 n
Sex RatioiFemales per '
1630 males) §26 . 875 692 . 20 854 T 960 834
Family size §.83 .50 1LOD 6.6 5.9 £.7 42 6.4
Workers (16-60 yrs.) ' ‘

Male 16 30 19 128 50 I} 12 g9

Femals §0 2 19 9 48 " i 89

Total 116 58 R 223 98 54 26 178
Proportion of total workers '
of their totai vepulation 63.3 64,44  65.51 66,87 85,05 57,45 5306 55.45
Deperdency ratio 0.32 655 L5209 0.8l 0,74 .88 A
Literacy {%age)

Hale 84,22 81,25 65,38 6685 62 407 80,00 74,43

Fenale 440 G045 - LT B33 4068 . 6.0 546 46,97

Total $5.28 62,22 50.00  %6.46 56,18 3,83 67,35 60,12




Tabie 3.2: Desagraphic Profile of Samp.ed Rouseholds

sf Callian FIS.

Banefiziaries Non-Beneficiaries

Particulars © Fargian Small  Mediem Cverall ¥argimal Small Overall
Vo, of saepled househoid 37 8 § 50 45 5 50
fotal population

Kale 1 b a 156 158 i5 n

Pemale R 25 3 137 120 14 134

Total 193 0 20 M m Pk 307
Sex LatioiFemales per
1060 Males) §s8 1600 §51 478 755 94 m
Firily size 5.2 §.25 19,00 - 5.8 8.16 I8 6.4
Workersi16-60 vrs.)

Nele I 17 19 il4 106 14 120

Fepajz 50 18 i [ 9 88

fota) 128 31 1 192 185 B 208
Proportion of total workers
of tatal population 66,30 6400 BA00 §RRY 66,55 T 67.75
Depeniency .51 0.56 .56 0,53 0.50 0,26 0.47
Literarcyidage ,

Mile 19,90 80,06 6518 8077 6L.02  80.00 53,58

Femis 45,30 .00 5651 45,28 5.0 42.86 26,86

Total 65,08 IO TR eAIE 4804 L7 47,56




Table 3.3; PBducatiosal Status of Sampled Households of
Kanda-Fanesh LIS,

{Nuzber)
Baneficiaries Non-Benefiziaries
Particulars Yargiral  Seail  Medium  Qverali  Marginal  Small dediue  Cverall
Fon school 5 13 5 5 3 6 § "
going childres U156 {id48 (204450 (13510 (17.98) {6.38) (16,330 (14,33
Hliterate 65 13 13 1Y) 57 £ § 9%
(33,160 (4440 Q29,50 027,63 032020 (34.04) (18,370 (30,53
Privary 4] i8 b 85 T4 26 § &b
(20,60 (200 (15.84) {19520 (27530 (294780 <1870 (26.79)
Kiddie 1 2 5 57 2 15 15 51
(16,09} (22220 (1L.36) (1120 (L0 S.9T (30.60) (15.89)
fir. Secondary i 18 § 50 18 11 8 38
{1,590 (1364 (103 GAID {2760 (16,330 t11.84)
Craduates 1 7 4 12 1 1 - 1
(8500 (T80 (91h (3,600 (0.5 (1.06) {0.62)
Bkove jraduates i 1 i i - - - -
(0,500 (5020 (2m (.90
Technical diplora - - - - - -
fotal 108 % 44 i 178 94 {9 LY
{160} {109) {100) LD (1g0)y oty (W {1on

Rote:

Figures in perentheses are the percentages of total iiterate.



f3bie 3.4 Blutational Status of Simpled Households of Gallian FIS,
{Number)
Geneficiaries %an-Beneficliaries
Partizulars darsinal Smil  Kedinm  Overall  Marginal  Small  Kedive  Overall
Fok s2hoe! 15 7 b 8 i 1 35
going chiidren (170 {14,09)  {12.00) (9,560 (12,230 (3.45] {11,40)
[1literate g2 17 3 i 116 10 - 126
{26.94) (24000 (16,00 {26,280 {40750 (34.48) (41,0
Prigary 4 § 14 b - 1 - 1
(23.84) (16,800 (28800 1320 {3.45) (¢.35)
¥iddie 1 § 8 §5 36 6 - 62
{16.50) EAS) (16,600 {18,382 04 (20,89 {20.20)
Br. Seconliry 3 b5 S ¢ 7 - %
SR {16.00) 126,060 (19,79 (2480 (W414) {24.76)
Craduates 10 2 . 3 2 4 - £
{5.18) (400 .00 (4,44 (0.7 13,19 {1,93)
Above graduates 1 - - 1 i - - 1
{9.51) {€.24) {6.35) (0.32)
Technizal diplosa - - - - - - - -
Total 193 30 80 13 n 1 - A7
{1sn {1 1100 tsey {166 {1

¢ Figures 1n varentheses are the percentages

of total literate,



Table 3.5: Occupational Pattern of Sampled Farmers of

Kanda-Panesh LIS (Main Occupa

tion).

(Nurbers)
Beneficiaries
Category Agriculture Service Business Total workers
M F M F M M E
Marginal 49 53 17 - 1 67 53
(73.13) (100.00) (25.38) {1.49) (100.00) (100.00)
Small 15 18 10 - - - 25 18
{(60.00) (100.00) (40.00) (160.C0) (100.00)
Medium 3 8 6 - - - 14 8
(57.14) (100.00) (42.86) © (100.00) (100.00)
Total 72 79 - 33 ~ 1 - 106 79
(67.93) (100.00) (31.12) {0.94) (100.,00) (100.00)
Non-Beneficiaries
Marginal 31 44 23 - 1 - 55 45
{56.36) (100.00) (41.82) (1.82) (100,00) (100,00)
Small 19 24 16 - 1 - 30 24
(63.34) (100.00) (32.33) . (32.33) (160.00) (103,00
Medium 11 10 4 - - - 15 16
(73.33) (100.00) (26.67) (100.00}) (100,.00)
Total 61 78 37 -~ 2 - 100 78
(61.00) (160.00)  (37.00) (2.00) (100.00) (100.00)

Note: Figures in parentheses are the percentage to total.



Ch'a g
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Cacupational Pattern of the Seapled Farmers

of Gallian £15 (¥ain Cocupatisn),

{Nuambers)

Bereficlaries

Others Total workers

Catejiry Arinstture Nan~Agficulture Serviza fusiness
] £ M 3 L | F W F ? i F
Kargina} 33 o 1 - 2 - 1 - b6 46
{52,000 {100,901 (10.61) {37.43) (1.5 {100} {100)
Sr1ll 10 U - - £ - - - - 1 1
(62,50} 150,80 {37,350} {108} {100}
Fediun i1 13 - - 3 - I - 1 n
el 11 0306 (16.67) {16.57) {100} {100)
Total TRRY R T
(54300 {100,500 {7.00) (24.00) {4.00) {100} (100,
Non-Beneficiaries
Marginal 4 7l voo- 8 - r - 9 106 79
(.54 TEREEY (540 {4057 0.0 14.72; {11,39)(100) (1601
saall T SERTEE
(4.8 {190,990 (35,71} {108) (100)
Madius - - - - - - - -
N ¢ ™ I - i - 1 - 9 110 88
0 LR E S {43.00) 8 {10,231{1001{143)
§ler rLigind il pireahoies ars perteniaze bo total,



Table 3.7: Occupational Pattern of the Sampled Farpers of
Fanda-Pancsh LIS (Secondary Occupation)s

