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With the establishment of National Bank for ,1\griculture &: 

Rural Development (NABARD) effective from July 12, 1982, 

the Agricultural Refinance &: Development Corporation 

(ARDC) has ceased to eoxist. All the assets and liabilities 

of ARDC have been taken over by the NABARD. The 

schemes referred to in the present report were sanctioned 

by the erstwhile ARDC. However, due to the establishment 

of the new institution, we designate the said ·schemes 

as NABARD schemes. For this reason, the reference 

to NABARD in the body of the report may be taken 

as a reference to the erstwhile ARDC. 



FOREWORD 

This is the sixteenth in the series of evaluation reports brought 

out by the National Bank for Agriculture and Rural Development 

(NABARD) so far and the second one on evaluation of River Lift 

Irrigation Units (RLIUs) in Maharashtra, the previous one having studied 

RLIUs in Pune district. 

The scheme evaluated through the present report is a co-operative 

enterprise implemented by the Panchaganga Sahakari Pani Purvatha 

Mandali, Ltd., (PSPPM) in Wadange and Nigwe villages of Karveer 

taluka in Kolhapur district. The report provides estimates of costs, 

benefits and incremental on-farm employment with reference to the 

scheme. 

The scheme had implicitly assumed that its beneficiaries would 

continue bullock farming even after. commissioning of ·the RLIU. 

However, the present evaluation, which was conducted some 11 years 

after the scheme completion, showed that about 80 96 of the beneficiary­

households used tractors, either owned or hired. The study, therefore, 

attempts estimation of benefits from the river lift irrigation 'with' or 

'without'. tractor use. For obvious reasons, the benefits from the 
• 

conjunctive use of tractor and irrigation are larger than those from 

irrig{ltion use on bullock-operated farms. 

The principal motivation for the scheme was .the development 

of sugarcane area and output. The cultivators in the scheme area 

did not, however, sell' sugarcane to sugar factories but processed it into 

jaggery for sale. Due to the value-added in processing, the incremental 

income as well as the financial rate of return on the investment at 

1980-81 costs and p_rices turned out to be much higher than might 

have been the case if the beneficiaries had sold sugarcane to some 

sugar factory. However, it is necessary to note that the price of jaggery 

during the year was quite favourable for the farmers. Giveri the ¥ear to year 
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fluctuations in the price of jaggery, it is not certain that the rate 

of return on investment in the river lift works would continue to be 

equally good at all times. 

The scheme was implemented without any time overrun. The 

recovery performance of the PSPPM in respect of water charges from 

its members as also its own repayment of the long-term investment 

loan have been good. The society fully repaid the investment loan to 

the Maharashtra State Co-operative Land Development Bank (MSLDB) 

by January 1981, the due date. 

A disquieting feature revealed by the study, however, is that 

the distribution of irrigation ~ater among the members was not equitable, 

as those with large holdings were allowed to bring a higher proportion 

of their lands under sugarcane. It was also observed ·that irrigation 

water for the seasonal Kharif and Rabi crops' was over-priced, while 

it was somewhat under-priced for sugarcane. This brings out the need 

for all lift irrigation societies for working out economic water rates 

for individual· crops based upon ~he volume of irrigation water consumed 

and the cost incurred for providing a unit of irrigation. 

The usual disclaimer about the responsibility of the NABARD 

as to the facts cited and views expressed in the report is implied. 

National Bank for Agriculture 
and Rural Development 
Bombay 
19 October 1982 
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