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PREFACE

The presant study was taken up at the instance of the
Ministry of Agficulture, Government of India, with an objective
to examinaz tha impact of various programmes under the Scheme
nf Assistancs to Small and Marginal Farmers for Increasing
agricultural Pmduction on the rural economy. Though there
ars threa compnnents, i.e., minor irrigation, land development
and m%nikit dis?ributinn, in thg centrally sprnsnred scheme,
the Govarnmant of Mahargshtra mrdified the schame gqvering two
pragrammes. Th2y ars comprehensive Watsrshed Development
Prngramme (COWDEP) and minikit distribution. Of-these two,
gnWDEP takgs a major share (90 per cent) of the funds. Hence,
nur main concern was to analyse the design and impact of these
tw programmes at threz diffzarent levels, i.e., State level,
block leval and baneficiary lsvel. The preliminary work nn
this pmject was started in April, 1989, subsequently field
work began in Ssptamber 1939 and completed by November 1989,

In the course of this study, we have indebted to many
people who hava helped in many ways. Our greatest debt in
completing this study is to thnsc sample farmesrs who patiently
answered our gruslling questions. We are grateful to Prnf. V.S.
Chitre, Dirzctor, fnr his encouragzment and help during the
course of ths work, Our thanks are due to the Officers at

the Despartment cof Agriculture, Pune, who took pains to provide

(1)
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us the secondary data and discuss the fizld problems, Our
special thanks are due to_Shri J.Y, Patil, Additional Director
nf Agricultura, Pune and his cnlleagues Shri Koparkar, Shri
Dastane, Shri Datar and Shri Sadavarte who helped us in identi-~
fying the sample blncks for thes micro ievel analysis. Our
cnlleagus, Dr. K. Badrinarayanan, read the entire draft and
mads many ussful commants, We ars grataful to him. Last but
not the lzast, we wish to thank our typists whn typad the

manuscripts.
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TLRGET GRCUP DEVALCPMS T PRCTRAIIES & A ATAIYSIS OF

::.)."'.l.l_ \.“'-PT .‘:L,.J .Ll .La-i. b i T.t:r:.;.q:_"
1.1 Introduction

(B

The developnental strategies of nid 60's for povertr and
unerplornent have brovght forth the protlers of distribution

aud loinz imun switainabhilitr of the growtah rater. These ei-

I‘|

clusively technologr aszed strategies arve most unlikely
succeed conglitently in the future. It as noted that growth
in erop production wa:z more confined to the tetter endowed
regions and classes. Apart from this, the failure of Ttrickle

down® geve rize to the target grouvp specific aporosci: in the
[N = ok

pl ——

~

policw, Conseguently, there was a deliberate sl ift in tue

icultu?a] growth stratesyv involving added ewpuaris on dry
land farning and svecial programmes for tihe less endowed
clagces,

-The swell and marginal farmers forumed the core of this
target grouy kecause of two reasonag. Fiprqatly, this group of
cultivetors were not a part of the raingirsam of the "Green
revolution? znd second that thev are & inzeparable part of
the poor astrata., Increazed agricultvral production za well
a3 sustaina®nility of soowth i oniy posziltle writlh an increaued
pro&uctivitj on tae landa of these less endowed gioups. This
sroup asaunes iaportance in the growfh'strategp b th due to
their mumerical strength (majority falling below poverty line)

and the proportion of area hell by therm. Both these factors



o

coupled with lower productivity en tieis londs and t.e reagre
Surplue generated are cavsing mreater concern,

4 guick analvaia of the problzwa concerning the less
endowed cvlilvator: would show tuat this group neliily involves
giall auné merginal farners and'aléo operates on dual con-
stieiats. Flrstly, thelr holdings are tinw aud moatlﬁ Tit-
irelgated, recuiring Investaent in land ueve¢opuent worlt. _
Secondlv, it i3 the access to resources (VT -eeds, fex 111Lers,?

L

pesticider, irrige tion, etc.) that Gelaws their adoption of

.J

tiae new technologv. Thiz in zist svgrezts that this group
ne: conztraints im the form of capital for lwid shaping, minor

irrigation, pwrchiaze of inputs, and techmical knowinoir, Xeep-

!..lo

ng these coustraints in view variouw:s prosramnes were doesigned

to help the proup of smnll and parginal fariers,

m-,. ~
1.2 The schens

AR e A e, L T

Covernment of India launched a TZentrally Spoiadored
acnene for Aasizting the Small 204 Mergiaal Farnery fou
Increasing Agricvltural Production' involving an outlaw of
3. 230 crores with the ceiitral share of 23. 125 crore: auring
1883-34. The zhare of Goveranment c¢f Inllia was gunseyuently

revigsce dovn to Iia. 35 crores for asaisting the 3wall anc

marginal farmers in all I rlocius. COV@"QLBlt of llaharasnhtra

B

1 it3 reolution ((To. MPA-1083 /1¢84I/CCD—40/9—A) dated 8th

-

June 1330 indicated an cutlavy of M3. 510 iaihs with a matching

L A L A R L G TR L e P e Yo T T

the
1 Daptna]a, In[14t1o&uctlon to PC Joshi's ook on

'9
Iastituts Onal ‘ne cts_of azricultural developnent, £Lllied,

- R P - -

‘ew neini, 1987.

;a-x:
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share from the Central Government.. The scheme proposed an amount

2
of Rs. 5 lakhs per block as detailed below :

Programme Anount

(RsVIn Takhs)
1. Minor Irrigation{Water recharging —

neasures (COVDEP 3.5
2. Fuel and fruit tree plantation 0.5
3. Minilits of Seeds and Fertilizers
Tor Oilseeds and Pulses 1.0
5.0

Given this broad allocation,the State Governments were given -
fle#ibility to divert fundsz from one component to the other
within a block but it was made clear that the outlay of
Rs. 5 1akhs per block should not be changed and that the
componentwise proportion of investment 7:1:2 among minor
irrigation, tree planting, minikits and land development be
retained at district level.

In Maharashtra, the Government resolution of 8th June,
1983 kept the conmponentwise allocation same with a slight
deviation from the original guidelines in the case of minor
irpigation. Governiment of Maharashtra chose to use the funds
under "minor irrigation' for Comprehensive Jatershed Develop-
ment Programre (COWDEP) under operation in the state since
1982 (Goverunnment of Maharasitra resolution of plamming

department ¥o. EGS=10872/pl/D-33 dated 20,7.1$82). Though

2 Government of Maharashtra, Rejolution of the Department
of Lgriculture and Cooperation (No. MPA-1083/19841/CCD-43/9-4)
dated 8th June 1983,



this meant a diversion from the scheme as envisaged by Central
Governnment, in the context of Maharashtra it needs z fuller
discussion. We shall be devoting a section in the present
.chapter for this discussion. Before we anralyse this izsue, we
shall discuss briefly thie operations of the programme at State
level over the last six years.

Government of Maﬁarashtra in the opening paragraph of
its resolution termed tie scleme ag a massive prograume of
agllstance to small and marginal farmers and that nane
Tmaggive” was carried thrdugh the subseguent references in the
official circles. The programme is always referred to as
*magsive? programue in the State Government ofiicial circles.
The programine was implemented through Directorate of agricul-
ture with the responsibility shared by Soil~Conservation and
Input wings. At taluka (block) level the implementing autho-
rities were the 3ub~Divisional Soil Conservetion Officer and
the Block (Sub-DI3CC) Developuent Officer (ZDO). The Compre-
hensive ~atershed Development Programme (COWDEP) wa3 handled
vy s0il conservation peoplzs whereas, thce seed and fertilizer

minikits were the responsibility of the 3D0.

1.3 Jtate Tevel Analvsis

The schene had two phaser—;:3 a3 far as the implementation

5 Yie have grouvpea the period into two phases hecause in
Janvary 1286 reviscd guldclines were issued under this programce
to the State Tovernuents. Theoe guidelines chaiged the alloca-
tion for ¥minikits? from Ri. 1 lakh/block to 23.0.. lakhs/block
and = new component uncer land development was included with

an allocation of “s. 1 lakh/block.
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is concerned. In tlie first phase only two components naﬁely
minor irrigation (COTDZP) axd minikits were being operated.

- Thiz phase covered first three years of the acheme (1°33-84,
1984-35 and 1985-85). Expenditure was incurred only on minor
irrigation (COWDEP) during tie first vear. The total expen-
ditvre incurred on COWDIF duripg these threc years was

28. 31l.12 crores as agéinst'ﬂs. 5,43 crores on minikits., It
‘may be noted that the share of the State Government was slightly

higher during 1984-85 and 1985-86 (see Table 1.1(4)).

Talble 1.1(4) : Expenditure Incurred on Massive Programme ¢
Phase I ‘

— g Aes Eeh S o Al wm mm me e M e S e mm e o mm mm o mm e ey o omm s e e ma

%r. Component 1933-84 1984-85 1985-86
0. '
1. kinor Irrigation (CCWDEP)
Central 3hares 450.77 518.00 518.00
. State Share 450.77 164507 529,32
Total 801.54 1163.07 1047.32
2. Minigits
Central Shares - 140453 130,78
otate Share - 140.53 150.78
Total - 281.06 261.56

e em e M e o Bm Em G e Em e e R e o e e e mm e @M e mm b fm dmm me me

zote3 3 1. Data collected from Directorate of Agriculture,
Goverame1t of Maharashtra, Pune

2. Total of Central and 5State Share vary because
of rounding off.
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Ta-le 1.1(3) : Expenditure Incurred on hassive Programse @
‘ Phesa 11
(Bxpenditure in lakhs)
or. Components | 1986-37  1¢37-88  1£88-8%
Iio.

- omm mm e e S e o mm e S mme e S e e e e me e M Gy e s e e MR Ma EE ew bt

1, Minor Irrigation (CO7DLP)

Cent:al Share 420,27 454,58 -

State Share 420,27 454,58 -
L]

Total . S 840.54 909,17 -

2. Land Development

Central Share 133,73 137.43  148.00
State Shave 133.93  137.43  166.82
Total 267.47 274,85  314.82

3. Minikits

Central Share 60.14 63.35 67,64
$$tate Share 60.14 63,35 67,64
Total 120.28 126,71 135.78

— o SN M e g Wms e Bmm gy amm my e e mae e mm v Gl WR mm R e e AN sm T e

Hotes ¢ 1. Data collecteld frcum Directorate of lzriculture,
- Government of liaharashtra, Pune

2. Total of Central and State Share vary because
of rounding off,

Muring tle second phase 'additional massive’ programme
was taken up for implementation. This was nothing dbut resump-
tion of the land development component of the centrally
sponsored scuecme. In this phase aiso the State share of

expenuiture was slightly highe:x than the Central share (sece



Talkle 1.1(B)). The total expenditure during this phase was
Rs. 29.89 crores. Of this, about Rs. 26 crores werc spent on
CCWDEP, which included expenditure on THazsive? and 'AdcCitional
Massive®.% Tt was only during 1986-87 and 1987-82 the pro-
gramme had all the components in operation in the state, In
the firat phase, the fuel end fruit tree plantation was under-
taken along with ninor irrigation unéer CCLDEP only, whereas
during the second phase funds for land development and minor
irrigation were together utilized for CO.DEP. Out of tic six
years under review, per bleck expenditure for four years was
in the range of Rs. 4.15 to Rs, 4.87 lakhs., TFor 1385-84, the
expenditure was Rs, 3.04 lakh, becauce tihe other two componeats
were not in operation,

- The ratio of expenditure on cach component for 1986-87
and 1987-88 (for which all the three comporents were in opera-
tion) works out to be 7:2:1 as stipulatei between minor
irrigation (COWDEP), land development and minikits. For the
other years this ratio could not be checked since all the
components were not in operation durins those years., In fact,
during 1583-83 the Central Goverumeant adled to the minor
irrigation component o7 the programme for (eizht states)

challow tubewells/dugwells under the special foodgrains

4 llassive? Scheme of COWDIEP taken from the funds under
miner irrigation.

4dditional Massive: Land development component apart
from minor irrigation.
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production prograﬁmﬁ.) It may be notel that thiz was in acdi-
tion to the minor irrigation component of tue massive progranme
and hence, an added ermphasis was laid on minor irrigation in

some districts of the State.

I.4  Utilization of Minor Irrication Punds Under CO.DEP

PRy

L3 noted earlicr, Governmeint of Maharashtra chose to
utilize the fvnds allocated wnder ¥minor irrigation? for GCUDEF.
We shall look into the backzround of this decizion. Initially,
the component under ninor irrisation also included land develop-
ment. fMoreover, certain level of flexibility was allowed in
blockwise reallocation within a district. However, durirg
March 1985, Government of Maharashtra sought clarification from
Central Government about modification in sectoral re-~allocation.

a4 letter from the Department of hLgriculture and Coopera-
tion, Ministry of igriculture, Government of India e, 23-10
83 C..V dated 30th July 1989 gave clearance to club minor
irrization and land development under COVDEP. Accordingly,
the programme continved till 1987-88, Dut in the GR o, 1P
1088/CR-34/9-4 dated 3S»d MMay 1988, when sanction was accorded
to the As. 5 lakh per tlock with minor irrization, land deve-
lopment and minikits, it was noted that '.is regards the
orders regarding utilization of amount of minor irrigation
component will be issued later on”. This was proﬁably be-
cause, Government of Maharashtra was tr7ing to make a case

with Government of India for utilization of funds from this

5 CGoverament of India, Department of .zriculture Circular
I'o, 23-55/38-C.V dated 9th Mav 1938,



- scheme for COVDEP. Government of India, in its letter dated
15th February 1938, had given five conditions under which the

funds for minor irrigation can be utilized for CONDEP, these

f

.
o]
were as follows:

1. The expenditure on minor irrjgation and land
development should not exceed 907 of the amount
adminigtratively approved in a particular year.

2. DLand development and minor irrigation works on
watergned basis may be undertaken in such water-
sheds wherc more than 505 of the land holders
are small ant marginal farmers and tliey owa not
less than 25 per cent of the land. The total
number of farmers covered wider community land
development works/rinor irrigation works should
not be less than 10. No bulldozers/heavy tractors
be employed for top soil movement. The land
development programme may include limited land
smoothening to improve in-situ moisture conserva-
tion, contour kev line interception, bunds con-
struction and bread furrow farms across the slope
and key line formation with vegetative berriers.

3. The Government of India wouwléd share 50:50 basis
with the State Government that portion of the cost
of such land development works/miiior irrigation
works which is apportionable to the lands of small
and marginal farmers bencfited thereby.

4. Wnere tic coumunity minor irrigation works entail
disztrivution of water as in the case of lift irriga-
tion scheme, water ratcs shoulé be charged from
all farmers but in cese ol marginal ané amall
farmers, the water rate should be 50 per cent of
the rates to be fixed for oti.er farmers. The
agency for collection and retention of such water
charges should be the same as far as possible as
would maintain the commnity minor irrigation
works,

5. The cost of Comprehensive Watershed Development

- apportionable to the lands of farmers other than
small and marginel farmers may be recovered from
the beneficiaries in full as per norms for develop-
aent of land, and irrigation fixed by NLDARD.