 {Rusber)
Benefinlaries
fatsgory Agricultcre Nan-égtzggfgére Busiress Uthers  Total workers
L4 F 4 M F ¥ F " 4
fiarginal 1 - 12 1 1 - A -
{33,353} - {57.15) {4.76) (4.76) (166,00}
Small £ - - - - £ -
(100,08 {100.60)
Nedium 2 - - - - - i -
{100,00] {140, 00}
Total 1% - 12 ! L= n
{51,712} (41.38) {3.45) (3.45) {160.40)
Non-Beﬁeficiaries
Kargiral 30 § - - - 1 - 3l §
(6,370 (160,00 {3.23] {100.00)(108.00)
Snall 12 i - O T ¥ ]
(32,311 (100,000 {7.63) . {100,0014150.00)
Hediun 5 L - - - - - § 1
{160,000 300,000 (160,000¢106.,00)
Total §7 4 - 1 - 1 - 49 13
{95,921 1108.00} {2.04) (1,04} {100,80) (100,021

Note:

rigures in paventheses are percentage Lo total,

o
N



Table 3.8 Gerupation Pattern of the fappled Farmers
of Gallian FIS (3ecundary docupation),

{Rupber)
Benefin aries
ategary Agricultore Yer-dgriculturs Serviee - Others  Total workers
% P F G P FH 3
Karqiral " - 3 - 1 - r - 4 -
{7300 {18.15) 1,270 {2.27) {180)
Seall £ - 2 - - - 8 -
5.0 {25.t0) {100}
edics 1 - 2 - - - - - ¢ -
{7778 {12.12) {160)
tital i - Y - ! - - -
17,65 {19.67) (1.68) (1.64) {1103)

¥oa-Benaficiaries

Kargined i § 1 4 - - - - 9
(5000 (4444 1100.00)1109.00)

Sa3!! - - - - - T
kediug - - - - - R
Tatad it g nooo4 - T

(LED IS (SLED (e (100,001 108,00}

¥ le: Fijures v garentheses are percentages b2 total,



Table 3.9 Kuzber and Area of Land Possessed by Different
Catagory o sampied Parpers, .
{Avea in ha.)

Yanda-Panesh LIS Galiian FIS

Reneficiaries Ron-Beneficiaries  Beneficiaries Non-Benefisiaries

Number  Brea  Number Area Number  Area  Kumber Area

Marginal 34 62,34 W0 39,90 31 KEN S I 1 13516
(68,000  (53.26) {60,000 {20.84) {7400} (479.35) (96.60) (78,41

Small 12 0.4 1 38,99 8 120 3 9,69
(24,000 (54,52} (28,000  (43.38) (16,00} (19.00) ({10.00)  (21.5%)

Hedian o 6l 5 ! - -
(8,000 (12,28 (1600 (26780 {10.00) {33.64) '

Gverall 8 a5 1337 8 b W 44,84
(100 (100} {100 (eer (100 (1500 (100) {160

Nete: Figures given in parenthesis are the percentages of total.



fble 3,10

land Qtilization Pattern of Sampied Farmers,
{% of total)

Beneficiaries

Kon-Bensfiziaries

Categories  ger fars Custivated land Per fare  Cuitivated land

total land  Irri, Uoirrl.  Ghesni tofal land  Irri. Un-irri. Ghasni

(92.) {Ha.)
Tanda fanesh: :
Marginal 1,83 1168 22,42 65.90 1,33 -0 5936
$mall 337 1048 26,64 6Z.88 414 SR L 751 B S U/
Hedlua 3,66 1540 ST 30 5.57 - 8833 56T
(verail LI 1LET g 60l 1.66 - 080 080
Karginal 0.8 1570 LS §.78 - 5404 4506
Szall LES 30,27 43.64 3306 1.9 - 8525 W
Medium .67 8,22 4047 5L - - - -
L3y 154 L1 §.90 - oan

Overall




Table 3.11: Fer Farp Cultivated Land Possessed by Sewpled Parmers.

{Hectare)

Crops arqinii Sraii Hedivp Overall
Fanda-Pagesh L13
Beneficiary: :

- Total 0.62 1,28 2.4 0.9

- Ierigated §.21 §.35 £.54 .27
Fon-Beneficiares(fa,) .54 .44 2,35 1.08
Beneficiary:

- Total - (.51 1.1 2,16 o

- Irrigated .14 .25 .39 g.15
Fon-Baneficiaries{fa.) 0,43 127 Y




Table 3,120 Cropping Pattern of Savpled Farms of Karda-Panesh LIS,

{Percentage)

Bensfiziaries Non-Bereficiaries
Craps fergiral Smali  Hedium  Gverall  Morsinal  Seall  Medium Overall
tharif:
Yaize WA 354 3505 30,80 §4.93 4553 45,50 45.31
Paddy .07 - - 0.0 - - - -
Ginger 10.97 641 5,84 8,10 0,51 - h1 0,39
Bean P I ) SR N VR P 4,34 6,26 300 461
Capsicun .08 34 39T L - - - -
Brinjal 164 195 L4 1M - - - -
Small Millet - - - - - - 6.24. 0,00
Horse grap - - - - 0,51 - 0,60 0,35
Black gram - - - - 8.51 g.42 L2 00
Total 3835 50,08 46,73 4464 50,70 S2,19 51,26 5.4
Rabi:
Wheat £3.99 36,50 35,05 39,28 86,10 45,32 42,50 44,65
Barley 0.26 - .67 L13 i,16 0.21 24 1.20
Yustard - - L1 0.4 0.51 g4 .16 L0
Peas 10,18 668 58 709 A8 Ler L L4
Cabbage 8.26 - 0,93 6.3 - - - -
Cauliflower .68 .08 LW M - - - -
Tomato £ 313 .04 1.5 - - - -
Lentil - - - - 0,25 - 0.4 023
fotal J.65 49,80 5L1D SR 8930 4780 48,74 48.56

Grand Total 19005 100,60 100,00 100,00  160.00 100,00 100.00 100.09
.89 (2,39 (.28 (15D (1.04) (2750 (5.55) {2.06)

Note: Piqures in parenthesis are the per farm gross
eropped area in bectares.



Table 3.43: Cropping Pattern of Sampled Parms of Gallian FIS,

{Percentage)
Beneficiaries Non-Beneficiaries
Crops Farginal  Szail Medium Overall faiginds  Smail ~ Medive  Cverall
faize 35,46 2007 4LSD 35,35 §.97 % - 44.49
Paddy T B KR T W) SR Y £,50 10,13 - B
Black gram - .97 - 1.2 §.43  1.67 - 0.68
Moong - - 3,75 U - - - -
Uzd 9.81 5.61 - 1.63 - - - -
Torla 3,43 - - b.2 - . - -
Kulath .22 1,45 - 043 - - - .
Tetal 50,1 §9,61 ST 4097 50,80 51.04 - 3L
Wazat .70 36,50 3.7 40,67 877 4.2 - 48,42
Barley 0.22 L7 - 0,48 LI 0.8 - 0.34
fustard/Toria 130 1,95 031 L1 ¢, - - .17
Cran 0.2 L3 L13 0.6 - - - -
Sugar-cane PRI 3.9 1.59 K - - - -
Cnicn 3.63 380 L4 e - - - -
Barsaen 151 §.49 1.12 113 - - - -
Bstato 0,22 0.49 0,03 0,25 - - - -
Lentil . - - - - 011 4,88 - .26
Total 85,87 099 405 B0 0,20 48,98 - §.19
Graad Total ~ 100.66 100,00 100.09° 160.08 180,00 106.00 - 100.00
(1,000 {2.05) {4,280 (149 {033 (156 {8.54)

fote: Figures in parenthesis are the per farm grogs
eropped area in bectares,



Tible 3,14 Coppositicn of Diffarent Livestock Possessed
by Sampled Farmers of Kanda-Panesh LIS,

{Percentage)
Type of Bensficiaries Nor-Beneficiaries
livestick . ,
Hargiral Small  Medivw  Overall Marginal Small  Medium Overall

Covs:

In wiik 10,00 1429 25,08 LW 18,15 1497 10,39 1.7

bry 10,43 12,33 1.69 1069 12,0 1897 3.9 10,m

In eilk 1565 17,14 795 163l 166 16,20 7,19 1238

Dry. , .13 9.8 183y % 8,39 L A 80

Bullocks 3,05 2095 1538 .66 19,55 16.9% 15,58 18,14

Sheep L6 0.8 - L .80 17,60 2.7 ALY

Coat g.70 Ly - 6.13 1,50 - - 0,82

Young stock 20,00 21,90 20.52  20.%9 16,92 1760 20078 11,73
Total livestosk 100,00 130,00 100,00 100,00 166,00 100,00 109,60 100.00
Roo of Livestock 6,76 8,75 9.5 7.4 .86 10.14 1280 9.0
per farn




Table 3.15: Composition of Differsnt Livestock Possessed

by Sanpled Farmers of Gailian FIS,

{Percentage)

Type of Beneficiaries Hon-Beneficiaries
livestock ‘ ,
Marginal  Small Hediun Overali Marginal Small  Cverall

Conss

In milk 0,44 - - 030 0,66 - 0,78

Dry 419 - 3.85 208 253 - 2.4
Butfaloes:

In milk 17,54 16,07 13,46 16.67 1.4 16,67 1016

Dry 9.85 12,50 15,38 1501 1,23 LU 1.43

Buliock 18.42 R00 15,38 19.65 8.5 0.1 1836

Poree/Mules . 1,32 - - 00 - - -

Sheep 13.36 10,70 15,36 14,58 16,80 2.2 11,54

Geat 20,0 PA Y R S PH R} 0 KSR VY R N S Y

foung stock 14,91 12,50 115§ 13,59 14,66 16,67 149
Total livestock 10000 100,60  130.00 108,00  100.¢0 106,00  100.00
Ro. of livestock  €.16 1.60 8.67 6.1 515 .20 5.36

per farn

04



Table 1.1: Proportion of Different Crops Grown in Kanda
Panesh LIS.
(Percentage)
Crops Marginal Smail Medium Overall
Beneficiaries:
Cereals 66.38 74.34 74.77 71.26
0il] seeds - - 1.87 0.42
Vegetables 33.62 25.66 23.36 28.32
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
Non-Beneficiaries:
Cereals 92.09 91.06 90.64 '91.24
Nl seeds 0.51 0.41 2.16 1.01
Pulses 1.27 0.42 2.28 1.28
-Vegetables 6.13 8.11 4.92 6.47
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

\r



Tablé 4.2: Proportion of Different Crops Grown in Gallian FIS.

(Percentage)
Crops Marginal small Medium Overall
Beneficiaries:
Cereals 89.60 79.26 93,46 o 88.43
Pulses 1.25 ' 9.99 1.88 . 3.34
Mustard 1.30 1.95 0.37 © o 1.18
Sugar-cane 2.06 3.91 ‘ 1.59 2.33
Onion 3.63 3.91 . 1.49 3.08
Barseem 1.51 0.49 i.12 1.18
Potato 0.22 0.49 0.09 0.25
Total 160.00 100.00 100.00 - 100.00
Non-Beneficiaries:
Cereals 99.25 . 97.48 - 98.89
Pulses 0.34 2.52 - 0.94
Toria Y- - ‘ - -
Mustard 0.21 - - 0.17
Sugar-cane - - - -
Onion ) - - - -
Barseem - - - -
Potato - - - -

Total 100.00 100.00 100.00




Table 4.3: Cropping Intensity on Different Famms.

{Percentage)
Scheme/Categ, ry Marginal® Siall Medium Overall
anda- Panesn LIS:
Beneficiary 143,55 191.20 178.33 165.22
Non-Beneficiary  192.59 190.97 188.14 190.74
Gallian FIS:
Beneficiary 196.08 202.97 189.33 193.51

Non-Beneficiary  193.03 149.61 - 180.77




Table 4.4: Proportion of Area Irrigated Under Different
Crops Grown by Beneficiary Farmers of Kanda-
Panesh LIS.

(Percentage)

Crops Marginal Small Medium Overall
Rharif:
Maize 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Paddy 100.00 - - 100,00
Ginger 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
Bean ~100.00 100,00 100.00 100.00
Capsicun 100.00 100,00 100.00  ° 100.00
Brinjal ©100.00 100.00 10C.00 ~100.00
Total 42.47 25.05 25.00 31.01
Rabi : . ‘
Wheat 14.7 0.00 0.00 6.61
Barley -~ - 0.00 . 0.00
Mustard - ~ 0.00 0.00
Peas 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
Cabbage 100.00 - 100.00 100.00
Cauliflower 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
Tomato 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
Lentil - - - -
Total 38.76 26.26 21.93 30.88
Total gross 40.18 25.65 23.36 30.94

cropped area




Table 4.5: Proportion of area Irrigated Under Differnt Crops

Grown by Beneficiary Farmers of Gallian FIS.
' ‘ ‘ (Percentage)

Crops Marginal Small Medium Overall
Kharif:
Maize 0.76 0.00 0.00 0.38
Paddy 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
Black gram - 0.00 - 0.00
Moong - - 0.00 0.00
Urd 6.67 0.00 - 1.64
Toria G.09 - - 0.00
Fulath 0.00 0.00 - 0.00
Total 27.00 28.36 16.30 24.20
Rabi: '
Wheat 15.03 11,33 8.55 12.30
Barley 0.00 57.14 - 0.44
Mustard 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Gram 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Sugar-cane 100.00 160.00 100.00 100.00
Onion 100.00 160.00 100,00 100.00
Barseem 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
Potato 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
Lentil - - - -
Total 27.14 27.03 16.23 24.08
Total gross 27.07 27.80 16.26 24.14

cropped area

en



Table 4.6: Crop Wise per Hectare Yield of Sampled
Farmers in Kanda-Panesh LiS. _
' {(gtis/Ha.)
Beneficiaries Non-Beneficiaries
Crops Marginal Small Medium Overall Marginal Small Medium Overall
Ginger 54.72 56.94 63.44 .  56.83 55.30 56.56 59.64 | 56.85
Brinjal 74.09 98.34 99.77 89,27 - - - -
French bean 46.72 44.38 47.45 45.49 - - - -
Capsicum 62.69 60.65 61.86  61.75 - - - -
Tomato 70.49  79.09 85.69 76.43 - - ~ -
Peas 33.94 33.28 49.41 35.74 30.60 30.28 23,94 31.33
Cauliflower 74.00 §5.42 59.10 76.53 - - - -
Barley 17.72 - 14.00 14.33 17.04 16.72 16.22 15.82
Wheat 15.54 17.47 12.89 16.69 13,93 14,94 15.81 14.46
Cabbage 62.28 - 60.17 60.86 - - - -
Maize 15.92 15.76 16.73 16.05 15.64 15.41 16.20 15.74
Paddy - - - - 14.86 - 16.14 16.35




Table 4.7: Crop Wise Per Hect. Yield of Sampled
Farmers’ in Gallian FIS.