6 Government of India, Ministry of igriculture, letter
No. 23-1/87/CLV dated 16th PFetruary 1988,
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It i3z necezsary tec review the respective pogition of
the State znd the Centre, with respect teo the scheme. Mshara-
shtra is one of the cronically drought-prone states with more
than 88 talukes identified as droughit-prone (Fact Finding ‘
Committes Report, 1873)., Minor irrigation, in general, and
ﬁell irrigation in particular, are the programmes already on
priority list of the State Governrment. The outlay on minor
irrigation is avout 30 per ccnt of the total outlay on irriga-
tion and flood control. Thig iz in addition to the various
schemes in.operation both on behalf of the ostate Covernment
and the benlking sector. At the same time, it should be realised
that there are limitationsto the availatility of groundwater.
hecording to the IVth revised Grouﬁdﬁater L3nessrment Survey -
(1985), 34 watersheds fall under the dark zone (over exploited)
and 80 watersheds comec under grej zone (on the verge of over-
exploitation). This iz quite an alarming situation though it
is not a uniform phenomena ccross districta. There are 3one
districts (mostly in the assured rainfall zone) nhaving good
groundwater potential, but these are climatically in a favou-
rable place and hence minor irrigation alone_bannot be their
top priority even for the suell andlmarginal farmers. In fact,
proper land and water managescent to conserve in gitu moisture,
the plugzing oi natural streams, nallas and water harvesting
gstructures should be the vriority in these arcas. This woula
.not only provide hisgher moisture regimes but also enhance the

groundwater potential,
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Proper land and water menagement also features in a part
of tlie guilelines for implementation of the centrally sponsored
scheme of assistance to zmall and rarginal farmers for increas-—
ing agricultursal production (paragraphs 5.1 and 5.2,pagcs 4
ané 5 and para 5.13 (I to IV).7 Moreover, the problem of
Manarashtra is typical in its owm war. It involves a dichotomy
betweon drought prone and non-drought prone districts. The
drougi.t-prone districts, where minor irrization can t¢ taken up
nave the problem of dark aud grey watcrsheds. Jhereay, in the
non-drought pronc districts in situ conservation of water should
receive higher priority than minor irrigation. Hence, water-
shed development over all the btlocks may he the most suitakle
programme to be taken under Tmeesive? scheme ags a blanket
progranme in place of 3péci£ica11y tailored programmes for
regions,

The guidelines also indicate in para 5.5 that the amount
provided for Tminor irrigation’ be utilized as subsidy for the
loen taken by beneficiary from institutional sources., This
neang that a potential beneficiarv may have to invest amount
in the ranze of Rs. 15 to 16.5 thouzands. Studieﬂ on institu-
tional finance have amply demonstrated that, with uncertain

groundwater conditions, climatic risks ond low value crop

7 Government of India, Revise.’ Guidelines for Implementation
of thc centrally sponsored scheme of assistance to smell and
marginal formers for increasing azricultural production,
Miunistry of lgriculture, I'ew Delhi, Janucry 1983,
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. . 8
pattern, investment to that tune is always hazardous.

This discussion leads to the conclusion that COLDEP is
a suitatle prograirme in the JState ol Maharashtra in place of
Minor Iriigation. Dut, we wculcd hasten to suvggezt that hoth
the alternatives be kept open so that this deciaion ca:n be
taiten based on thwe requirement of the block as x igﬂtlv p01nted
cut in the‘guidolines of-para 5.1. Hence, the decision to
alter o* modify the prezrarme should e taken at the State
Government lcvel. 4 blanket programme would not necessarily
prove beneficial to simnll and marginal farmers. Or, in other
words, may not neceassarily lead to an increase in produétion on
the landd of emall and nmarginzl farmers.

CODEP i3 an area development programme and small water-—
gheds join together to form a larger watershed and hence, it
would e difficult to cheose watershed with concentration of

mall and marginzl farﬁers. In the State about 57 pexr cent of
the tofal number of holdinga belons to smell and marginal
farmers and hence, though a direct teneficiary approach is not
followed, it can ke comfortatly assﬁmed that about 57 per cent
of tle teneficiarics of COduMT would be small and narginal

fermers., Put ti:is necds to be carefully checled across state.

I.5 Ohijectives and Methndologsw

The akove paragraphy tried to nighlight the suitability
i/

of COLDIP a3 compurcd to minor irrigation in liaharashtra, e

ohall also have a closer lock at the operational aspccts of

g R.S. Deshpande, et al, Expost Zv:luution of Dry Well
%nvestments in Hard Rock Arnas of B11apur Research i-= port,
nstitute for Social and Lconomic Change, Bangalore, 1986,




the programme in the subsegueat analysis. Given that in Maha-
rashtra the *massive? progfrarme had two major components,
namely, COWDEP and MINIKITS till 19587-88, we shall endeavour to
analyse the impact of these programmes on farm households,
Our objectives for tioe prezsent study are as follows 3
1. To study the extent and coverage in terms of
teneficiaries and area under tie major
cogponents of the prograume.
2. To what extent the programme has helped in
changing the cropping pattern in favour of
pulses and oilseeds.
3. To assess tre distributed varieties and their
&iversificatipn across reglons.
4., To analyée the impact of various components
of the schene.
5. To document vorious constraints in operational-
ising and administration of the scheme and
finté ways ané means to meet such constraints.
We plan to wdrk at three levelsrin the analysis of the
prohblem. The present chapter mainly dezls with the implementa-
tion and departure of the scheme from c¢x-ante presumptions
at State level. It is followed by a State level analysis of
the programme. The second chapter would deal with the
analysis of the data collected from tie gelected tlocks in
the state, For the selection of block, we have followed two

stage sampling. In the first atage, we grouped all the
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blocks of tre state into nine agro~climatic zones. «e have
selected thirty-four blocks randomly from cach agro-~climatic
zone in proportion to the numker of blocks falling uwnder each
agro-climatic zone (see Table 1.2). 4 block level schedule
was sent to each selected block to get the inpact of the scheme
separately for CO.DEP and Minikits. In the thiid chaptor w

have analysed tihe responses of the bveneficiaries of tle pro-
gramme. Jafter selecting two blocks rangorly falling in two
different agro-climatic zones, e have takxen tiie COWDEP water-
sheds falling in the blocik. 4 beneficiary schedule was can-
vassed for the CO.LDEP heneficiaries. Similarly, another
structurcd scheduls was canvassed for the teneficiaries of
minikit prograrme. ‘e heve selected equal number of benefi-

ciaries from COWDEP and MIMIKIT prosrammnes.

1.6 Magro-Tevel snalvsis

Before we get into the analysis of the iwplementation of
massive programme at block and beneficiary level, it is
necessary to analyse the design of the Central Government
programme in the set up of the Statc and the achievements at
State level. Iiplementation of a progreie is as crucicl as
the deagign of it. It is essential that tae degsign of any
.developmental programmc offers sufficient flexitility keeping
in view the spirit rather than in letters. In the following

sections, we are anslysing the protlems of the programme and

its achievements in the state.
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Maharashtra is a State with a large number of small and
marginel holdings. almost S? per cent of the operational hold-
ings come under the small and marginal farrers group, but the
ziea held by them is only 20 per cent of the total. There is
of course a large variation acrcss regions within the state.

In Table 1.3, we have presented the proportion of numver of
holdings and area hcld by the wealer sections. The number of
small and merginal holdings range from 45 per cent in .imaravati
to 72 per cent in Konkan region. Similarly, area held by

this group of cultivators ranges between 16 & 33 per cent for
Punc and Kolhapur respectively. Whereas, 53C axdl ST farming
housenolds are co:mcentra>ted in‘Nagpur, amravati and Maghik
districts.

The variations in distrikution makes it clear that there
is no uniformity in the spread of target groups (SF & MP, SC &
5T farmers). In such case, if tie funds of a developmenteal
prosramue are distributed uwniforily (viz. 23. 5 lakh per block
irrespective of the concentration of target group), then its
irpact would be skewed across blocks/districts/resions. .
block with higher numbér of target group would get the same
arount of funds as that of the btlock with lower nurnber. This
would meen lower wmer capita developmental expenditure or
lirited coverage per ycar. This would need a longer tiie span
development of the underdeveloped blocks as compared to the
other tlocks., Creating sich an imbalance between target

groups of different regions, cannot be an expected result,
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We also worked out location ratios for small and marginal

farmers and 3C and 3T farmers for all the districts of the

otate in ordcr to locate concentrated pockets of target groups.

Table 1,2 ¢ List of the Jelected Elocks

- em  Ew wm ewm M wm mE Em oy mm Am W B we e B e mm omm we

3r. dgro-Climatic Zone
Lo

1. Very High nainfali Zone
with Laterites

2. Very High Rainfall with
non-lateritic soils

5. Ghat Zone

4. Tranzition Zone (I)
5. Transition Zone (II)

6. Scarcity Zone

7. éssured Rainfall Zone

8. Higlh Rainfall Zone with
soils from Mixed Parent
Material -

)

(4]

a

Cl

Wane of
tae
Block

Khed
Mahasala

Kelyan
Mokliada
Roha

Panthala

Shahuwadi
Suragana

Igatpuri
Taloda

Srigonda
Purandhar
Sangola
Ashti
Mohol
Khatav

Bhatukali
Juraagabad
Paithan
Patoda
s0ygaon
fandura
Latur

3alekesa
Arjuni
Bhandara

Ratnagiri
Raigad

nanc
Thane
Raigad

Kolhapur

Kolhapur
Mashik

ashik
Dhul:

Lbhnednagar
Pure
Solapur
Eeed
Solapur
Sztara

isrravati
lurangabad
aurangabad
Beed
lurangabad
Buldhana
Latur

Bhandara
Bhandara
EBhandara

 ER s e e Em g Gk e me me wmm mm we SR e Am e Em am e s e mm e e b mm mw s

contd.
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Tekle 1.2 ¢ contd.
S5r. Jagro-Climatic Zone No. of Name of District
o, Blocks the
selected  Dlock
8. Moderate Rainfall Zone 4 Tanded Kanded
- Hingoli Parbhuni
Risod akola
Hadgaon Handed
1C. 4Ldéditional blocks 5 Khultabad Jfaurangabad
selected Mandgaon  Neshik
Dahivall Jatara
Dhopegao  Satara
(/atershed)
Shirur Pune
rable 1.3 2 Proportion Distribution of Small, Marginal and

Scheduled Caste and ScheCuled Tribe Cultivators

in Maharashtra 13585-86

-_ o o am e o R mm e mm e o oy SE mR W e mN ww e R e o e W e B S wm Em e

Proportion of Proportion of

Sre. Divizion

(Pcreceat to total)

I'o. Small and Yar-~ OC Farnmers 3T FMarmers
ginal Farners
é. of Arca o, 0of irea MNo. of Area
Hold- Holid- Hold-
ings ings - ings
1. imeravati 45 17 10 7 7 3
2. Aurangatad 46 18 8 .6 2 2
3. Xolhapur 75 33 9 5 0.0 0.1
4., Fonkan 72 23 5 3 8 9
5. Hagpur 53 20 13 10 12 12
6. Tashik 52 20 5 4 1° 18
7. Pune 51 16 8 ) 4 4
8. Maharashtra
State 57 20 8 5 7 7
source ¢ Government of Maharashtra, Agricultural Census,

1985-86
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. . . -
The location ratio was computed as follows

Looation Ratio of ith district = PISi/Tii
okl o ol - wamn
© BT /TS
PIG; = Sisc of holding or area of target group in &th
district
Tﬂi = Total nuwrker of holdings or areca in the ith district
PT3 = Size of Total kholdings or area of ta¢get groap

in the State

H
[
(Va3
1

Total number of aoldings or area in the State.

The location ratio will te wunity if the proPQrtion of
target group in a district is egual to that of the State; In
other words, if the district rerresents characteristic of the
State, then the location ratio (IR) would ke unity. Higher
concentration of target group wovld result in location ratio
higher than unity. Taking thc allocation of funds under massive
scheme at Rs. 5 lakhs per block, we arrived st the district-
wige allocation of the funds. Je further classified the dis-
tricts into two groups by takiné a dividing line at Rs. 55;
lakhs. Districts were further cross tabulated with those having
high or low conceatration of (repreacuted bty location ratio)
target group. |

It mey e noted from the Table (1.4) that thcre are
guite a fewv case:, where the a:ncentrétion of targct group is
high but the allocated funds are much below the R3. 55 lakh
mark. On the other hand, there are more number of districts

yherc target groups have lower concentration but the allocated
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Table 1.4 : Classification of Districts iccording to Level of
4llocation and Concentration of Target Group

(Wo.of Dists.in each Cecll)

Sr. Target Group Concen- . dllocation of Funds
Ko, tration * Below R3.55 Lbove RS. 55
1. Small and High 5 5
Marginal Farmers
. Low 11 8
2. SC Parmers High 5 7
Low 11 5
3. 3T Farmers High 10 5
Low 6 7

= AR e Sl mm s e me Em Em Ry eSS R e W e M e M M B Em mE G M WE W S Al me E

aﬁigh concentration — Location ratio exceeding units

Low concentration - Location ratio less than units

funds excced Rs. 55 lakhs, This is the bagic flaw in the design
of the programme, which may result in  inter-district dispari-
tiez in the development of target groups. In other words, this
wcﬁld mean relatively lower allocation of the funds to the
regions with higher concehtration of target groups and vice
verssa.

We haﬁe worked out rank correlations between the fﬁnds
allocated and conceatration (indicated by location retios)
across the districta. Tre resuits are presented in Table
1.5, It may be obkserved ffom taoe téble that none of the

correlations are significant,g which means that the allocation

9 Except one with area held by 3T fariers, but this is more
due to outliers in the group rather than the group behaviour.
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Taitle 1,5 ¢ Rank Correlations between Funds illocated aud
Concentration of Target Group

- et e WM WE mm mE m A mE EE W wm e Wy S B Em mp S Er e mw e M mm e E e S e

Target Group Corrclation Conefficient
Srell and targinal @ Number 0.27 XNot significant
Farmer nrea 0.23 dot significant
3C Parmers FNunber 0.15 Hot aignificant
area -0,03 Vot significant
37 Permers Humbker -0.20 Fot gignificant
irea -0.35 Sigrificant at 5%

of funds per district have no déirect relationzhip with the con-
centration oi target group. «t this place, we underscore the
point that there is a basic flaw in the design of thu scheme

at the Centre.

e shall now tzlee up the normative impact part of the
dogign of the scheme in the case of Maharashtra. In other word§,
we arc trying to analyse below the impact of the schemec provided
it is implémented a3 given by the guidelines, Thiz will bé
followed by an analysis of the actual impact of the schere at
State level.,

-5 far as the direct impact of the benefits ls concerned
the distribution of minikits comes first. Maharashtra Covera-
ment has the niniliit comronent under various programmes-like
FODP, OFTF, KPDE, .Krishi Pendhari, etc. The schcme has a
substanticel amount allocated and also covers lerge numpber of

veneficiaries. 4t the level of beneficiary, therc may be
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difficulties in administering the programme but at macro level
(at State level) its implementation has no obvious problens,
The conly possible distortion again is the ecquated allocation
o funds to cach block irrespective of the concentration of the
terget group.