Beneficiarie: . Non-Beneficiaries

Crops
Marginal Small Medium Overall Marginal Small Medium Overall

Barley 20.46  20.72 - 20.66 19.85 - - 19.85
Wheat 15.54  17.46 17.89 16.64 16.46 17.39 -  16.65
Paddy 23.01 22,42 23.65 22.98 22.44 22.64 - 22,51
Black gram - 4.85 - 4.85  4.63  4.82 - 4.72
Maize 19.73  19.32  20.24 19.84 19.14 19.72 - 19.25
Potato 61.97  57.11 44.08 57.80 - - - -
Onion 48.94  49.58 58.59  50.46 - - - -

Sugarcane 173.36 151.20 252.83 180.72 - - - -




Pabie 4.3: Per Farn ise of Different Irputs among
Sampled Farpers of Kanda-Panesh LIS,

Benefiviaties Non-Beneficiaries
Particulars

Marginal Small Mediun Overall  Harginal Srall Medite Overall

(i) FYM 8,08 20410 359,10 133.60 66,17 195,20 354,04 136,80
fotis) (92,820 {35400 (83.%0) (87.3%0  (6X.62) (70,95} (63.79) (66.43)

(i1} Fertilizer 178 439  8.60 .U i 34T T L6k
{otls.) (ae) L% 2,08 {200 (1161 {141 {1.29) {1.29)

(1i1) Plaat pro- 70,57 168.46 27420 116,44 - .01 1,76 10,40 4.63
tection(Bs.}1{79.23) (70.48) (64.06) (76.18) (L {230 (147 (L5

{ivh Seed (Re,) 1373.51 2857.83 1949.77 1865.19.  666.84  2491.20 2797.85 1438.74
(1843,52) (1070, 2210922, 800 (1215.08) (641,190 (905.89)(304,11)(693.42)

(vl Human fabour 62,95 172,39 325,58 115.00 §6,09 125,13 242.66 9173
fdaygb {75,350 (70020 (76.07) {75.15)  (44,32)  (45.50) (43.72) (44,53) -

(vi) Beliock .96 68 4037 19 9.26 2682 4631 10U
labour(dayeli16.53)  (9.041 (9.43)  (9.47) (8,900 {L0.43) {8.09) (2.36)

foter Yigures in parenthesis are the inputs per
hectare of gross cropred area.
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Tabie 4.9 Per Farm use of Different Inputs Aaong
Sampled Farsers of €3llian FIS,

Beneficiaries Non-Beraficizvies
farticuiars | Merginal  Small  Medium  Overall  Marginal  Small  MHedium  Qverall
EREXTY 165.83 13,40 583,77 1124 9% 15297 - 114,59
{gtls.] 1105837 (111,450 {136.38) (116,270 (L19.54) 133.D) {121.90)
H) Fertilizer 1.36 19 1B .U 1.4 .78 - 1,23
{tis.) (1,36 (L1 (L8 (150 (L33 {5.94) (1,33)
{iii) Plast pro- 6.97 1910 13,04 9.5 - - - -
tertion (2s.) (6,970 (9320 (3.05) (6,39 ‘
{iv) Seed 1Rs,) D045 SI8,60 894,46 352,48 0694 3ht19 0 - 157,26
{23048} 121,930 1208.92) (236.360 (360,17}  {169.08) {167.G8)
vl Peeen labour 55,15 0 122,61 45 .2 303 88,57 - 13,69
{daysi (56,150 (59.81) (57.41) (38.54)  (46.66)  (46.51) {45.48)
fvi} Ballock labour 8,52 16,55 36.79 12,64 115 17,16 - §.15
{days) .50 8.7 (ST (8.48) (8.1 {9.03) ({8.67)

Hate: Figures in parenthesis are the 1sputs used
per hectave of gross cropped area,

b
"



Table §.10: Ter Hectace Wet Income From Various Crops in Kasda-Panesh LIS.

{Rs./ha.)
Harginal Spall fediva Gverall
Crops Cutput-  Nel  Cutput- Nt Cubpub- Ret  Output  Net
Input return  Input  return  Input  return  Imput  retern
ratio ratio - ratie ratio
Beneficiaries:

748 L3 3059
o LW 80
i

Ginger 128 M6 136 9L 13§
Brinjal L7 2% LW B3 LW 5
French bean 126 2152 1,26 075 L4 3 128 2260
Capsicwn 127 3363 L2 1eed Ll 184 1,17 2B
Tomato ORI/ Y D TR 1 ¥ D O -1 15D N 113
Peas - L8 287 L2 W% L.66 REM L8 223
Cauliflower 2,68 24265 3,32 26878 3.4 18637 3.4F 2454
Cabbage .08 %2 - - LEL1MS6 40 959
Haize 1.1¢ 3% L 9 L0 45 L1 44)
Wheat 1.2 35 L2 B LN 846 1.28 738
Barley 1.4 e - - Ny 104 1

Nor-Bereficiarie: :
8577 L3 BLis

Ginger 136 8506 i, [EE N P R

Peas 1,32 28 1,85 1289 116 1y L2 151
Haize LiE 4 Lid ¢ LY 844 LIS 244
Faddy LS 1% - - LU U 11
Wheat Lar 598 1.2 Ly b4 1.2 £
Barley Lig 8 L7 (LRI R I WY 160




Table §.11: Per fectare Incoze Prom Various Crops ia Gailian FIS.

{Gs. /ha.}
Karginal Overall
Crops Cutput-  Net  Ouipat-  Net  Gutput- " het fulput Net
Input  recarn  Iaput  peturn  Input  returs  Input  returs
ratio ratio ratio ratio
Beneficiaries:
Sugarzane  L.64 1667 1.3 977 1.38 1738 L6 1435
Onion L B LM 1937 140 ey LG 1900
Potato L S5 LY Wl L 16144 131 - 4128
Maize L W L §68 1,18 56 L1 436
Black y:3n - 1.4 11 - 1.2 648
Paddy LT 68 L 16 L m LS 716
Hheat Lo 1 13 B O 846 L2 121
Barley L 5% 13 "o - 123 583
Ron-Bepeficiaries:
Haize L L 8 - - 1,12 185
Black gram 121 562 L3 519 - S O VT
Paddy LA s 418 502 - 118 696
wheat i e L3l 835 - - 1.30 178
Barley Ly W - - T T




Table 5.1 FPer Parm Net Income From Various Crops Among

Beneficiaries Parmers of ¥anda-Panesh LIS.

Spall

Marginal ¥ediug Overall

Crops Net Ret Ket Nat

ceturns Yaze Cretwma %age vetmrnz %age  returns fage

(Rs.} (R} (s {2s.}
Ginger L L Y 5] 1439 25,16 28T 23.85 995 nn
Brinjal ¢ LN 249 £33 315 w4 1D 3.12
French bean 1t 0,45 5 6,96 b4 .69 26 YY)
{apsicun 9 4.2 122 L1300 W33 1Y kY
Tomato i) 9,52 518 9,06 1060 1146 3% .77
Peas 263 9,29 175 305 LéM 159 1M nn
Cauliflowe: 628 25,47 19 47 WS 1613 1619 28,38
Barley 1 b4 - - T 0.08 /3 0,06
Wheat 4 10,61 My 1.0 1268 13,98 4 12,28
Cabbage 13 0.86 - - 10y L5 46 1.28
Halze 87 3.04 §2 0 T3 689 .45 X6 5.4
Total 2206 (100.000 5719 (100.00) 9246 (100.00) 3591 (10000}




Tanie §.2: Per Fara Net Iacepe From Varlots Craps Apong
Yon-Tenefroiary Sacwers of Finda-“anesh LIS.

¥arginal fpail gelivm Qverall

{rps et Kot Ret Net

returns  %age  returns  lage  returns  %age  returns %ag¢

{8s.) i26.) {Bs.}) {Rs.)
Ginger 345 11.54 1320 8597 1425 40,43 hhli 47.36
Feas I8 115 £5 .7 Gt N 48 2.68
Barley : 3.55 2 06 6 § 836
Wheat it .26 €40 2853 683 2414 43¢ 21,21
Kaize il 12,58 LTI 02 TS KV S P 359 .52
Paddy i 311 - - 1 6.1 1 0.0¢
fotal O QL0 2377 (160,80 35%4 (100.G0; 1668  (100.00)



fable 5,3 Per Farp Nel lacome From Various Crops Among
Beneficiacy Parmers of Galliap PIS.

Marginal Small Kediun Cverall

Crops Net et Net et

raborn ase veburn Yage return %age . return %age

(Rs. ) (fs.) {8s.) (8s.)
Barley 2 9.3 .18 - - LR R Y.
Wheat 241 §2.43 637 46097 1584 4903 439 45,74
Paddy 89 15.67 A6 1561 M 8.4 128 13.35
Black gram - - 13 0,94 - - 5 0.5
Haize 133 25.42 26 16,38 18 E) Y R KT R B
Potate 12 LB 2.3 1 §.02 4 L4
Onion 56 9,68 155 L S 6,65 8 I
Sugar cane 9 6.16 16 S 118 365 80 5l
Total §68 (100,000 1379 {100,000 3231 (100.00) 959 (100.00)

ios



Table 3.

$: Per Farm Net Income From Various Crops Among
Non-Beneficiary Farmers of Gailian FIS.

Overall

Marginal © Small
Crops Net Net Net
raturns  Lage returns %age returns %age
(Rs.) (Rs.) (Rs.)
Barley 1 0.20 - - - -
Wheat 309 63.98 748 62.28 352 63.77
Paddy 28 5.80 116 9.66 37 6.70
Black gram 2 0.41 17 1.42 3 0.54
Maize 143 29.61 320 . 26.64 160 28.99
Total 433 (100.00) 1201 (100.00) 552  (100.00)




Table 5.5: Per Parm Man Days Stilized im Different Crops Grown by
Sappled Farvers of Beneficiaries in Randa-Panesh LIS,

Beneficiaries
Karginal Spall Hediom : Gverali
Crops Man days  %age Man days  %age  Ham days  %age Man days  %age
Ginger 44 6,2 133 408 135 41 s &%
Brinjal .61 0.87 LT L 300 093 LI L
Frenceh bean 059 0.8 3.8 .14 .66 - 0.9 1,56 14
Capsicun 9.7 13,88 207 1237 500 10,60 1634 1401
Tomato LI31673 LRI04 3NG4 1612 1382
Peas 1284 18,6 25,83 1329 3500 k6 10.66 LS4
Canliflower 4,00 5,71 10,60 5.59 10,00 3.09 5.94 5.09
Barley 0.2 0.4 17T 8ld 6.5 L% - 0.4 0,64
Hheat 1339 1967 334 1860 6308 19047 2.4 19.M
Cibbage - 8,38 b5 - - 7,00 .i6 .62 0.7
aize 1165 1660 5475 3454 B0 26.8% 28,02 2402

Paddy - . - -
Total 002 10600 $75.05 U680 32350 16600 10664 100,00




Teble 5.6: Der Farm Kan Days Otilized in Different Crops Grown by

Sampie Parmers of Non-Bemeficiaries 1in Kanda-Panesh LIS,

Non-Beneficiaries

Harginal Small Medium Overal]

Crogs fan days  tage  Man days  %age  HMan days  %age Man days  Rage
© Ginger 1,90 $.09 108 5.58 733 u%% 398 428

Brinjel - - - -

French bean - -

Capsicum - - - -

Tonato - - - -

Peas 1,60 .87 6L 5.35 1817 4185 418 459

Cau}iflower -

Barley 0,40 0.6 0.4 0,38 17 L L 0.84

fheat 1493 3414 3986 3.8 89.67 36,60 30,88 3313

Cabbage - - - ~ - - - -

Halze W3 L3 L6 5692 13133 5364 5202 BR.99

Paddy 830 0.6% - _ L L8 108 1.18

Total §6.45 100,00 125,37 106,00 244.84 100,00 92,92 100.00




gy
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e 5T Per Fare Man Days dtilized in Different Crops
Grown by Sampled Farmers of Galliaa PIS.

Beneficisries o Ron-Beneficiaries

Hareinal rall ¥adivm Overall - HKarginal Smali Qvarall

Creps  Man day: %age Kan days  %age Man days %age Man days %age Man daye. %age Man days %age Man days %aqe

Barley 6o 413 L1y Lo - - 6,28 630 002 003 - - 002 0.05
fiheat 1,80 23.0% 2825 23,86 78,60 32,00 2296 45D 1153 3005 M0.400 3439 1432 30T
Paddy 765 L6 1762 A3 200 S04 1000 1152 .09 540 0.0 1177 290 6468

Black gran - - §.75 G610 - - 0.2 G030 601 628 L4 LS S 058
Haize 2,000 3556 3005 11160 4552 3344 3601 23.98 6192 46,20 52.26 26,20 58.95
Potato .22 638 Lad 0.8 .40 006 036 09 - - - - - -
Cnion §.08 1562 13,37 19,06 16.86 7.6 18,00 1937 - - - - - -
Sugar cane 450 T4 16,5C  13.46 13,80 5.6 T, LTS - - - - - -
Total 56,14 100,00 122,61 160,00 245.60 180.00 S2.86 100.00 35,71 100.00 88.40 100.00 43.70 1(6.00

o

<
o




Table 5.8: Net Returns Per Hectare of Cultivated Land
Among Sanpled Farmers of Both the Irrigation
Scheme.

(Rs./ha. cultivated land)

Scheme/ Marginal Small Medium Overall
Category

Kanda Panesh L1S:

Beneficiary 3558.26  4575.20 3852.50 3503.26
Non-Beneficiary 1700.00 1650.69 -1197.97 "1544.44
L fference:

- In rupees 1858.06 2924.51 2654.55 2358.82
- In percentage 10%.30 177.17 221.58 152,73

Gallian FIS:

Beneficiary 1113.72 1365.35 1429.65 1245.45
Non-Beneficiary 1123.26 945.67 - 1061.54
Difference:

- In rupees 9.54  419.68 - 183.91

- In percentage 0.08 44.38 - 17.32




Table 5.9: Per Hectare of Cultivated Land Human Labour Used
by Sampled Farmers of Both the Irrigation Schenes.

(Mandays)
Scheme/ Mafginal Small Medium Overall
Category
Kanda-Panesh LIS:
Beneficiary - 113.10 143.40 134.79 126,78
Non-Beneficiary 86.04 87.06 83.00 86.04
Difference: '
- In days 27.06 36.34 31.79 40.74
- In percentage 31.45 64.71 62.40 47.35
Gallian FIS:
Beneficiary 114.00 121.40 108.67 120,60
Non-Beneficiary 50.07 69.61 - 84.04
Difference: _ '
- In days 23.93 51.79 - 36.56
- In percentage 26.57 74.40 -

43.50

114



Table 3.10: ©Net Returns Per Mandays on Different Farms.