Distribution of ninikits liave a thrce pronged function.
Firstly, it énahles the target ;roup an easy access to the
technology péckage with seeds, fertilizers and know-how,
Secondly, it easens the market barriers on the new inputs by
subsidising them. Thirdly, it promotes cropping pattern in
favour of crops like oilsecds/pulses. The first two functions
are built in/%ﬁe prograﬁme but it is futile to hypotlhwesize any
cuange in the cropping pattern in the abseince of supporting

rice Incentives and access to other inputs. The price support
was tried successfully during seventies in cozstal indhra

Pradesh for cotton.lo

453 en exercize, we tried to work out the benefited area
under minor irrissaticn given the allocation of Rs. 3.5 lakhs
pcr bloek, in order to compaie this with the probable benefits
derived from COWDZF. The total allocation at State level
would e evout Ds, 1050 lakha. If 25 per cent subsidy is given
to the small and rerginal faruers for digging #ell, the total
number of feasible wells with subsidy would be 20,304 at the
unit cost prescrited by FiB.AD. Table 1.5 gives the number of
feagible wells and the per cent of rainfed arca of target group

]

irrigated.

10 V.N. Reddy, "Pattern of Commercial Farmins in Guntur District?,
Economic and Political Teekly, 21-28 Decerbe-, Vol. 20, Nos. 51
and 52, 1935.
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fable 1.6 ¢ HNumber of Feasible Wells and Proportion of 4Area
Irrigated for 5Small and Marginal Farwmers with
the Given Investment

- R Em Em em SR AT S ER SN WP e N e BE M e e s G el e B S mm m mme g ik e AeE W

Sr. Division I'o, of Feasible Proportion of Area Irrigated

Vo, wells at 25% of Small and Margingl
Subsidy (Nos.) Holdings with the additional

wells (o)

1, dmeravati 4124 , 0.41

2. Aurangabad 2864 0.78

3. Kolhapur 1592 | 0.55

4. ¥onkan 2675 0.80

5. Nagpur 4044 1.70

6. Nashik 2240 0.93

7. Pune 2364 0.89

8. Maharashtra 3tate 20304 0.96

- R mr Em ®R EE A o e AR oy e Em mm R ER e WA WP MR S W SR MmN G G me o EE e W

It can be obgerved from the table that ahout 1 per cent
area of the small and marginal farmers can be krought under
irrization with an investment of a%out Rs. 4 thousand lakhs.
This would also create a debt burden of about Rs. 3 thousand
lakhs per yeér and an edqual provision of credit from banking
industrv, Apart from these marginal benefits, the long run
gustainability of well irrigation (given the groundwater
‘availebility in Maharashtra) as well as the correct jdentifica~-
tion of bLeneficiaries by the banking institutions pose greater
‘problems. On the cther hand, if CCVDEP programme is undertaken

as an alternative, it would cover about 42 thousand hectares
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of area'ir a wear (at the unit cost prevailing in the State
wiich are under revision)., Table 1,7 gives the anticipated area
to be covered uncer COUDEE.

Table 1.7 : Bstimates of the Area Covered Under COWDID
with tlie given investment

or. Division Area in Hectares which can be
Ho. . covered wnder CCWIEP

l. hdmaravati 0553

2. aurangabad 7363

3. Kolhapur 5217

4, Konkan 3968

5. Hagpur 3241 :

5. Washik 5948

7. Pune 5422

8. Maharashtra State 42210

Though the proportion of area covered under COVDEP is
not subkstantial relative to the total area under operational
holdings, the tenefits fall in the perview of long tern strategy
of proper land and water management. This prosramme will not
oniy provide higher moisture availa%ility but alzo seasonal
cerployment to the saell and uwarginal farmers. The programme
also inclutes components like nalla bunding and small water
harvesting structures, contour vunding to increase in gitu
moisture corservation, social foreatry, horticulture, etc.
Hence, it has multipronged benefits as compared to minor irriga-

tion progra:me.



1.7 Achievements Under Magsive Programme

Lo indicated in the initial paragraphs, this programme
is in operation in the State since 1933-84. DBoth the components
of the programme viz., distribution of minikits and COWDEP,
have quite impressive achievements to their credit, During
tiie period of four years, i.e., 1985-86 to 1983-89, the Govern-
ment of Maharashtra distributeé through its department 2? lakh
minikits., This means that alout the sawe number of beneficia-
ries (not counting those who have taken it twice in the same
year) have taken advantace of the scheme. Or, in other wwrds,
alout 3 lakh hectares of area was covered during these vears
undexr new seeds. |

The achievements under COWDEP are preserted in Table
1.8, Contour or graded bunding hag dominated the achievements
both becauvse of their priority as water conserving structures
and the low uvnit cost. Bﬁt, most of the contour bunding work
was done during 1988-89 and there cannot be any other justifica-
tion except the availability of funds during that year. The
achievements under land shaping and grading are also quite
congistent over the years. This is followed by terracing,
wihich is a problem of only certain areas in the state,

Three specific observations can be pade about the com-
ponentwise achievements of the programme. TFirstly, nalla
training has received guite low priority both in expenditure

,and coverage, One can understand the coverage because large

area 1s not involved in this work but then the expenditure
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1t Undex CCLD3Z )
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(Fiovres in

thouza . HJecta/Yos,)

— e ew e em ee e em e mm el ew e e S omm e e me mm e de e e R e M e e - e M mm mw lm e s e em em T me St o S m
. Componcats 1865- 1834~ 13885- 18856- 1937- 1882~ Total
20, oA . as 35 87 £8 8%
1. Contow:/Gradeé Sunding (03) 1,27 &3 73 73 75 3,78% 1,324
2. i2lla cuncing (o o - 5 7 ) 7 3 37
3. Tercecing i 10 1z 13 15 17 o 74
4, Lend-Dov-cum-Hort.Dev, nango 3 3 3 3 3 11 26
Geane 1 1 1 1 1 2 7
5. Ci» Farm Dov.e LSforuitation auwd Crasa
Plaxcation 5 3 ) 7 ¢ 20% 53
6. Land Shaylng/Grading 2% 51 43 4¢ 55 S 218
7. Zroald Qed. Furrol 1 1 P 0 ~ G 2
3. ¥all Training ( 03.) o 2 1 2 @ & 1
&, lainterace 35«03 34-C 30 13 15 1/ 132
10, Reclomation of ill 3drain soils 1 1 1 1 1 & 5
11. Zepairs of work Gue to hcavy ralins - 4 2 G o t 4
Fote ¢ 1) * Incluiiag Contour ploughing (Directive line:s and Vegetative buadz).
2} "¢ Pre-pwonsvon zo levemdita.
3) @ Indicater neglizidle (Telow 300) .
4 icuicvernent O”lOJQJ from all souvrces of funda.
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should have clearly indicated the priority. Secondlr, broad bed
furrows which shouwld ke complimentary to contour bunding has
also reczived relatively less emphasis, Thirdly, it would have
been beneficial had the achievements in nalla tunding are given
in terms of irricatrle aiea rathsx than nmumbver of structures.
1.8 Bumary

The Centrally J3ponsored Schieme of Jssistance to ﬁmall and
Marginal Farmers to Increase fAgricultural Production (M.SSIVE)
is in operation in the State since 19583-84, Maharashtra Govern-
ment chose to take up Comprehensive watershed Development
Programme (COWDEP) instead of "minor irrigation? as a component
of the overall programme. Our analysis indicates that minor
irrigation would have carried ﬁiniscule benefits to the target
group. Moreover, in the hard rock areas of Maharashtra the
ultimate irrigation ﬁotential itself is not very high. Large
areas are falling under dark and grey zones according to ground-
water exploitation levels., In such situvation, soil and water
conservation becomes the top priority programme of the State
government, COWDEP is a suitatle alternative to it, Ve have
also analysel in detall the bvaszic design of theAMassive acheme,
which shows that allocating equated fundas to the block would in
turn perpetuate the regional irbalances. It would be benefi-
cial, in the sﬁirit of the programme, to give freedom about
the schemeg to 3tate government. In such case, the State can

prepare a get of zonewise schemes for all tiec blocks of the



state and sanction mey he accowied Ty ceatral govermaent unden
ti.a overalil aschenme. However, thwe tceacfits sbhould in no casc
fiow to-aGs the non-targeted grounz., In thoe ligut of tiis,
it iz neccaeary to inbroduce soﬁe minoer c.anges in the imple~
cicr of OCLDAD. Twis ant other »elated aspeei: arce Qin-

cusse . in Forthconin:, zualwsis.,



APPENDIX

Table 1 1 Districtwise Allctment of Funds, Location Ratios , Area Covered Undar
Watershad Development and Area Under Well Irrigatian,

-------------------------- e oW B W W W wwm e e "R W .oew

District ii’{':%ment. _'Sﬁﬂ?_lﬁ“ £ o l.:;;:ght. 21':.::
{(In Rs. 0. Area 0  Area ) ey under can
lakhs) wat er= be

*shed brought

develop= under

ment* wall

() irri-

e e eeeememmmmm————- R DR .o w

1. B.S.D. - 1.65 3.0 1,51 3.22 1.86 4.80 - -
2. Thane 65 1.27 1,28 1.33 1.?8 1.,22 1.08 1200 08
3. Ralgad 70 1.38 1.59  l.2% 1.5 1.39 1.3, 1292 872
k. Retnagiri v L5 1.15 0.85 1.09 0.87 1.40 1,33 830 720
5. Sinddurg 35 1.36 0,98  1.31 1,29 1.62 2,19 6u4b L36
Konkan Division 215 1.27 1.0 1,05 1.13 1.2% 1,10 3968 2676
6, Nashik 65 0,67 0.80 090 0,7, 0,89 0,77 2L8 408
7. Dhule 50 0.93 1.20 0.7 0.61 1.06 1.1 1652 624,
8. Jalgaon 65 1.00 1,17 1.09 1.30 1.16 1.60 218 . 408
~Nashik Division 180 0.93 1.00 096 0,88 0,99 1,10 5948 2240
9, Ahmednagar 65 0.97 1.8 1.10 1.05 0.96 0.9 1855 408
10, Pune 70 1.02 0.92 1.06 0.97 1.01 0.77 1998 872
11, Solapur 50 0.71 0.58 0.81 0.63 0,83 0.75 1570 &84,
. =Pune Division 190 0.92 0,90 0.97 0.88 0,98 0,78 5422 2364
12, Satara : 55 1.36 1.78  1.01 1,72 1.56 2,41 237 ° 684
13, Sangli L5 19 1.30 0,68 1,30 1,06 1,38 1749 560
lk. Kolhapur 60 1.46 2,61 2,35 191 1,75 3.5 2331 748
. Kolhapur Division 160 1.35 1.67 1,36 1.58 1,64 2.67 6217 1992
15, Aurangabad 40 0.67 0,97 0,92 1,02 1.10 1.1 1368 496
16. Jalna 25 0.81 0.85 0.9, 1l.11 1,08 1,39 854 312
17. Parthant 35 0.79 0.8 0.92 1.0, 0,91 0.98 1197 436
18, Beed 35 0.69 0.88 1,05 1.25 1,08 1,14 1197 436
19. Nanded 40 o.82 1,0, O.7% 0,8, 0,78 0,90 1368 496
20. Osmanabed ' 10 0.6, 0.5 095 0,95 1,17 1.55 1095 72
21, Latur 25 0.68 0.63 0,90 1,02 1.29 1,12 855 312
. hurgngabad - 230 0,60 0,8, 0.85 0.95 0.95 1.07 7863 2864
224 Buldhana ' 65 0c.88 0.92 0.91 1,00 0.456 0,85 2343 1012
23. Akola 65 0.81 0.85 0,91 0.31 0,83 0,78 2343 1012
24, Amarsvati 65 0.96 1.04 099 1.41 0,66 0,58 2343 1012
25, Yavatmal 70 0.58 0.59 0.63 0.62 0.69 0,69 252i 1068
Amsravati Division 265 0.81 0.8, 0,88 094 0,70 0.67 9553 4124
26, Wardba 35 0,7 0,5 0.78 0.79 094 1.23 436 51k
27. Nagpur 70 0.82 0.86 0,75 0.70 0,88 0,94  &72 1088
28, Bandera 65 0.78 2,00 1.1 1.89 1.2 1.96 810 1072
29. Chandrapur 50 0.90 0,86 0.85 0.7 0.98 1,02 627 776
30. Gadchiroll 40 1.05 1,22 1.03 1,11 0,93 0.88 499 624,
Nagpur Division 260 1.03 1.09 1.01 1.0% 21,08 1.15 3241 4044
Maharashtra 1500 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1,00 1,00 42210 20304

= W O S W o W o ma o g W W ™ s @ E ow W W S W = W S e W ow > = = = = - - e W e m

* Estimated with the help of per hactara cost of watershed development = with the

allocation of Rs.3.5 lakheg per block for COWDEP, .
#% Central government allots Rs.3.5 lakha per bvlock towards minor irrigation. If this

amount ¥ spent on dk2f d’gging wells @ each well irrigates 1 ha.approx.vhat would

be the . tual area that can be irrigated with wella,
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lnalysis of the scheme at state level indicatésmﬁhﬁﬁjthe
formulation shovld have taken into account the peculiarities
of the 5tate. The allocation of funds on the basis of blocks
(Rs. 5 lakh per block) do not bezr any relationship with the
regional concentration of target groupz. 4is a result,larger
funds are likely to be available in the pockets with lesser
concentration of target groups. “haich may lead to perpetua-
tion of inter-regional inegualities in long run. The State
government has suitatly altered the scheme to the geo-
climatological conditions of the 3State, by taking up Comprehen-
sive ﬁgteréhed Development Programme (CODEP) in the place of
minor irfigation component. «8 indicated in the earlier
chapterswe are attempting here an analysgis of the two schemes
foir the selected 34 blocks. we have opted for block level
analy:sis because of two reasons. Firstly, tae zllocation of
funds is nade keeping block as a unit and secondly, bpth the
schemesl are implemented by tlock le vel officials viz., Elock
Developrment OfTicer (BDQ) and Sub-divisional Soil Conservation
Officer (Sub-DI3SCO). Hence the analyais of jmplementation =zt
blocic level would be usefuvl for the evaluation of the échéme

and widsrstanding its impact.