(Rs./Mandays)

Scheme/ Marginal Small Mediumn all
Category Farms Farms Farms Farms
Kanda-Panesh LIS:
Benefirciary 31.46 31.90 28.58 30.79
Non-Beneficary 19.76 18.96 14.43 17.95
Gallian FIS:
Bencficiary 9.77 11.25 13.16 10.33
Non-Beneficiary 12.47 13.59 -

12.63




fable 8.1t Per Farm Value of Land Possessed by Sampled Farmers,

{Rupees)
Beneficiary Soa-Seneficiary
Type of land Karsinel  Small Medium A1 dargimal - Smail  Mediva Al
fanda-Panesh LIS
fuitivated land
- Irrigated 13222 22637 GA0R0 17006 - - - -
- On-Trrigated 20630 44846 92682 32368 26908 TU7R4 146995 53815
Grags Land {Ghasni) 30368 3208 SRILT 35539 19821 67764 13796 21584
Tota! value 64026 120091 156790 85027 46735 1,30518  n7eL 153
Impact of Trrigatisn a9 4597 7081 %46 - - - -
Galilan PIS:
Cultivated iand
- Irrisated M6 14336 19968 9728 - - - -
- Un-Irrigated 13875 20378 0Ly 050 I6LIS 47625 - 18500
GhasnilGrass land) 3550 L4435 54228 139%0 7875 1878 - 8380
Total value 29593 BRIl 144318 454i5 24060 62700 - i
Inpact of Irrigaticn 193§ 1836 B 2603 - - - -

b
et
Y



Tible 6.2 Per Farm Value of Livestock Possessed by
Sampied Farmers of Xanda-Panesh LIS,

{Percentage)
Heneficiary Nan-Beneficiary
Livestazk Marginal  Small  Mediun  Overall Marginal Small  Medimn  Gverall

In zilk §.60 6.2 9,13 §.61 5.4 5.1 5.9¢  5.76

Dry KN X 3.68 117 3.4 L8640 160 412
Buffaloes:

In milk §1.42 3.3 5.2 .00 05 S5 39T 4T

Dry 18.00 1781 6.9 18,92 - 15.49 15,81 15,16 18,52

Bullocks 16.66 14.45 9,57 15,19 1738 1ne6 - 14,06 153

Sheep/Goat 3.1 1.0l - .74 6,72 4,20 1.83 6,08

Young stock 162 215 IR 2.63 L1 L K YAV

Tetal 10,00 100,80 100,00 100.00 106,00 100,60 100,00 100.00

(10296 (13913) (172500 (11731)  (10973) (14896) (15642} (12632

Nete: Figurez in parentheses are the value of Iivestock per farm,



Tabla 8,3: Per Parm Value of Livestock Possessed by
Sampled Farmers of Gallian FIS..

(Percentage)
Beneficiary Not-Beneficiary
Livestock farginal  Smali  Medium  Cverail  Marginal = Small Medium Qverall
In nilk 0.2 - - 0.14 0.53 - - 0.45
Dry 0.8 - 147 0.61 1.03 - - 0.87
Buffaloes: '
In nilk 5.4 L1000 §L2 46,36 51.15 48,4 - .1
Lry 17.51 A40 L% .06 158 12.60 - 168
Bullocks 15.13 1998 1L.8 1540 24 20,98 - LB
borse/Hules 3.4 - - 348 - - - -
Sheep/Goat 1,65 9.62  li.4l 1019 - 8.8 5.89 - 114
~Young stock 2.9 b1 1.1 2.4 1 AR A U - .35
fotal 19000 © 10000 10000 103,00 109.90 100,60 - 100,00
(91063} (10956)  (16306) (163531  (7603) (12390} (8082)

Nete: Figures 1n parenthesis are the value of

Livestock per farm.

-~
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Table 6.4 Fer Facp Value of Buillings Possessed by

Saep.ed Bouseholds,

{Percentage)

Type of Houses

Total Valoe

____ {Rs./Fara)
Category of farmers Residential Cattle shed  Store  Total
Kanda-Panash LIS:
Bereficiary:
Yargira! 83,05 16,95 - 100,00 41947
Saall R 0,12 - 100.99 42250
Hediin 18,57 18.95 44 100,00 51333
Al .U 20,99 0.8 Loe.od KMV
Kit-Beneficiary:
Farginal §2.03 18.97 - 10.40 12542
Small 80,48 13,12 - 100406 16338
Yediun 76,63 337 - 140.0 19430
Al 73,03 1.9 - 100,00 17878
Gallian Pi§:
Benefiolary: .
Karginal §5.87 16.13 - 100.00 26247
Sall §5.85 1.3 - 100.00 16937
Yediua 31,43 11.32 - 168.90 46200
Al §1.97 16,03 - 100,00 28390
Ron-Beneficiary:
¥arginal §0.06 19,94 - 160,00 0617
a2l 4.2 13,79 - 100.40 25650
Kedlua - - - - .
All 80,87 19.42 - 100,60 1175




Table §

i Per Farm Value of Farm Implements & Machizery

Forsessed by the Sampled Farmers in Kanda-Pamesh LIS,

.{Percentage)

Teplements

Benafin ary Rot-Depefiniary

Yavgiral  Small  ¥edimm  Overall ‘Yerginal  Small  Mediwp  Overall

Tron pleugh
Wooden piough
Yore

Flanker
Rudali/hitna
Spade

Rassi

Gainti
Jhabba)
Drat/Drati
Threasher
Spray pusp
Overall

L3 Li L6 b 0 . - 0.3
8 1693 026 WA 1L 1604 1495 16,82
525 360 L7 B0 RS R12 609 5,35
L L6 0S5 LI L 30 L
.00 I0TE 1065 1636 3639 084 3459 w1
B0 RO 062 269 65T n1d 15T L9
135 LA LT 240 LA LD 32 e
0TS 0T S S . N 0 R -V R I/ B W 1
£ Wl LIT a6 &0 40 3 LW
M55 060 105 10,06 29,95 2088 29.61 . 29,88
- S K TR K - - - .

LA Y BN - - - -

600 10000 100,60 100.00  100.00 10000 100.00 180,00
G700 (TN (305 000 (550 1) teel  1636)

Fote: Figqures in parenthesis are the valve of imvlements
& Machinery per farm,

s



fable 6.6; FPary Value of Fara lsplenents & Mechinery Possessed
by the Sampled Farmers in Gallian FIS.

{Percentage)

Benefiriary

Kon-Beneficiary

Tep)ements Marginal Small Medium  Overall Marninal -Smali Medium  Overall
Power sprayer - - 10,82 15,34 - - - -
Iron plough 3.6 - 1.2 2.45 2,66 4 - 2,18
Hooden plough 16,25 242 688 145 1820 1L - 18,70
Yoke 7.0 1006 33 673 &7 B - A5
Suhaga 34 44 LB 3,07 4,25 §23 - 4.17
fudali/Ehilna 19,88 18,65 17T 16,56 .68 .22 - 1.4
Spade 54 57 Ll 4,75 4,91 392 - 47
Rassi 5.6 590 M .14 4.9 1.8 - 4.5
Gainti/Pickaze 5.5 5.5 L9 4,75 4,25 .27 - 4,51
Jhabhal” L4 5,08 316 .15 3448 6,58 - 3.98
Drat/Sickie .69 3.9 10,54 Ry 6 .90 - 26.24
Total 102,80 103,00 (06,60 100,00 104,00  100.80 - 100,99
(20 (61 LieTy (652 1489) {€33) - {563}

Note: Figures in parenihesis are the value farn
ipplenents and machinery per farm.