1 Scheme of distribution of minikits and development of a
compreanenzive watershed,

28
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For the sclection of blocks, we followed stratified random
sampling and grouped all the tlocks of the State into nine
agro-climatic zones. Out of these, we have selected thirty-
Tour blocks randomly from each of the agro-climatic zone in
proportion to the total number 6f blocks falling under each of
the zones. This list of blocks was finalised after the
digcucsiong with Officers from State Government.2 4 structured
gchedule was sent to EDO for the relevant information pertain-
ing to the block and distribution of minikits. JAnother secparate
sciedule was gent to the Sub-Divisional Soil Conscervation
Officer for the data regarding iuplementation of the programme.

| The first schedulc provided data
akout the cropping pattern, land use, coverage of the target
groups, expenditure on minikits, etc., while the second gchedule
gave information about type of watershed development activities,
coverage, cxpen diture, erplovment generated, achievements,
etc., Out of thc 68 schedules we received 49 schedules and 19
block level officials did not send the information even after
6th reminder over a period of 4 months. Hence the analysis
includes only 49 gchedules, of which 27 schadules are from
Sub-DI3C0 and 22 schedules from BDO.

ITI.1 Spread of the Target Group

A8 indicated earlier the selected blocks span across the

‘2 We are grateful to Dr. J.Y. Patil, .dditional Director,
Directorate of Jgriculture, Goverinent of lMaharashtra and
his colleaglLes in the depertment,
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otate and representation for every cgro-climatic zonc of the

D
'—Jl
[47]

Stat given. These blocka covzr totally about 35,56 lakh
hectares of geographical area and 2.6 lakhs of rural population.
The Scazdulced Caste and decheduled Trike populatisn farm 18.74
per ccnt of the total rural population. .mong the cultivators,
5.4 lakh are small and marginal farmers and 1.4 lakh are
scheduled cestes and seheduled tribe cultivators.3 ‘Takle 2.1
presents proportion of small and narzinal fermers in the total
rmurber of holdings and thue share of arca operated by thom.

Tarle 2.1 2 Distribution of Holdin_ s and Jrea Operated among
Target Groups
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5r. Target Group Proporticn to Proportion of iverage
Vo. total number  area operated size of
- of holdings to total holding

operated area (in ha.)

1. Marginal Farmers 30.9 5.6 0.49
2. Small Parmers 24.7 13.6 1.48
3. ocheCuled Cagte

Farmers 7.6 el 1.82

4, Screduled Tribe
Farpers 6.7 5.6 2.68

4

source @ agricultural Census, 1935-85, Jovernment of
Maharsas 'ltro., Pune N 1880,

—— i

-

Z - Government of Maharashtra, Zeport of the Zzricultural Census,
1963-86, Dircctorate of Iu"rwulture,9 1289.
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We have also presented the proportion of scheduied caste and
scheduled tribe cultivators in total number of holdings and
their share of operated areca.

The small and mer:inal ‘farmers together are more than 55
per cent of the total number of holdings, but their area share
i3 very low. OSimilar is the casc of farmers belonging to
scheduled castes and scheduled tribes. However, it‘is.intcreat—
ing to note that most of the holdings of the target group fall
in the category of uneconomic holdings and hence well irrigation
with large share of investment from own sources is not a feasi-
ble alternative. Moreover, we find large variations in these
proportions of smell and werginal farmers across blocks., Table
2.2 gives the proportion of number of blocks falling in differ-
ent ranges of proportion of smell and marginal farmers. It
may ke noted that the proportion of small and marginal farmers
across blocks varies from 10 té 68 pexr cent, Varilance is
larger in the group of marginal farmers as compared .to small
farners.

Table 2.2 ¢ Distribution of Blocks Jdccording to Proportion of
3mall and Marginal Farmers
Ranges of Proportions  Number of Elocks falling in different
raznges for the group of

k. oy s s ——

Small Farmers Marginal Farmers
Upto 25 per cent 19 255.9; 16 (47.0
25 to 50 per cent 15 (44.1 12 (35.3
Aibove 50 per cent il (=) 6 (17.7
~Total 34(100.0) 34(100.0
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Given this degree of variation, a blankct programme of
egral sllocation for each block (of Rs. Five lukh) would cer-
tainly mean depriving, at least 50 per cent of the target group,
of adeguate investible resources.

Meherasitra being one of the deccan ﬁlateau_States having
very low level of irrigetion naturally the cropping intensity is
also very low. Thc propoxrtion of irrigated area is not more
than 10 ner cent in moczt of the blocks seliectcd., Hence, the
cevelopment of the cropping pattern has also gone in favour ol
dry land crops. The cropping pattern i~ predoninantly a cereal
centered cae, Jowar area is as high a3 40 per cent followed by
bajra (14 per cent) and paddr (8.5 per cent). Jreawise, cotton
is the major cash crop with about 3 per cent area share.
Sugarcane, is a crop concentrated onlv in a few pockets ol the
State and has altout 2 per cent area share., .mong the remaining
crops, pulses account for 15 per cent of gross cropped area
anG oilgeeds have about 10 per cent, which really mcans that
the crop econorrr iz dominated %y low value low Gensity crops.
This coupled with the lower cize of holdings Lirings out the
finaneial vulner=bility of an averazec smell or marginal farmer
ol the State.

II.

BEAY

Comprehensive atershed Development
Progreime (COHDLP)

With the operational constraints well recognized, it was
necesaary for the 3tate Government to tailor the 'minor

irrigation' component of the Centrally ‘ssisted 3cheme for
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Small and Marginal Fermers to suit the requirements of the target
group. The COWDEP programme is in operation in the 3tate since
1983 and is5 mainly covering scil and water congoirvation measures
in the State. The programme includes (i) Contour and Graded
bunding (ii) Terracing (iii) On farm Dry Land Development Works
- Afforestation and Grass Plgntation (iv) Walla bunding (v)

Land Jevelopnent and norticultural plantations (vi) Land shaping
and grading (vii) Broad bed and furreowvs and (viii) Reclamation
of ill drained soilg. The vrogramme iz dperated entirely
through the 50il Conservation net work of the Direétorate of
sgriculture and at the block level gsub-divisional soil conserva-
tion officer is in charge of its implermentation. The watersheds
areridentified in a district by o team consisting of Soil Con-
servation Officcrs, revenuc officcrs, iocal peonle3 represcnta-
tive ané other noninces. Most of the identified watershods
coincide with the village bbundary with an average arca of

about 200 to 300 hectares. Most of the components of the COTDEP
programue aire taken simultaneously in tie watersheGs.

Major portion of the total allocation of the 'mossive!
progranme is 3pent on COWDEP (Rs. 4.5 lakhs of the Rs. 5 lakh
allocation for a block). The programme covers meinly soil and
moisture conservation ané hence has a long gestation period.
Major poxrtion- of thic teacefits are in terms of avarting the social
ccst of dégradatien of zoil and increasing moisture availability.
Due to the long gestation period of watersked technblogy and

implicit secondary and tertiary benefits, it is difficult to
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assess the incremental berncfits in terws of income or yield of
crops. However, tue cmplovment generation, area covered and
oxpenditu:es on differcnt components give gome idea about the

successful implementation of the programme.

~

Tarle 2.3 2 Total Number cf Vatersheds bty 3ize ol Jreca
Covercd under Then

drea covered per Praportion Total Mumber of  Total .irea
watershed in of Blocks Watersheds in Covered
hectares (%) the Size Troup (in ha.)
' (aos.)

Less than 100 ha. 29,2 455 3278 (2.0)
100 to 300 ha. 41.6 578 139292 (33.6)
ibove 300 ha. 29,2 653 267560 (64.5)
Total 100.0 1591 - 415130(100.0)

— e e e e o Em S T S ml we m e e Be m s S mm me  Em e mm ol WE MR mem ewm e omm

Fotcs ¢ 1. BazelG on the block level deta cellscted from 24
blocks.
2. FPigures in brackets are proportion to totzal.

Table 2.3 ahows thc number of wateraieds by gize of their
o%verage. 411 watersiheds together cover an arca of 4.15 lakh
hectares ané majoritr of ther fall in the size group of above
100 hectares. Hence, nost of the watersheds are wmlcro-water-
3neds and ma;- take a periof ranging from 5 to 1C yeara for
completion of dcveloprent works., Out of the selected blocks,
wore than 75 per cent of development work 1a completed in
abtout 17 per cent of tihe watershicds. In ahout 29 per cent of

watersheds 50 to 75 per cent of the work is already accomplished
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and in the reueining watersheds the coverage is less than 50
per cent of the targcts.

Onp of the important aspects of the present study is to
as3ess thelcoverage of the target group under the programme,
43 indicated earlier; the COWDZP is an area development pro-
gramme and hence if i3 obvious that the coverage would have
limited target group members. Takle 2.4 gives number of klocks

by renges of tne per cent of the target groups and area covered.,

i

Tatle 2.4 : Distribution of Selected Blocks by Proportion
of 3mell and Marginal TFarmers

— e mm e ms A am Em em e e s o MY W mie el Ay mm ww e e A WR W M mE bt mw b el e

Langes of the Fro- Proportion Proportion  average Farm
portion .of 3mall of Slocks of area Size %in ha.)
and Marginal Farmers covered

Below 25 per cent 13.6 8.0 3,483

25 to 50 per cent 13.6 14.8 7.71

5% to 75 per cent 22.8 24.9 3.23
ibove 75 per cent 50.0 52.3 0.96
Total 100.0 100,0 1.82

- em mm mew we e e e SR Em ot e RS G G MR M mm omm e e S b el e wm e mw mm wmm e e

It may‘be seen from thce tatle that in more than 70 perA
cent o the blocks more than 50 per cent of thé bencficiaries
df CO . DZP are small and oerginal farwers.  The average farm
size varics Letwcen 0.96 hectares to 7.71 hecﬁares. The
variations acrosas blocka iz also a notatle phenomena. The

.overall coverage of thc prograraue indicate a fair shere to

small ané marginal farmers, Similar is the case when we



look at the components of the programme. Table 2.5 gilves
activitywise coverage of the target groups and their area
covercd.

Tatle 2.5 * Lctivitywise Coverage of Marginal ard Small
Parmers in the Selected Blocks -

CCWDEP Lctivity activitywise Per cent of Per cent of
' coverage of Total expen- Total area
marginal and diture covered
small farmers
M SF

e o O e B N e S e mE R e MR el R OGS el e TR EM MW e e e ES em em me e e mw am ww

1. Contour and
Graded bunding 3.9 1.6 8.7 35.3

2. Terracing- 52.6 35.1 11.7 24.5

3. On Parm Dry Land
Development ¢

afforestation

and Crass Planting 1.3 0.5 2.6 10.6
4. Malla bunding 10.4 4.1 47.4 6.9
5. Land Development

and Horticulture 1.0 0.9 1.3 0.6
6. Land 3haping and

Grading 2.2 3.6 18,4 16,5
7. Broad beds and .

Furrows - - 0.1 0.1
8. Reclamation of

111 drained

s0ils 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.7

9. Others 21.4 54,0 9.5 4.8

. S mE O ks A 4w B R TR MM A WD EE S M M W v e e G mm e e B W mm kB e ey
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It may be noted that reclamation c¢f ill drained soils,
land developmeant and horticulture and afforestation and grass
planting, are the activities which relativelr cover smaller.
proportion of target grbups. This is not unexgectéd ags these
are mainly problews faced under larger holdings vhe:e we find
higher proportion of uncvltivated arabtle lands. Moreover,
only 4.2 per ceat of tiie total share of expenditure ig claimed
by taese activities.,

b ﬁarget group specific programve (as indicated in the
original design) would certainly show high coverage of the
target groups and it will not be surprising even if the bene-
ficiaries are all from the intended target groups. Dut, it is
certainly creditalble that the large number of beneficiaries of
COWDIP are from the target groups though the programme is an
area develoﬁment programme, DMost of the indirect benefits are
non-measurable with the limited experience, but if measurakble,
these will again add to the directly accrued benefits to small
and marginal farmers.

COWDEP was deaigned keeping in view four =aspects.
Firgtly, it was intended to conserve and make available the
s0il moisture in the late kharif or early rébi season.
Secondly, té arrest the soil degradation dve to excesaive run
off, Thirdly, to induce the farmerg to take up crops like
pulses, oiléaeds and horticultural crops on degraded lands,
dastly, to create additional rural erployment for agricultural

labourers and small and marginel farmers. It is obvious that
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all tie four objectives cannot be achieved in a minor irrigation
programic, but this can bc done with much lower cost under

watershed development programne.

Iatle 2.6 & Distridbution of Elocks by average per Watershed

Ixpenditure
Size Class of Fo. of o. of water- Average Dxpendi-
Bxpenditure blocks  sheds ture per Hectare
per watershed : (in Bs.)
‘Belew 50,000 - 8 547 1547
50,000 te 1,00,000 - 8 564 2462
Above 1,00,000 7 525 4191
A1 | 23 1636 1874

Hote : Based om averages of three years viz., 1985-86, 1986~87
and 1987-88.

PRSI -t

Out of the 23 blocks, akout 16 blocks have expenditure
of lezs than I lakh per watcrshed. The total number of water-
sheds falling in thesé-23 blocks is 1636. It may be noted that
the expenditure per watershed or pe:r block is constrained by
the allocation mede to tie block undcr the programme, However,
it is interesting to observe the per hectare expenditure in
different classes, ¥With an average expenditure of Rs., 1875,

one hectare of land can be treated under watershed, whereas
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the minor irrigation programme would need about Rs. 20,000 for
developing 1 hectaré.4
The activitywise.per hectare expenditure shows the diver-

sity of funds required for different treatments. DNalla burding
costs on an average, Rs. 19,453 per bund, whereas the expéndi—
ture on dry land development through tree and grass planting
costs akout As, 5 to Rs. 7 hundred per hectare of the area
treated, It was surprising to note that %other activities?
(other than the specified eight components) cost RS, 5570 per
hectare, which is the second highest in the land development
activities, The soil and water conservation benefits are of

stainzble nature as compared to the grbundwater benefits from
hard rock areas. The total area covered is about 4,15 lakh
hectares and this coverage has resulted in soil and moisture
congervation to larze areas in the selected talukas. In the
absence of yield levels® on watershed baesls, it is difficult to
asses3 the impact on production., 3ut, it is certain that this

has eliminated large amount of crop losscs dve to drought.

4 Though the short run benefits would be different from these
two strategics. Minor irrigation woulld increase the cash
flows substantially as compared to watershed development
approach, But certainly venefits do not commensurate with
the level of invegtment.