(3
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Table 6.7

Farn Value of Modeon Durables Pessessed by
Sawpied Farmers of Fanda-Fanesk LIS,

{Percentagei

Beneficiary Ron-Beneficiary

Iten faruinal

Spall  Medium  Overali Harginal Small Medium Overall

Television 5.84
Radio/Transistor 2,18
Wristwatch/Cleck .35

1,21 10,69 (YRR L 43 ILE 648
131 L8 LI 5 0 L LYl
248 1.6 i L Lt L3 L9

Sewlag mathine 0,68 0,64 1.65 BT 0.62 03 LB W

farocine stove 0,33 3.4 .28 6.3 9.31 .15 fa2e 6.

Pressure cooker 0,99 04 0,56 6,96 LU L L Ll

Furniture 1.0§ 196 2.8 138 L LS L)t 1,38

Graavents fo.66  BL.B& 79,90 8505 &6.44 87.64  §0.72 85,85

Total 180,00 100,00 150,60 168,007 100.0%  100.00 100,00 00.00 -
PURGEA)  LRDTTNY (222120 G747 (L3575 (1GBRE) (223001 (16109
Bote: TFigures 1t poarenthesis are the value of modern

durahles per  household,

LX)
W\



Table §.%: Fer Farm Value of Modern Durabls Dossessed by
Sareied Farzers of Gailian FIS,
{Pernentage)
B-afiziarg fion-Berafiniary

It Wirainei o Tmiti Mediwn Gverall  Margisal Small Mediue Cverall
Television 50 13T 5.8 LA 1338 - 3,28
Rad1o /Transister R Y A Y 2.3 L1 L8 - 1,75

ristustoh/slock L T S Yl i L - 14
§:%in) gachipe L8 166 L5 1.4 g6 147 - 0,89
Ieragens stove 3,14 0,40 6.1 .12 1.32 8. - 0.39
Binyole b4 - 5,09 b.ic - - - -
0Lor oycis‘snoter . - b9t iz - - - -
Fressure cooker Gts O LT 3.7 0.5 1% - LY
Lecking gas - - - - £ - - .18
Furniture ¢, &5 59 5.2 .00 674 - 118
{rnasents .0 B 13 19 B A - 17,38
Total 12

(06 200,80 100,00 LediB0 10080 W0.es . - 100.00
15D (7a86) (218881 {17139)  (1ig2dy (2se4) - {13236)

£ 1

dobe: FA.AreQ o varenvhesis are the value of modern

durables per houzerald,



mable 6.0 Der fousehold Vaiue of Different Assets Pogsessed
by Sampled Farms of Fanda Panesh LIS,

{Percentage

Benelioiarg : ¥on-Benefiziary

Type of Assets  Haryinal Smaal  Medius  Overall Harginal Small  Medium  Overall

Lard §6.2 36,69 6274 5530 ST NP U B IR I Y Y
Livestock N L 6L L W3 T8l S5 10,30
Buiidings Mt 2036 254 L5 Wae o L2 697 1488
inplements techinery 0.42 0,40 .92 0.50 AT IR /T I R
Hoders durakhie 0T 16,50 889 LS 6.5 087 18 13,13

00 126,00 100.00 160,00 100,90

Total agse 156,00 100,04 19880 100,
{L3271800157867)1245909) (182420 {B4416) (150660) (280528) (122654)

Note: Fiauves in parenthesis are the value of tefal assets per farm,

ha
XY



Tarie 6,10: DPer Household Va'ue of Different Assets Possessed
by Sazpied Farmers of Gallian FIS,

{Percentage)

Banefioiary Yon-Banefiziary

Type of Assets  Morginai  Smail  Medlon Overail Marginal Small Medium Overall

Land 6.5 .88 62,30 45 TS - 39,45
Livestock 1.1 PRI VR PO S T O 4 B Y K R 11.38
Baildings R NS WL 208 3L Wy - 29,60
Toplesents/pechinery 861 08 012 66t %6 080 - nn
Kodern Durable 34 1550 8.5 162 6L W0 - 18,63
total assits ool a0 108,00 15000 30.06 1RGBE - 100460

CLETED (31245410 200590) (1919620 (A458T) 1117252 - {11046

-3

$oter Figares in paventhesiz ave the valae of fotal assecs per lamm,



APEENDIY - 1
bor Parp Different Type of Land Possessed by Sampled farmers.

{¥a./Farm)

Type of land Pereficiare Non-Beneficiar
s

£

Korginal  Small. Medium BRIl Marginal Smell Hedivm all

fanda Panesh LIS

Irrigated il 03s ML - - - -
Ua-Irrigated 0l 0,90 L8 0.5 054 145 295 LG8
Sub-Total G620 125 .40 092 554 144 295 1,08
Ghasai {Grass land) AT 15 S U0 00 N P S 20| RO Y A X
Total land LS 337 360 234 125 LlE 59T L
Gallian Fi§:

irrigated S L T L TS T I - - -
Gn-Trrigated % B 0§ B O . S Y 1L - 08
Suz-Total IS TOS U8 RO/ O B Y ¥ L2 - e
Shasal {Grzss land! T 4.8 e 28 062 835 d.07 - h.38
Total land L6 LA 46T 13% 08 LS - 0%

[N
Y
s



APPENDY - 1T

ber Bectare Costs and Returcs Prom Different Crops
Crown by Sampled Farmers of Kanda Panesh BIS,

{Rupees)

Cost &, « Cost B
Crops karginai  Small  Medium Al Merginal  Small Medium Rl
Eeneficiary:
Ginger 18235 UMT w578 20183 16925 22409 21201 20845
Brigjal - 5460 9571 9235 9422 18167 0364 10875 10420
French bein §500 5677 3180 4252 5820 5452 4612 5628
Capsicum 7505 5856 5549 G630 496l 1248 8130 2146
Tomats 10461 10210 L0778 L0483 12187 12040 12651 12292
Peas 215 5706 4565 4809 5385 5961 S8R5 BIM
Cauliflower 4478 §699 5396 8254 5362 7107 5464 6L
Cabbage 557 - 608 354 580 - 3936 472
Halze 1327 43¢ 1549 38 1852 1932 1983 19
Wheat 1438 {330 1592 ML 19 1949 1381 1
Barlsy 117 - §82 s 17 - 1556 1637
¥on-fenefiziary: i
Ginger 1745 W97 20183 19423 17989 22565 28045 20887
Peas 3918 1286 4556 4251 4985 £358 6734 5692
fzize 1 133 149 138 13%2 1963 1983 1979
Paddy 1266 - SR LI VI LY - 1559 2658
Wieat 1438 1224 1451 1304 1684 me 1977 1794
Barley 1189 1059 1665 104 19 s Lef 178

Contdesres

4
RN
T~



(‘('I“tdl".".;'

n9

{Rupees)

Cost ¢ Gross Raturn
Crops Karginal  Spall Mediuw AN HMarginal Smail Mediua  All
. Beneficiary:
Ginger |G TS 23T 6647 32334 34165 2818 35062
Brinjal 15808 19235 19687 LBI56 18524 2458% 24928 22679
French bean 8390 1907 6L 7309 10512 9986 10677 10392
fapsicun 1300 12500 13872 13228 15674 15163 15466 15434
Tomato 18528 21211 21843 20661 24672 27684 29993 IS
Peas 1523 S896 8930 6386 10162 - 9986 14824 11664
Caulifiower SiS1 L1561 . 7962 9525 33316 38439 26599 32785
Cabbage §936 - 5728 7363 16818 - 16245 18531
Maize 1649 B T AN 025 199 31 306
#heat 2514 48 1 2630 FUL IR 1 LY R T
Bariey 1138 - 066 2002 2656 LS U [ I X 1}
Non-Beneficiary:
Glnger WO 26228 27207 26038 33185 33934 35784 I
Peas 549 %6 8N Q08 9i82 6085 10182 9483
Halze W24 2654 2602 TR I ) b BT £ L 1
Paddy 3405 - 304 38 343 - ms
bbeat Y MIs IS8 2% 8T 989 3ler 179
Barley UL T U NI T 256508 MM R