5 Karnataka watershed developuent programme has shown 240
per cent of, increasze in tihe wvield of dry land crops.
Digcussions with Shri H, Chandrashekar, Statistician, Dry
.land Development Board, Government of ¥Xarnataka.
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11.3 Eevloyrent Zffect

Lpart from Zeing a succéssful goil and moisture conserving
techinology, the COWDEP strategy also enhances the rate of rumral
employment generation. Incidentally, the COVDEP strategy also
recaives large funds from Zmployment Guarantee Scheme (EGS) of
Maharashtra Government., 7while analysing the expenditwe and
impact we have kept out the funds utilized from other programmes
except ™assive® programme. Similarly, here we give below
%he emplovment generzated out of the funds made available under
Tmagsive® programme. Table 2.7 gives the distribution of tlock
and rumber of watersheds Ly size classes of employment created,

Tatle 2.7 & Distribution of Elocks and Vatersheds by Size
Classes of Employment Generated

3ize Claszes of Yo. oFf umver of 4verage Employment
Employment blocks Jatersheds Generated per
Generated watershed
, (in mandays)

Below 5000 mandays 7 486 ° 1388

5000 to 10000 mandays 10 666 8244

ibove 10000 mandays 6 474 17708

Total : 23 1636 8626

e e e g o o Em em mm mw I S oy m s G P G M e mmp e SR e ey Em e wem m omw me

It may be noted that there are about 16 blocks and 1146
vatersileds which create employment of more than‘5000 mandays
per year per watershed. The average employment generated per
1nkxh of monev spent on watershed treatment 13 more than 12

thousand mandays, Sipdileri;-, the employment generated per
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watershed ranges Tetween 2000 mandavs to 30000 mandays per year.
These observations indicate large employment generation poten-
tial 6f the ﬁatcrshed development programme. It is obvious
that major portion of tihe rural labhour force is contributed by
agricultural latourcrs and small and marginal farmera. Hénce,
a significant share of the generated income woulld flow to the
‘target groups l.e., gmall and ngrgihal farmers., Different
activities in the COWDEP heve varied potential of employment
generation. The complex of activities in a watershed are
decided by the soil-topological character of the region. How-
ever, an indication of activitywisé employment potentiai can be
got from the Table 2.8. Majoi share of emplovment generated is
out of ifalla bunding, land shaping -and grading, and terracing.
Halla bﬁnding geherates 2,675 mandays per hectare followed by
land development with horticulture. This mecans that there is
an increasing demand for semi-skilled workers.

Whén we look at the activitywise employment generation
we come'across two-fold obscrvations. First, is tac high en-
ployment intensity of the activities as noted earlier and con-
sequent income flows to tie target groups. Scecond, fbllows
from the first obscrvation. It shows that tne euployment
gencrated under these programues ere momentary in nature and
cause only spikes in the labour absorption curve. Once a water-
shed is completed this manpower would be released in the rural
“labour market. Moreover, dry land technologies at the prevail-

ing level are not as labour absorbing as irrigated farming and
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Ay

“hence, a strain in the rural labour market would be unavoidable,

Table 2.8 ¢ ALctivitywise Employmment Generated Under COWDEP
— (4verage of 1985-1988)

— e e ew em ma oy ew MR E ER R mE oy e mn EE R MW VS EE M Ew W R W S S W e e B

ST Activity- Employment Per hectare
I'o. Generated Employment
(per cent) Generated
| (in mandays
1. Contour and Graded bunding 58 47
2. Terracing 10.0 131

3. On farm Dry-Land Development
afforestation and Grass

Planting 2.8 86
4. Falla bunding 57.5 2675
5. Lanﬁ'bevelopment'and
Horticulture 7 _ 3.0 1523
6. Land Shaping and Grading 18.9 366
7. Broad Zed and Furrows Veg., 81
8. Reclamation of I1l dreined |
~ Soils 0.7 364
9., Others 1.8 119

B . T I R T R R . T T S —

On tie whole,it appears that the implementation éf COWDET
programme in place of minor irrigation component is more desira-
ble in agro-ecologicel situations prevailing in Maharaghtra. |
The programme, hovever, Taces a few constrainta. Firstly,
since it is ah area developrent prograwme, suitable mechanisms
should be inbuilt to monitor the flow of bencfits to target

grouvs. Secondly, with the present level of investment the
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programme would have a very slow pace of growth and hence the
level of investment can be stepped up. Tnirdly, the prosramme
should have flexibility at the implementation level. Such
flexibility should be used to get optimum benefits to small and
marginal farmers. Lastiy, though the implementation necessita-
tes pulling of the funds from different sources, the utiliza-
tion of the funds should be governed by set of rules

specifically prepared for COWDEP.

1.4 Digtridbution of Minikits

Minikit distribution programme has two basic objectives.
" Firstly, it is intended to easen the access of small and mar-
ginal farmers to new inputs. Secondly, iF helps them to
adopt the technology and cropping pattergiégg be directed
(though marginally) towards the crops like pulses and oilseeds.
Unlike COWDEP, the impact of minikit distribution programme

is implemented according to the normﬁ. However, 1t is not easy
to éssess the impact-of minikit programme distributed under
centrally sponsored scheme of assistance to small and marginal
farmers to increase agricultural production because of various
reasons. In Maharashtra State, like many other States,
Minikits distribution programme is taken under various schemes.
There. are quite a few schemes operating in the State. It is
not expected from the implementing authorities at lower level,

- to maintain a clear distinction between different programmes.

Secondly, with the present scale of fragmentation of land
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(both due to land reforms aid demograpnic pressure), large
- pumbar of cultivators fall in the terget group. Thirdly, the
size of the minikit programme is so small (both the type of
kits and money allocated per kit) that it can hardly make a
dent on the crop pattern, oaly it is expected to spur the move-
ment. Tastly, the politico-economic structure of any average
Indian village iz such that the intended benefits do not reach
the target group in full., 4With these bold limitations, we
intend to analyse the impact of the 'minikit' programme on the
economy of the selected blocks. %We are concerned here with
only two aspects namely - (i) the cropwise composition of mini-
kits, the varieties and their regional suitability, and (ii)
the changes in the cropping pattern in the selected blocks.,

The coverage of the beneficiaries under the programme
at block level indicates that 95 per cent of the beneficiaries
are small and marginal farmers, indicating a spill over of
only abtout 5 per cent. Of the 95 per cent beneficiaries, 59.9
per cent are small farmers and 55,2 per'cent are marginal
‘farmers,.indicating a larger proportion of benefits going té
the higher group within the two. Among the scheduled caste and
scheduled tribe beneficiaries, the scheduled caste beneficia~
ries are 76.4 per cent., But this does not form any significant
share of tﬁe total number of beneficiaries. The marginal
spill over of the benefits to the non target group farmers is
not unexpected or alarming but this occurs because of the

similarities of other minikit programmes and the dominant
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socio-political variables. As reflected from the data at block
level it seems very clear that the benefits have gone to the
intended target group.

dnother important issue of the meso level impact is to
match the cropping pattern of the tlocks with the cropwise
proportion of minikits. distribtuted: This would indicate the
intensity of the efforts to turn the cropping pattern in ’
favour of the oilseeds and pulses (slow growth crops). Table
2.9 gives the cropping pattern of the crops and the propor-
tion of minikits distributéd in the selected blocks. About
44 per cent of the minikits distributed are of cereals like
bajra, jowar and paddy. Of these thiee, jowar takes the
major shere. Only akout 2 per cent kits are of the inferior
cereals. These are'Specifically distrivuted in the tlocks |
wnere these crops are concentrated, Olilseeds and pulses
share the remaining 55 per cent of the kits. In the oilseeds
-category til (sesamum) and safflower take the major sharc.
Groundnut minikits are given in bigger bags to be shared by a
group of farmers. DBengal gram aad red gram are the dominant
in the pulses group. The other pulses like black gram (udid)
and green gram (moonz) also share about 7 per cent of jthe
kits. The average cost of minikits distributed (excludipg
growidaut) works out to ke in the range of Rs. 2 to Rs. 10
only.

It may ke noted that though the cropping pattern is

cereal dominant, the distribution of minikits is more in
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Tarle 2.9 ¢ Cropwise Distribution of Minikits
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Crops Proportion of Proportion of
area under Minikits
the crop distriduted

1. Bajra : 14.2 15.02
2. Jowar 38.4 16.59
3. Paddy 8.6 : 1.22
4. Other cecreals 1.7 1.16
TOT.L CIZREALS 66.4 43499
5. Red gram ' 5.0 7.14
6., Bengal gram 2.3 13,20
7. Black gram and Green gram 7.2 6.96
TOTAL PULSES 14,5 27.30
8. Seaamm 7.59
2. Safflower 7.67
10. Sunflower 6.7 4,70
11. Soyabean 2.07
1. Other Cilseeds 5.92
IT0TAL OILSEEDS 8,6 27.95
13, Other crops 0.4 0.76
TOZAL | 1000 100,00

— Mmoo e e g O aw P e el ae W SR e e A el e EE  Gw TR W 4w mm T we ew

Note ! Croundmt seeds are supplied in bigger bags to
srmall groups of farmers,

4
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favour of oilseecds and pulses. ALmong the cereals, jowar is
the main crop sharing larger area, but bajra minikits clain
larger share. In other words, the data indicates that the
distribution of minikits has been in favour of the crops thus
far lagzing in the technological change.

. 4s regards the varietal distribution of minikits it was
noted that wide ranging cultivars are used across regiphs,
specifically noting the regional requirements. This is essen-
tial considering the suitability of agro-climatic factors
acrosa régions. In many places fertilizer minikits were also
distributed. Table 2.10 gives the type of the varieties
distributed in the selected blocks.

It may be noted that wide range of varieties are avail~
akle in case of bajra, jowar, paddy, beﬁgal gram, black gram
an. green gram. The spread of varieties is not necessarily
because of the higher demand for the varietal diversification
but mainly to suit them to the local conditions. J4nother
interesting point thaf emerges out of this table is the narrow
spread of varieties in some of the oilseed crops. This cannot
te totally attributed to the suitability of these varieties
tut also refléctslthe adaptability of the other cultivars,

We shall Giscuss this agpect in the teneficiary level analysis.
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Sr.. Crops Types of Cultivars
No.
1. Bajra RHR-1; MP-123; MH-143; MH-179; ICTP-3203
2. Jowar CSH-6; CiH-11; 5PV-297; M~35-1; R3V-9-R. |
3. Paddy K-23; K-24-10; Indrayani; Panvel; VDN-351-18.
4, Bengel Gram ¢-1; G-5; BDI'-1; ICC-32; NJ-9.
5. Red Gram TT-6; CPL; ICPL-87.
6. Groundnut SB~-11; JL-24.
7. Sesamun Punjak; JLT-7,
8. Sarfflower Bhima; Tara.
€. 3unTiower Modern; Paradock; Paradise,
10. Soyabean' MiCS5~13
11. Yustard Pusabold; Wamana.
12. koong '
(Green Gram 3-8; 851; TAP-7; J-781; 3-8,
13. Udid
(Black Gram) - T9; T4P-1; K-851g T-B-73; TAU-9,

I1.5 Iapact on Cropping Pattern

The emphasis of minikit programme is on the adoption of
tecanology and directing the.cropping pattern in favour of
slow growth crops. Given the size of the minikits distributed
and the total investment on the programme, it is difficult to
maxe any firm observations on the cropping pattern. However,

it may be well understood that though minikits may not have
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direct influence on cropping pattern,they may spur a chain re-
action in the decision making process of the ecultivators. In
order to check the change in cropping pattern of the selected
blocks we have taxen two years with a gap of about 8 years.
The first year represents the time before starting of the
programme of minikits (1980) and the last year represent a
recent year while the programwe was in operation for about 5
to 7 years. DBoth the years are weatherwise normal years and
do not show extreme crop output fluctuations.

Table 2,11 ¢ Changes in Cropping Pattern in the Sample 2locks
between 1680-81 and 1988-89
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Sr. Crop Proportion of irea under Crops  Change
No, - ———— e vver the
Prior to the After the im~- period -
implementa- plementation
tion of the of the scheme
scheme (1988-89)
. (1980-81)
1. Padd:‘f 8.6 8.5 -0.1
2. ‘heat 4.8 3.4 -1.4
3. JOWaI‘ 39.9 37.9 ‘-2.0
40 Bc‘jra 15.2 14‘.0 -102
5. Other Cereals 2.1 1.7 -0.4
5. Red Gram 2.9 5.0 +2.1
7. Bengal Gram 1.8 2.3 +0.5
8. Other Puises 5.9 7.1 +1.2
9. Groundnut 2.6 1.9 -0.7
10. Other Cilsecds 4.8 7.9 +3,1
1). Other Crops 0.4 0.4 -
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The ta%le reveals marginal changes in the cropping pattern
which can at best be taken as indicative of the trend, There
ia a slight decline in proportion of area allocated to cereals
especially for jowar, bajra, and wheat, On the contrary pulses
and other oilseeds (sesamum, safflower and sunflower) have
gained in area share. This change is a welcome trend because
of the slow'growth pattern of these crops. This trend cannot
ve totally attributed to the minikit programme alone, but as:
indicated earlier, there are many thrust programmes which are
in operation may cause such ghift.

we have seen thus far that both COWDEP and MINIKIT
conporcuts of Tmassive® programme are implemented satisfactorily.
3 indicated ©ty the block level average data, though there is
no significant impact on cropping pattern, at least it indicates
progsortionate increase in area under slow growth crops. The
COWDEP programme has a very good employment potential but this
potential iz likely to be released after completion of the
developmental activities in the watersheds. This may create a
glut in the :ural labour rarket unleas alternative employment
programmes arc availatle. The coverage of target group
farmers in both the prosrammes is guite satisfactory. Even
being an area specific programme CODEP also shows a fair
proportion of benefits to the target group. The spread of
varieties in the minikits covers most of the agro-climatic
gituations whereas, the COTDEP components match any scienti-~

fic watershed developuent approach.
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II.6 Operational Problems

The views about operational problems are collected from
implementing authoritics both at State and bvlock levels. These
are grouped according to the programmes,

COWDETP

I. Farper's awarencess of ‘the programme is a real bottléneck
winich Goes not hring forth their active cooPération. This in
turn delays the complction of watersheds. In this regard,
~educating the farmers regarding usefulness of watersheds would
ensure larger participation. Extension agencies can be gcared
up for this task.

1T, Work on different watersheds should start similtaneously
in a block, which would mean higher allocation of funds.

11T, Minor irrigation can be a component of the prograrme
or taken scparately in the scarcity regions taking into con-
sideration the groundwater availability.

Iv. The watershed dcvelopment programme is tagged with the
BGS programsc and other such schemes. These programmes have
different sets of operational constraints, which get imported
into CO%WDIP, Hence’though the funds are drawn from different
sources the COWINP can have its own set of guidelines,

Ve The funds allocated are quite inadequate taking into
cong ideration the increzse in waze rates and unit c&%t of
activities such ag dry land hbrticulture. Allotment should

have the "targeted area of treatment™ as the base and not the
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block. Tue grants made available from massive programme are

for the block as a whole.

MINTIEZITS

I. The quantify of seeds and fertilizer9 are inadequate.
it should cover at least half hectare. Self explanatory
pictbrial l'iterature may be supplied along with it.

II. Degpite the wide spread of variéties supplied, it is
Gifficult to ﬁake some of the crops in the absence of irriga-
tion facilities. In fact, some of the supplied varieties need
supnortive irrigation for good yield. Hence, there is a need
for drought resistant rainfed varicties for major crops,

ITTI. The village level workers are loaded with multiple
responsibilities and they are rcsponsible for 5 to 6 villages.
Hence, it is difficult for them to carry out their functions
satizfactorily, This ic one of the major snags in the dis-
trivution of minikits.

Iv, Minikits of crops ghould ke provided at least a month
before tue soqing Beason. This would solve two problems, viz.,
the distribution of minikits will not be affected due to rainy *
season and taat the farmers would preparce the lands for the
inEended crops.

V. The multiple agency approach should not be followed in

distribution of minikits. Presently, both the BDO and T and V

- , . . .
* Many of the villages are not accessible during rainy
seas3on,
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officers arc involved in the distribution. This results in
inconsistencies in the lista of beneficiaries from the two
agencieg and double benefits for some of the influential
cultivators,

VI. Many of tihe implementing officers indiéated that the
transport c.arges provided for transporting and distribution

are inadegquate and there suould be an upward revision. .



CHAPTER III

- MICRO LEVEL IMPACT OF THE SCHEME

The micro-level impact of any scheme is a complex
function of'deéign, implementation and beneficiaf& response,
Though it is difficult to quantify the benefits and ascribe the
shares to their components, it is possible to locate the soft
patches in thé impact analysis. The success of any programnme is
certainly reflected in the impact at grass root level. It is
not enough only to pave an idea about the coverage of  benefici-
‘aries but also to look into the extent of economic impact. Any
impact analysis is alwayé complicated by the multiplicity of
the layers of impact and difficulties at the quantification of
higher level impact. Hence, any impact analysis has to satisfy
at direct level quantifiable.impacts and suggest the probable
secondary and tertiary changes. .The distortions in the
implementgtiqn of any scheme would indicate far reaching
detrimental consequences. Hence, we are concentrating in this
chapter on the direct impact of the centrally sponsored scheme
of Assistance to Small and Marginal Farmers for Inereasing
Agricultural Production. Some of the secondary effects of the
scheme on the household economy are also analysed but we could

not probe into the higher level changes.

The micro-level impact of the scheme has beneficiary
feéponse as one of the major determinants. We had selested
two blocks (Aurangabad and Mokhada) falling in two different

regions of the state for impact assessment analysis.

5k
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Incidentally we got a watershed (Aurangabad) where the awareness
of the beneficiaries about different developmental works is at
a higher level as compared t§ the other block. This gavé us

an opportunity to check the hypothesis relating beneficiary
awareness and differential impact of the Schemes. These two
blocks were selected from the list of blockéwanalysed in the
Meso-level analysis. These blocks represent two distinét agro-
climatic situations in tﬁe state. Mokhada taluka of Thane
district ¢tomes on the eastern slopes of Western Sahyadri ranges.
It is a predominantly tribal block with higher size of holding.
The basic infrastructural facilities have not been well
developed in the regioﬁ. Almost 90 percent of its population
belongs to scheduied castes and scheduléd tribes, Aurangabad
block falls on the Deccan plains with totally different
characteristiés, (See Table 3.1). The density of target group
(small farmers, marginal farmers, SC and ST cultivators) is
quite high in Mokhada block as compared to aurangabad. The
average size of holding in aurangabad is lower than that in
Mokhada. Consequently the small and marginal farmers form a
large &roup (49 percent) in surangabad as against (32 percent)

of Mokhada.

The Jjuxtaposition of these two blocks gives us interest-
ing comparisons on four aspects. Firstly, high population

density block as against a low density block, would mean that

the resources would be shared unevenly in the two blocks.

-l

Secondly, the two blocks also show differential composition -of
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target groups. Thirdly, the proportion of agricultural
workers or the dependence on agriculture alone-varies substan-
tially in the two blocks. This. would trigger differential
impact at secondary and fertiary levels. Fourthly, both the
blocks are at different levels of beneficiary participation
rates. TIn Aurangabad work of a voluntary organisation has
created intensiveamwanneés about the programmes. @n the other
hand,Mokhada represents very low level of awareness and
consequently the participation rate.

pable 3.1 « Basic Characteristies of the Selected Blocks

Sr. Characteristic Mokhada . Aurangabad
No.
1. Total Rural population (in thousands) 64.2 199.6.

2. Density of Population (persons per
5q.km. ) 9.0 124.0

3. Proportion of Scheduled Castes and '
Scheduled Tribes (%) 89.6 11.2

4. Proportion of Agricultural Workeps
(cultivators + agri. Labourers) (%) 53.6 37.0

5. Proportion of Small and Marginal
holdings in total holdings (%) : 32.3 48.9

6. Propdrtion of Scheduled Caste and
Scheduled Tribe holdings (%) | 94.5 L,3

7. Density of the target group
(persons per 100 hectares) 53.0 24,0

IIT.1 Sample Dx De51gn and Methodology

TR AS P M VT T e

For the purpose of impact assessment the watershed were
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selected with three basic criteria viz., (i) the watershed
having larger area under both the activities of the programme,
(ii) the watershed should have coverage under maximum number
of compénents of COWDEP (iii) more than 75 per cent of the
work under COWDEP is completed. We have concentrated
specifically on the COWDEP because this component of the scheme
involves a certain gestation period, Any impact of such
programme before such minimum gestatioh period would be immature,
on the contrary,the Minikit prbgramme does not involve éuch
lag and hence we have taken the same region to assess the
impact of Minikits. This has provided an opportunity to

assess the combined impact of the programme.

After selecting the two blocks with the critéria
discussed above, we obtained the list af the_ﬁétersheds and
villages from the Sub-Divisional soil conservation officer and
Block Development Officer. The watershed with larger area
coverage and with most of the watershed components was selected
for the primary data analysis. 4 list of villages falling
within the watershed and surrounding the watershed was drawn
for seiecting the beneficiaries., The beneficiary lists
partaining to the selected watershed andvthe villages were
obtained from Sub-Divisional soil conservation office for
COWDEP and Block Development Qffice for Minikit distribution.
The 1ist of beneficiaries relating to minikits was .angmented
with.the help of the lists obtained from the T and V office.

The beneficiaries were arranged in ascending order of their
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size of holding. The sample of 25 beneficiaries of COWDEP
and another 25 beneficiaries of minikits were drawn from each

block by following systematic random sambling.

Impact assessment can be accomplished ﬁy two types of
comparisons. Firstly, we can collate the pre-programme
situation with that obtained after the successful implementa-
tion of the programme. Secondly, we can also compare the
programme area situation with the non-programme area. 1In the
case of the implementation of "Massive® programme, it was
difficult to locate a "non project" area with similar
characteristics because the COWDEP works have started in large
areas and are presently at different levels of completion. We
have also tried to get the data from the same beneficiary for
the area falling within watershed and outside watershed but
this comparison also did not yield any analytically superior
results, Hence, we resorted to compare the #before programme?
situation with that prevailing after the implementation of the

programne,

The analysis is carried out separately because of the
structure of the two programmes. The COWDEP programme aims at
stabilisation and increase in production through higher yield
levels, employment and cropping pattern whereas, the minikit
programme generates awareness and adoption of new technology,
changes the cropping pattern in favour of certain crops and
improves production through yield rates. For the purpose of

analysis, the information pertaining to the economic
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activities of the household were obtained with the help of the
structured schedule Part one of the schedule
covered general information regarding family particulars,
cropping pattern, input—output particulars, etc. Part two
contained sperific guestions about the impact assessment, The
information obtained pertain to the agricultural year 1988-89,
while cnalysing the impact of the programmes we have dealt the
two blocks separately bécause of the entirely different

situations prevailing in the blocks.

III.2 The case of Concentrated Target Groups

Mokhada is a typical hilly regioh with high concentration
of scheduled caste and scheduled tribe population. Being a
predominant tribal area, the level of literacy and cmsequently
the awareness of the government programmes is not very high.
Each village constituted a micro-watershed in the block. We
have selected two watershed villages namely Ase and Poshera
for our analysis. For the analysis of minikit programme we have
selected other three villages in the same region. 0f the 50
selected farmers, 48 happened to be the scheduled tribe
households. The total beneficiary households ﬁere 510 un@er
COWDEP in the two villages and 91 under minikits. out“ of
these 510, about 70 percent have the holding size below 2
hectares and 5 percent have areua less than one hectare.
according to the directives issued by Directorate of agricul-

. ture, Government of Maharashtra, the minikits under massive
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programme have to be distributed only to the small and marginal
farmers. But, while actually distributing the minikits.the
farmer does not have to declare the size of holding. Hence

the list of beneficiaries of minikits did not have the size of
holding indicated against their names. The flaw in the process

. of distribution coupled with the socio-political situations of
the villages* have resulted In the distribution of minikits to-
the non-target groups. We are analysing below the two programmes

namely COWDEP and Minikits separately.

- I11.2(4) comprehensive Watershed Development Programme

The most important aspects of COWDEP programme are soil
and water conservation. The watershed development activities
are expected to bring in a change in the land utilisation
pattern both at village and farm household level. The expected
changes are in the proportion of uncultivated lands, the cropp-
ing intensity, crop combinations and intensity of irrigation,
With ‘almost negligible irrigation facilities the changes in
the irrigation- intensity are not observed. Table 3.2 presents
the changes in land utilisation of the farm households as

observed after implementation of the programme.

It may be observed that there is a slight imcrease in the
size of holding but it can not be ascribed to the implementa-

tion of the programme. The proportion of uncultivated lands

T S R =T W4T 04 DI ER Ll e LA B

-

* This is a reality which can not be avoided given the present
socio-political set up and the authority vested with the’
- village level warkers. Hence it cannot be treated either
as shortcoming of the design or failure of proper implemen=-
tation.
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Table 3.2 : Land Utilisation pattern of the Sample Households
- before and after Implementation of COWDEP

- mE Am Mm eE SR eR SR an o SR G A TR AR SR WG MR En mE T W B A me ay Gn e er ae  an e

Size Group Average Area Percent of Proportion Cropping
‘of Holding Qwned cul tivable of Net Cul- Intensity
{in hectares) (in hectares) wastes and tivated (%)
Other Fallows Area (%)

BP AP BP HP BP AP BP 4P
Upto 2 ha, 1.40 1.40 26.4 26.4 73.6 73.6 100 100
2 to &4 ha, 3.03 3.03 29.1 41.3 70.9 58.7 103 100
above 4 ha, 7.06  7.24 47,7 53.3 53.3 47.7 100 100
All Farms 4,28 4,35 33.0 47.0 67.0 52.6 101 100

Note 2 1. BP - Before the implementation of the project.

AP - after the implementation of the project.

2. None of the households reported.any area under

irrigation
has increased after the implementation of the programme
especially in the higher size classes of holding. Watershed
tgchnology being a location specific technology may cause a
reduction in the cuitivated-lands especially in the regions
- where portions of cultivated lands are already'degraded. These
lands will be eased out of cultivation and put under different
uses such as horticultgre, forestry, and pasture development.
The increase in the wncultivated lands may be due to this
factor. Moreover, these lands have a symbiotic relationship
with the cultivated lands, and hence it is possible that the

ch:nges might have been introduced by new cropping sequences.
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The changes in the cropping pattern indicate a tilt
towards high value cereals. But these changes, as expected,
are not uniform across size classes. We have presented in
fable 3.3 the changes observed in the cropping pattern after
the implementation of the COWDEP. The cropping pattern of
the block is dominated‘by ragi, wari (both inferior cereals),
paddy and pulses. The inferior cereals are the staple food .
crop of the majority tribal population. In the absence of
irrigation facilities and marketing infrastructure the sub-
sistence crop pattern is not so conspicuous. It may be
observed from the table that progortion of area under paddy
has increased in all the size classes with the lower size
class having 2.45 percent increase. It is not the magnitude
of the change that is important here but the fact that the
change has occurred in the region in the absence of any area
under irrigation. Thié would mean an increased moisutre
-aﬁailébilitj or better water harvesting techniques. apart
from paddy, farmers have started growing more wari, which is
an inferior cereal mostly comsumed in the higher social
strata unlike ragi. The proportion of area under paddy and
wari has increased by about 3-percent (for each) and the area
shares under ragi, oilseeds, and pulses have gone down. Apart
from these, the other crops have not shown any systematic
changes,

The shifts” in cropping pattern vary aross size-classes.

Though the group of medium and large farmers behave in almost
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Table 3,3 : Changes in Cropping pPattern pue to the Scheme

_——_—a——_-—-.--—-.—------------—--
-

Crops @ = e e e e
Upto 2 ha. 2 to 4 ha. Above 4 ha, All farms
paddy + 2,45 + 0.29 v 2,11 v 30044
(6.90) (19.40) (21.57) (18.52)
Ragi * 3.;h - 4,65 - 2,57 - 4 .31
\ (27.60) (31.03) (35.73) (33.70)
Wari + 0.61 + 8,55 + 1.12 + 3.99
(13.79) (19.40) (21.07) (20.00)
rRed gram - 3,01 - 1.53 - 0.51 - 1,33
(13.79) ( 8.62) ( 5.87) ( 7.41)
Bengal gram + 2.51 - 1.18 - 0,26 - 0.69
(10.34) (9.05) (6.13) (7.78)
Horse gram - 6.60 -0.73 + 0.87 - 0.08
(13.79) ( 3.88) ( 3.47) ( 4.81)
Niger seed + 0.58 - 0.75 - 0.7 - 1,02
(13.79) ( 8.62) ( 5.86) ( 7,78)

-_—eam aw mm A e ST SR R mn wmE dme wme A G mE em R R e EE WS O e S me me WN mk am e

Notes : rigures In brackets are proportion of area under the
crop before the beginning of the programme.

similar meanner, the small and marginal farmers depict a differ-
ent pattern. The preference of ragi is more pronounced in the
small and marginal farmers group, whereas wari is preferred
by medium and large farmers. A substantial decline in the
share of area can be observed in red gram and horse gram in
the group of small and marginal farmers, this decline could
not be compensated by increased area share of bengal gram,

* Horse gram is a crop generaily grown on marginal lands and
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hence these lands are not necessarily suitable for other crops.
_Moreover, it is a2 low value, low yield crop and hence rece-

ives last preference in the farmers decision calculus,

The most important factor reflecfing impéct of watershed
and alsc the scheme i3 the changes in the production of crops.
The crop production changes both due to area increase aﬁd
incremental yield rates. We have already noted the cropping
pattern changes. These changes cannot be totally attributed
to COWDEP but a large portion of the changes are due to the
COWDEP, Similarly, yield improvement is, not a direct con-
sequence of COwWDEP alone. Similarly, yield improvement is, not
a direct consequence of COWDEP alone. It has a complex of
variables dictating its pattern. we have presented in Table 3.4
percentage changes in yield-rates across size-classes. It is,
interesting to observe that out of the 21 cases as many as
15 have shown improvement in yield rates. Paddy and ragi
are the crops which have shown consistent improvements,
across the size classes, Wwari and bengal gram have also shown
posttive yield increment for all farms together. But, for
‘the other crops the results show mixed experience across size
classes. Development of a watershed would increase the in situ
moisture availability in the stress period. The improvement in
yield rate is as high as 34 percent in ragi as against 18 per
cent in paddy and 17 per'cent in wari. As between the farm
households, the small and marginal farmers have sbown'positive

incremental yield for all crops unlike the other two size
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Table 3.4 : Percentage Change in vield Rates .icross Size
Classes '