SPPERDIG - IIE

Per Heatere Custs and Returns Prom Diffzrent frope
)

Cre by Sazpled Farpers of Gallian FL8
{Ruress)
{ost &, - Cost B
2rops Hargital sl tdin Gverall ¥arginal  Smail  Medimm Overa

Beneficiary:

Sugar-tane 324 AR XY 3933 3i6 0 M9 8643
Onivn §26¢ 5654 338 5183 2L I AT T R L
Potats m 8343 8430 9631 11501 1259 LR699 11836
Kaize 427 1536 1538 1501 [ S N X VR T I V1
Black graa - 1256 - 1256 - 1% -

Paddy 280 R VLR 183 B R TR L L | KRV §|
Waeat 1438 i 1592 1451 1658 1% 1901 19
Barley 1579 1063 - an i769 66l - 1665
Non-Feneficiary:

Maize 198 1349 - i 1368 2063 - 197
Black gran 1832 1164 - 1298 LY - 214
Mddy 2159 1058 - a7 185 3479 - 3332
Kheat 1339 1434 - 159 1984 1978 - 632
Barlev 1170 - - 1179 1809 - - ;809

VAL 14 P



Cc‘ﬁtdunnun

(Rupees!
o Cost € Gross Return
Trons Marginal  Smail  Mediwn  Overall  Marginal Small  Medium Overall
Beneticiary:
Sugar-sane /7 WL s §1T 17312 13521 11432 14108
{aion YA IS 1 A 41 VI LY 9785 917 19 Ludd
fotats 13007 Bt 118 Lasle 1853 17032 135 15316
Haize B 3y e m RYIUN 175 S 1 L A1
Black ¢rap - 115§ . 175 P 3396 - 3396
Dadry FRF SR TV B KV ) 8602 4485 47130 4605
#hest DAY ST S I A M K R RO ICT. X B S Y F I X 5
Lariey P T . 2563 K[ 3 1 I 3089
Non-Reneficiars:
Kalze 2Ry g - 18! 3038 348 S (1)
Black gram W7 e - 78] 4 Y - 310
Pacdy 3y - 154 445e 4509 - £308
Hheat 358 4 - 47 EYER I E TL - 3386
Barley 21389 - - 2359 978 - - 978




APPINDIY -IV

Per Fara Costs and Reburn From Crops Grown by
Sampied Farners in Kanda-Panesh LIS,

{Rupees/Farn)

Brea in  Family Hired Bullock Seed HKanure Ferti- TInsec-  Total Vari- Gross

Crops Hezt. Labour lizer tinidz & able crop return
Pesticide
Beneficiary:
Naize £.47 8644 - 0050 22,46 348,00 62,22 124962 144
Ginger 0,02 12800 - .00 14,83 203,00 54,00 - 541,88 47
Bean .01 e - 6,00 590 1840 3.0 219 65,09 104
Capsicun ¢.05  wen - 24,50 19,09 78,00 16,00 1033 S07.84 m
Brinjal 0.0 .4 - 10,00 9.42 22,00 1n00 878 6,17 689
Wheat 0,60 493,68 289.00 166,76 303.90 8Z.62 1335.96 3038
Barley .02 - 506 3.5 680 102 - w4
Peas 0.2 s - 62,00 7325 143,20 40,60 €531 7IT.68 1400
Cabbage 1.0043 1304 - 250 .50 540 .04 1.3 . 1
Cavliflower 0,040 12046 - 20,00 33,20 .20 .8 1331 4045 13t
Tomato 0.054  3E4.64 3L00 4l.86 112,20 21,54 18,19 Se5.43 13M)
¥on-Benefieiary )
Haize 0.9 44 - 40250 42,63 663,30 115,12 366,29 1783.t6
$inger U8 B - 56.00 1126.68 223.70 33,86 - 152,82 34306
Kheat M YR ¥ 382,50 246,57 433,20 117,30 - 1857,38 24100
Barley 3.0 €8 - S5 a3 - - 38,32 370
Pess .03 91,14 13,50 1762 3530 A 463 173,43 284,60
13;



APRERDIY - V

Per Parm Costs and Return From crops Grown by

Tampled Farmers in Gallian FIS,

{Rupees/Farm)

Human laboar

Family fired Buliock  Seed Manure Ferfi- Insec- - Total cost Gross

Crops hrea in i

fect, lakons lzer ticide & variable return

Pesticide

Beneficiary
#heat 8,61 508,94 - 25250 165,98 40070 102,00 - 1826.12 207000
Barley 0.0072 594 - ER I LT N ¥ A - 16,08 31,00
Sugar cane  0.6% 156,18 - W0 77,06 8.9 4080 - 30L22 43,00
Onion f.6" ma - 26,00 20,21 5680 R0 8,73 383.86 524,00
potato §.0006 1 - LU owm 41 - §.7% 35.50 - 50,60
Haize 1.5 36D - 229,08 25,00 TeL.eE 4 - 1789.94 199100
Paddy £.18 540 - 100,08 35,93 123,50 19.36 §4.20 850
Black gram  9.6432 164 - LI 0 LW - - 6,78 1100
on-Beneficiary
Halze t.42 15,9 - 17050 19.68 SO0 §R32 - 134532 155100
Paddy 9.05 £4.24 - .50 1 3 408 - 144,69 225,00
8lack gran .01 .8 - 250 LA L - - 13,42 300
#heat 0,45 35,26 - 20480 12556 9420 56100 - 1285.12 152400
Barley 8.5832 G.44 - G280 008 hEe - 136 10,00




APPENGIZ - V1

ber Fousehol! 2If-Firn Income of Sampled Farmers @2 Kanda-Panesh LIS,

{Riupees)

Bopeficiaries

~Non-Beneficiaries

Activities Farginal  Small  dediw MI Harginal  Smali Mediun  All

Service 10405,88 15750,00 3525.00 14636.0% 17703.33 17571.43 14333.43 17742.060

Business 832,38 - TEML00 1Z0.00 - $255.70 - 1260400

Kaje labour

- Agricuiture 35588 - - fi6.00 - - - -

- Yon-agriculture 413176 - - 2809, 60 - - - -
Sub-Totai se3n.E4 - - M. - - - -

Other 17,65 - - 420,60 - - - -
Total 16943.52 13750,80 4275060 19681.60  17703,30 21657.14 18333.33 18942.00

()



Per Househol!

APRERDIY - VII

*ff-Fara Incoze of Ssppled Farmers iz Gallian FIS.

{Rupaesi
Eeneficiaries fon-Beneficiaries

Activities ¥orginal Small  Medisa A} Hargisal Small Medice AN
Service 17443,34  10875,00  7120.00 13360.0% 22655.%% 26060.00 - 22990.09
Busipess #0815 - 200,80 7EEGD 1Ll - - 100,60
Hage Laboue
- Agricuiture 459,46 - - 3400 - - - -
- Fen-hgrialture  G467,57 C 6SA.00  S400.00 2476.80 26222 100,00 - 231660

Sub-Total 201,03 650,00 540,90 2010.00 2862,22 100,00 - 2316.00
Cther 567,57 - 1460,86  Sed.00 - - -
Tntal 127,03 26100.00 - 25406.00

LRS00 20120,60 1943009 25328.88
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