- MR MR EE AN ES P AN Wy W WP WM SE M ay  EE Em MG SR Ey A M Ee M W G W A e ww Al

Lt R L R Ll I Y Y 7 Y T ——

- et A ma TR Sy EE EE RS S EE TS AE & mm wE W Se W e s Emm aw WY mY Er O my MR Er o mm am

paddy 14 14 21 18
(1750) (1495) (1034) (1227)
Ragi 6 38 35 © 34
( 833) ( 537) ( 479) ( 521)
wari 16 =40 13 17
( 617) ( 713) ( 437) ( 561)
Red gram 40 ~25 262 ' -7
{ 263) {( 567) ( 69) ( 369)
Bengal Gram 14 -7 . 162 77
( 250) ( 365) ( 78) ( 264)
Horse Gram 400 -8 S -32
( 50) (" 558) ( 150) ( 212)
Niger seed 7 24 - =28 =6
( 150) ( 242) ( 346) ( 275)

Note : rigures in brackets are yield rates of respective
crops in kgs. per hectare before the implementation

i
classes of holding. This’is commendable in the absence of any
irrigation facility. Decline in yield rates wére noted in the
medium farmers group for most of the croﬁs except paddy, ragi,
and niger seed. The large farmers group has positive incremental
yield in all the crops except horse gram and.niger seed. A4S
regards the size productivity relationship for the crops across
size clasées,we may note a clear inverse relationship in the

case of paddy and ragi, an unstable inverse relationship for
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&
Th

wari, red gram ad bengal\gram and dxf;ct relationship for
niger seed. With the changes “in the yield levels the inverse
relaticaship further becomes stranger. This means that the

" small and marginal farmers would derive additional leverage
due to the implementation of watershed, though the changes
could not be attributed to watershed alone. Many times the
yield advantages of small and marginal farmers are nullified
with the market access and the prices received. In order to
lock into the prices received by farmers we had recorded the

actual market prices received by each group. (See Table 3.5).

Table 3.5 : Prices Received by Farmers : 1988-89

.

Crop - ‘ Prices in Rs. per.quintal

e S S gy Y Sy AP S i S g - y -

Upto 2 ha, 2 to 4 ha. Lbove 4 ha, All farms

paddy 358- 282 274 . 280
Ragi 265 266 266 266
yari 313 276 s 277
Red gram 700 625 590 - 625
Bengal gram 400 395 553 439
Horse gram 300 300 300 300
Niger seed 600 600 600 6OQ

The table clearly shows no price disadvantages to the
small and marginal farmers. Though this cannot be generalised,
it certainly is a welcome phenomena in a tribal block, where

market is dominated by the nhaves®, This is a peculiarity of
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development of a tribal area market, because over the years the
market access is made easy to the small and marginal farmers,
In the absence of infrastructure, the farmers have to walk long
distances tou markef places. Hence it is pcssible that this
group obtains a price advantage compared to the cther groups.
This offers better income advantuge tw the group of small and
marginal farmers, which is expected to be magnified when we

take into account the net inccome.

Though the major objective of the programme is to

increase agricultural production cf the small and marginal

Table 3,6 ; Gross and Net Income Across Size Classes
T (In Rs. per hectare)

Farm Size Gross paid out Imputed Net Returns*»
Income cost Costr e e e e e e o

Farm Net
Business Income

upto 2 ha 2306 999 2291 1307 -984
2 to b ha. 2246 1050 623 11% ~424
above 4 ha 1931 594 647 1337 690
i1l farms 2088 800 1130 1288 158

Notes * : Jmputed at market prices
##* . Parm Business Income - is net of paid cut cost

Net Income - Gross Income net of paidout and
imputed cost,

Tarmers, the scheme actually aims at making this group acono-

mically‘viable. This wcould require better returns per unit
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of land in terms of gross or net income. We have seen earlier
that the group of small and marginal farmers have better yield
advantage as compared tu the other twe groups. Further, that
the prices received by_this group of farmers are also better
ccmpared to the cther twc groups. Which means that the gross
income per hectare of small and marginal farmers wculd be
higher than that of the other grcups. . This is clearly borne
out by the table 3,6, : The gross income of the small and
marginal farmerst' group is 1.19 times higher than that of
large farmers and 1.03 times more than the medium farmers
group. This indicates that the target group is quite success-

ful in maximising the gross returns per unit of land. |

But when it comes to net returns (both farm business
income and net income) the situation does not continue to be
the same, Small and marginal farmers afe clearly investing
more in the inputs‘than their peers. The paid ocut cost per
hectare in the group of small and marginal farmers is almost
" double of that in the group of large farmers. Surprisingly,
the use ¢f fertilisers is almost nil cn the sample farmé, may
be bouth due to factor market accessibility and the ﬁrévailing
rainfed conditicns. In the paid ocut costs the major dif%erence
" between small and large farms arises out of the wage bills and .
cost of the farm yard manure. This means, that the small and
marginal farmers go fcr intensive cultivation as compared to
their counterparts with higher holding sizes, which is not

surprising and corroborates earlier studies, But this gets .
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reflected in the imputed cost and thereby in the net returns.
Thg lower grgups ¢f holding have negative net returns per wit
¢f land vhen we.take intev acccunt the imputed ccst. The farm
size -~ net returns relutionship is positive, which indicates
that ultimately smell and marginal farmers are not gaining

much despite their higher yield rates, strengthening the hypc—
thesis that large farmers try tc maximise their profits, while
small'and marginal farmers try to maximise output.

‘ As we have indicated elséwhere it would be erroneocus to
attribute the impact on farm econcmy itc this schemé alone
especially when quite a few programmes are taken up in the
regicn which have direct and indirect effects ¢n the eccnumy.
The deccmpcesiticn of the impact would be a methcodological
challenge because of the cumplexities of the inter-mixed layers
of impact. 1In order to circumvent this problem we have asked the
farmers directly questicns about their awareness <f the COWDEP,

the changes that they have noticed and the extensiun support

‘received. The respunses about the changes ncticed are preseated

in Tablé 3.7. -
Tablé 3,7 « Distributicn of Parmers sccording to the
T 7T Changes Noticed by thenm

Percentage of Farmers Reportlng
improvements in

Farm Size = = = ——e—s—— e m e e e e
Irrigation or 7vYield Rates Wages & Fcdder
Mcisture Employment Availabiity
Availability :
‘Upte 2 ha, - 70 100 33
2 to 4 ha 8 77 77 23
sbove 4 ha 78 100 33

4ll Farms 4 7 88 28

- am wm s e am oy e e Em e A em ek e mm b BN um e Mm ur SR am e W e o @m WS
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It was noted that wages, employment and yield levels
are the basic components which have changed after the successful
implementation of COWDEP. The availability of fodder has
increased but the treatment of waste lands has not received ,
its due priority. In other words, the fodder availability has
further scope of impro;ement. Irrigation and moisture
availability did not show overt changes and hence not noticed
by farmers. However, these are reflected in the levels of
yield rates. The farmers have shown adequate level of under-
standing of the COWDEP'works; though they were not posted with
the reasons behind each of the components. Moreover, they
were also not very enthusizstic about acquiring further
information. ©Only twelve percent of the sample households
have képt in touch with the extension agencies. The imple-
menting officers have aired the lack of enthusiasm and commu-~

nity awareness of the programme.

111.2(B) 1Impact of Minikit Programme

Unlike *CCWDER2' the impact of minikit is direct and
immediate. A4S mentioned earlier,the impact of minikit dis-
tribution on the beneficiaries is two-fold. One is that the
distribution of minikits is expected to bring in the intended
changes in the cropping pattern in favour of oils~eds and
pulses or some other crops. The secand one is the dissemina-
tion of new technology through distribution of high yielding
seeds, fertilizers, pesticides, etc. In order to analyse the

impuct of minikit distribution at the beneficiary level, the
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data on various household activities are collected from the
selected block. However, it may be mentioned at tne outset, that
saggregétionof benefits accruing to farmers due to the 'Massive
programme! has been difficult due to simultaneous operation

of verious minikit distribution schemes in the State. Hence,

it may be noted that the analysis provides broader aspects of

" the impact of minikit distributicn programme rather than
pinpointing the impact of any specific scheme, though we “have
tried our best to differentiate the 'massive programme!'. from

others.

While analysing the impact of minikit programme it is
pertinent to look into various objectives of the programme. The
main objectives of the programme, apart from the general
objective of the target group coverage, are (1) the impact of
éeed distribution on cropping pattern, (2) the impact on pro-
duction (3) Varital distribution and tneir impact on inter
| cropping, etc. Besides, it is also important to examine the
impression of the farmers fegarding the programme and the
extension facilities available to them. In the following
paragraphs, an attempt is made to examine all these aspects of
the programme for Mokhada block. However, beque going into
the analysis part, we would like to menticn that some of the
large farmers have also entered the beneficiary lists due to
the reasms, (explained earlier &lso) : (1) Farm size is not
taken into account while preparing beneficiary lists, instead

minikits are distributed on the basis cf the area under the
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minikit seed and (2) the socic-political and economic struc-

ture of the village is also propitisssto large farmers,

.5 explained earlier, Mokhada is a hilly and tribal
region without eny irrigation facilities, The major crops
grown in this reglon «re paddy, ragi, wari, pulses and cilseeds,
In order %W exanine the chenges in the cropping pattern over
the period, we have cbtained data for two periods. They are
triannum ending with 1983-84 representing the period before
the implementation of the programme and the triannum ending
with 1938-89 representing the period after the implementation
of the programme. The changes in éropping‘pattern,over the
period are presented in Table 3.8. The dafa indicate that
there is a clear and distinct change in the cropping pattern
over the period. It can be observed that the changes are in
favour of pulses and oilseeds against cereals and coarse grains,
Table 3.8 : Percentage Change in the irea Under Various (Crops

of the Sample Households between 1983-84 and 1933-
89 ‘

O Pt 2 ha. 2 to & na.  ibove A ha. | ALl Farms

1. paddy - 2.78 - 1.85 T - 8,12 -~ 3.63
2, Ragi ~15.29 - 5.39 + 0.11 - 5.71
3. wari - 7.48 - 1.78 ~ 0.30 - 2,24
4, Red gram + 7.11 + 2.2% "+ 0.69 ¥ 2,72
5. Bengal gram + 0,71 + 1.63 + 0.73 + 0.62
6. gpoundnut  +11.97 -+ 7.98 + 4,81 + 7.85
7

. Niger seed + 1.14 ~-0.99 . + 2.07 + 0.64
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These changes are, however, in accordance with the broad
objective of the programme i.e. improving the zarea under oil-
seeds and pulses, though the magnitude of changes differ across
size classes. it appears that the cﬁanges are more prominent
in the case of small and marginal farmers than their ccunter-
parts. (On the whole, there is more than 10 per cent desline
in the area under ceréals 48 against 8.50 per cent improve-
ment in the area under oilseeds and abouf 3 percent in the
case of pulses, This indicates that the cropping pattern in
this region is changing more in favour of oilseeds i.e.
groundnut, than pulses,

Both the changes‘in cropping pattern cnd the yield
improvements on the sample house holds cannot be attributed
solely to the minikit distribution programme as there are
number of factors like irrigation which influence the yield

rates. The improvement in yield rates due to mlnlklt can be

| ————r Sy

1

Table 3.9 : Percentage Fhange in vjeld rates .icross Size
T (Classes

wer 'EEES'E‘B;""E'%S Z“BQ?”";BSGQ'Z'E;T";Ei'%‘:;;'
1. paddy 6.91 14,65 130.95 75.55
2. Rabi 27.25 28.86 67.43 56 .62
3. wari -5.81 -35.06 72.08 15.15
4, Redgram 22.05 -38.27 485.95 0.54
5. Bengalgram 15.20 ~26.03 506 .41 56 «thls

6. Nigerseed 55.33  6.61 -0.58 9.62
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attributed to the better quzlity of seeds, fertilizers and
pesticides that are included in the minikits. The influence
of g}l these inputs is stronger with irrigéfioan Hence, as
thi;_reg;gnwis glso covered with watershed develdpmenﬁ pro-
gramme, the observed improvements in yield rates (See Table
3.9) may be attributed w the séheme a8 a whole, It may also
be observed that tne increase m yield rates are much higher
in case of minikit beneficiaries than that of watershed bene-
ficiaries indicating a stronger influencec of the former
programme on yield rates. -However, unlike in the case of
watershed beneficiaries, the yield improvements are higher

on large farms in the case of minikit beneficiaries,

——— -

AS regurds the coverage of crops at fhé beneficiary
level, only four crop varieties are being distributed among
the sample farmers despite the wide coverage of crops indicated
at the block level. They are groundnut, paddy, redgram
and ragi in the same order of importance. The data on dis-
tribution of minikits by crop variety are presented ia-
Table 3.10. Thé data indicates that most of the fafmeré i
received groundriut minikits followed 5Y'red gram, ragi__ N
and paddy. It can be observed tnat 16 per cenf‘ﬁf the farmers
are receiving more than one minikit with small and marginal =~
farmerS';eceiving more of them., This may be due 1o the

division of families of small and marginal farmerﬁ on records

in order to z2vail more benefits,
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Table 3.10 3 Percentage of Farmers Receiving the Minikits
by Crop Variety

— e s em ew W e EL am am M WR ED AL W MR G A e M R EE e RS wmr mr Wy wE me mm  am am

crop Percentage of Farmers Receiving
Upto 2 ha. 2 tc 4 ha “bove 4 ha. All Farms Crop
varieties
1. Paddy Nil Nil 21 12 RIN 24 &
: Indrayani
2. Ragi 33 20 Nil 12 Bq1
3. Redgram 33 Nil 21 20 BON2 & TT6
4. @groundnit 67 100 64 72 . JL 24

Note : The total of percentages in each column is more than

100 because some farmers have received more than

one minikit,

45 far as the size of the minikit is concerned, the
~average size is pmall and covers less than e acre in most
of the cases. 4long with seeds the per hectare availability

of other inputs in the minikits are presented in Table 3.11.

Table 3.11 ; Per "jectare 4vailability of Inputs Through
Minikits jcross Size Clazsses and Crops

Crop Seeds(Kgs.) Fertlllzers (kgs) Pesticides(grams)
U;to 2 ha 2 to &4'asbove &4 ypto 2 to above Upto 2 to above
ha ha 2 ha 2+ ha 4 ha 2 ha 4 ha 4 ha
1. paddy - - 24 - - 37 - - -
(0.63)
2. Ragi .5 5 - 8 - - - - -
(0.30)  (0.20)
3. Red 6 - 17 100 - 92 - - -
gram (0.25) (0.20)
4,Ground-20 38 18 63 41 62 27 - 4o

nut (0.38)_ _(0.29)

Note : Figures in brackets indicate the average size of the
minikit in terms of area covered.

-—--——————--————-——-—-



0f the four crop minikits, three are'accompanied by fertili-
zers and only groundnut minikit contained pesticides., This
indicates that the importance of pesticides is not realised,
especially for crops like red gram and paddy. .nd, the number
of varieties distributed within each crop is also limited due

to the suitability of the soils and othur factors in the region.

One more obJjective of the programme that is noﬂ being
taken note of is regﬂ;ding inter‘cropping. Increzasing the
area under inter cropping through distribution of suitable
seeds is one of the objectives of this programme. However,
in Mokhada region none.of the sample housenolds has received
the minikit suitable for inter cropping. .8 far as the views
of the farmers o minikit programme, all the sample férmers
reported it to be good, though some éf them have felt that the
inputs were nct sufficient and not distributed in time. In
fact, more than 50 per cent of the sample farmers complained
about the insufficiency of the inputs, while 24 per cent of
them complained that they havé not received the minikits in time.
Hence, the broblem of insufficiency of inputs seems to be
widely felf. This may be due to the fact that the average
size of‘the minikit is generally small {covering less than
1 acre) and also the predominence of groundnut where the seed
requirement is high. o¢n the other hand, more thah 95 per cent
of the sample cultivators felt that the yield rates have gone
up due to minikit distribution and very few (12 per cent) of

them faced some difficulty in cbtaining the minikits, It is
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cbserved that all the sample households huve availed the help
from VLW/VEW and they are convinced about the impact of
improved technology in giving improved yields. WMoreover, some
of them (10 per cent) even felt that the improved techniques

are suitable ind effective under rainfed conditions.

II1I.3 The Case of participatory Process

P AN e . . TEP— =

TWo blocks were selected randomly out of the list of
34 blocks,lbut incidentally we came across two distinct cases.
The first one discussed earlier was a case of Mokhada a con-
centrated tribal block in the absence of farmer's active
participétion. It was noted that unless a participatory process
is evolved the benefité of area based programmes are not fully
realised. Though community participation is the mostrdesired
solution, it is difficult to achieve it. But, once this is
accomplished through training, educaticn and/or with the help
of a voluntary organization, the results are exemplsary. This
is demonstrated in the case of adgaon watershed in aurangabad, -
where the purticipatory process began almost in the initial
years of thé implementation of the programme. The farmers
participation was obtained by Shetkari Sahayak Mandal. Mr.J.
M. Gandhi and Mr. Vijay Borade have taken considcrable efforts
since 1984 to bring around the farmers in a venture to develop
the village on the lines of a watershed. TInitially they faced
certain problems but their experiment paid rich dividends

‘thereafter, Today the community takes all the decisions
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Jjointly and implement then,

We have covered four villages for the primery data
collection on watershed md minikit beneficicries., Most of
the sample beneficiaries belong to tne castes other than SC
and ST. oOut of 25 watershed beneficiaries only 3 belonged to
Scheduled castes and one minikit beneficiary wias Irom this
caste group. Qut of.the total houseﬁolds having area under
watershed, 32 percent'ﬁelong to the grouap of small and
marginal farmers and 12 percent to the group of schaduled
castes, .Lmong the minikit beneficiaries except one all
belonged to the size group of below 2 hectares. But, as we
had indicated earlier; it is not obligatory to declare the
‘total size of nolﬂing.while obteining the minikits and usually
the farmers only declare the size of the benefit plot, which
is always below 2 hectares. Hence, the bunching of beneflcla-‘
ries in the groqp of below 2 hectares a2 need not be understood

2s the concentration of target group.

III.3 (4) : Comprehensive Watershed Development Programme

L A R T TS e AN o TR A A" TV W b .

Significant changes are observed in the land utilisa-
tion pattern of adgaon watershed. Though the holding sizes
of the groups have remained almost the sameé, there are intra-
group changes in the size of holding. These changes are,
however, net feflected in the average size of holding of the
groups. The proportion of - under irrigation has increased

by about 25 per cent points (See Table 3.12). This was
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possible because of the increased water table in the watershed
area. The proportion of irrigated area was higher in the size
class of farmers with more than 4 hectares of land holding.
'But, then even the small and marginal farmers have substantial
area under:irrigation and 23 per cent of it was added after the

implementa'tion of the COWDEP.

Due to the substantial change in the irrigated area,
cropping intensity has increased in the wégion from 125 per cent

to 129 per cent. But this increase is not smooth across size

£,

classes. among the group of large farmers the cropping

Table 3,12 : Land ytilisation pPattern of the Sample Households -
' Before and After Implementation of COWDEP

B e mm ew  em  we e odee E s e W R S s BN SR MR P AR AR WP AR AR sem g i e WA W me  me

Average /rea Proportion Proportion of Cropping

ownad of irriga- .irea Under Intensity
Farm Size (in hectares) ted .rea Cultivable (%)

(%) wastes and
, Fallow (%)

- o e Em s e mm A% M ER DR AR BN AN WD EE SR MA AN ER e WA EE Ep AR mm We R WW ew B

Upto 2 ha. 1.57 1.57 21 49 4,78 5,96 112 131
2 to 4 he, 3.09 3.09 17 38 12.06 8,64 133 136
ibove & ha.  5.40 5.40 28 56 - - 122 119
All Farms 3.07 3.07 21 L6 0.62 5.21 125 129

Notes: 1. BP - Before the implementation of the project
= 4P - &fter the implementation of the project.
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intensity has reduced slightly indicating crop specialisation,
whereas other two groups indicate higher level of double cropp-
ing. On the whole, the activities have led to darea augmenta-

tion, both by irrigation and double cropping.

S

The underutilisation of land has declihed in the sample
group. But the expericnce of all the farmers is not the same.
In the group of small and marginal farﬁers the underutilisa-
tion has increased as.compured to the medium farmers! group.
‘Surprisingly, the group of farm households with holdings above
L hectares have hardly left any arez uncultivated, The
increased moisture availability brings larger area under
cultivation as also increases the cropping (resource) intensity.
Hence, there is an inherent resource constraint that dictates
the behaviour of land utilisation (cropping intensity on one
hand and bringing uncultivated land under cultivation on the
other). The increased cropping intensity, prcportion of
irrigated area and proportion of marginal lands left unculti—-
vated in the group of small and marginal farmers indicates

increased resource intensity per unit of land, which means

that the treatment of watersheds hu8 considerably helped the

small and marginal farmers,

The cropping intensity and irrigated area have changed
the crop combinations 2cross groups., Some of the new crops
have entered the crop pattern and darea share of the earlier
crops have changed substantially. Table 3.13 presents the

cropping pattern changes due to the scheme. It can be noted



that 21 out of the 35 cases considered have recorded increase

in 'the arez share and 15 crops/size groups have shown decl ine

in area. Tur (red gram) sunflower, mosambi and other crops

have consistently gained in their area share across size classes,
whereas Jowar (irrigated) and wheat have ¢verall increased the
prdportion share of area. These are the crops which recéived
higher share of area due to the additional moisture wvaila-
bility and increased proportion of irrigation. Bajra is the
major crop of the sample region, it is a low value, low yield
infericr cereal and hence its area share has reduced both

under irrigated and rainfed conditions. Unirrigated Jjowar and
bajra have lost substantial area share to irrigzted pulses

and oilseeds. In fact mosambi has been emérging as a new
horticultural crop apart from crops like cotton and fodder
crops. Among the size group of holdings, the small and

marginal férmers seemed to have preferred a shift towards
pulses, oilseeds, 7irrigated Jjowar and mosambi. They have
reduced substéntial area under unirrigated bajra, which means
that the crops.like pulses and oilseeds are getting higher share

-along with some horticudltural crops.

‘The trends in the area shares indicate shift in the
production structure which 6ccurred both in irrigated and un-
irrigated crops. Moreover, the changes in yield rates also
Jindicaté the success or failure Qf the centrally sponsored
scheme which intends to increase production an the farms of |

small and marginal farmers. We have presented the percentage
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Table 3,13 : Changes in Cropping Pattern Due to the Scheme

- eew e s e W e mry S an A A Es R A Er Me S B e mE mm e am mE o mam me e e e e

_— e Em WY e YR MR EE e SR am e me G Em me g em mn mm e e M W B W mr s e oaw e

Bajra I - ‘ -0.2 -0.3 neg.
Ul ~33.9 -14.0 -28.0 -22.2
(58.0) (42.4) (50.3) (47.9)

Jowar I +4 .7 +11.0 -1.8 +5,7
(-) ( 5.2) ( 4.9) ( 4.2)

UI -1.9 -12.4 +4.5 -4.,7
( 1.9) (14.2) ( 3.5) ( 8.4)

wheat -1.4 +4,7 +2.6 +2,8
( 7.5) ( 3.8) ( 4.2) ( 4.5)

Red gram I ¥ 3.1 +2.6 +11.8 +6.0
(-) ( 0.3) (-) ( 0.2)

UI +1+05 "‘2-7 "‘2-5 -4.0
(12.6) ( 7.1) (11.2) ( 9.5)
sunflower I #12.5 ¥1.3 +3.3 +3.7
(=) (=) ( 3.5) ( 1.2)

UI ~-0.6 +1.8 -0.7 +0.5
| ( 0.6) (=)  (0.7) ( 0.3)
Mcsambi +0.0 +5.2 +3. 4 +5.0
( 8.8) ( 1.4) ( 2.8) : {( 3.2)

Vegetables -1.3 - +1.3 -
( 1.3) ( 7.6) { 4.9) ( 5.5)
Other crops +3.6 +2.9 +12.,6 + 7.8
( 9.2) (15.9) (11.2) (13.2)

Notes 3 1, I and I indicate irrigated and unirrigated.

2. Figures in'parantheses éhow the proportion of
arca under the crops before the scheme.

3« Other crops include green gram, cotton, gram and
fodder crops. ,
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changes in the yield levels 1us compured to the pre~scheme
situation. The yield rates are presented only for principal
cropsmdue to fhe problem Qf”arri§ing et wmiform measure in
the case of vegétablés'ahd fodder crops. In the case of
Mosémﬁi, the pre-project duta were not uniform.

It can be observed that the yield rates have
increased for all thé principal crops except Jjowar, thoﬁgh the
changes across crops are of different magnitudes. of all the
crops, sunflower has recorded highest improvément in yield
followed by bajra. This improvement in yield can séler be
attribgted to irfigation. A4S ﬂoted earlier;the increased arca
under sunflower was mainly due to the avaiiaﬁility of

irrigation. Similar is the case of bajra.

The-pield per hectare across size classes shows improve-
ment for 211 the crops in the case of small éﬁd marginal farmers,
a ganeral decline in yield rates in the case of medium farmers
and increase in yields of crops except jowaf for large farmers,
The meaium farmers.seem to have suffered a set back in yield
for mgst-of the crops. This is despite the faqt that level
of irrigation has. increased in the size group.‘ Similarly,
intrigﬂuing is the case of jowar, where the yield rates have
declined. A4 straight explanation of .this phenomena seems to
be difficult, but answers can be located in the decision making
calculus of the farm households. The_size broductivity rela-

tion also seems to be distorted due to the fall in yield rates

in the medium farmer's group.
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Table 3.14 : Percentage change in Yield Retes .cross'’
Size Ciasses

CrOP e e e e o e o i
Upto 2 ha. 2 -to 4 ha. ibove 4 ha. .11 Farms

Bajra 117 12 177 45
( 558) ( 432) ( 474) ( 473)

Jowar 75 -1 =42 -2
(1333) ( 700) ( 1400) ( 822)

Wheat 10 ~16 75 1
(2500) (1813) (1250) (1350)

- Red gram 9 =7 20 7
( 488) ( 906) ( 813) ( 771)

sunflower 50 - 104 64
( 500) ( L4ShLwex) ( 457) ( 4569)

- me Mm mr S EE M mm e Em am mm W EE e W em e e mm mm Wk Wl e el WmE mE mm W

Notes ¢ 1. Figures in brackets indicate yield rates in
- kgs. per hectare before the implementation of the
scheme, ‘

2. *% gunflower was not taken as a crop before the
implementation ¢f the scheme.

we may now lock into the prices received by the group
of small and marginal farmers as compared to the other two
groups. Table 3.15 presenﬁs the prices received by the saall and
(b‘g 11:51:?% Ehgriﬂ %ﬁé o%kTéLrllt;‘gdcrI'n Jgs uI%r:ti.\(':"g.gl SrTatl lghe c‘r"rc%]sr 3bl
except bajra. In other words, their gross value of ocutput per
hectare is higher than the other two groups. Bajra is mostly
consumed in the house =nd hence probably this group has a lower
marketed surplus, Hence, it is more cdue to the lower size of

the marketed surplus thet they receive lower prices, Qverall,

the weaker sections get better yields and also receive betfer

- A  ——
jpa— To i emm - ——a . e

This does not mean remunerative., It is only the inter-group
comparison.
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Table 3,15 : Prices Reeeived by Farmers : 1938-89

Crop s e e e e e
________ VPR 2 B. 2ol her ocye d ha. Ll Farms
Bajra 159 173 183 174
Jowar 301 238 271 250
Whea 300 245 279 %7
red gram 587 534 54k 547
Sunflower 314 459 267 314

yields'and also receive better prices for their prcoduce.

The foregoing discussion hrings out the favourable posi-
tion of small and marginal Ifarmers as far ss the gruss value
of output‘per hectare is concerned. But as we have observed
earlier that the resource intensity and distortions in the
factor market (both accessibility and pricés) result in lower
net farm business income per wnit of land for small and
marg%pglﬂﬁgrmers. The net farm business income and net income

(net of imputed cost) are presented in table 3.106.

The small and marginal farmer's group has the highest
grdss income per hecture followed by the group of large farmers.
The lowest gross income per hectare in the group cof medium
farmert's is mainly due tc the lower rescurce intensity, lower
yield rates and the relative price disadvantages. The paid

'out and imputed costs are highest in the group of small and
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Table B.ﬁé ¢+ Gross and Net Income ,,cross Size (lasses

L ———— . s~

_— e e EE m A mm me A EE wm W SR SR MR s e whe S EE MR MM Ma s mEm WS e me W e e

- Farm Size. Grcss Paid out Imputed Net Returnsx#
Inccme cost Cesth e e
Farm Business Net
Income Income
Upto 2 ha. 5580 2135 1323 3394 2071
2 to 4 ha. 1852 10¢9 965 753 ~212
~bove 4 ha. 4735 ' 1021 1113 3714 2501
a1l farms 3411 1225 1068 2185 1118

Notes ¢ 1. % Cost imputed at market prices.
2. *%* Parm Business income - is net of paid out cost.
Net Income - Gross Income net of paid out and
imputed cost. -
marginal farmers. This reduces thgir net farm business income
substantially. Hence, as a result the net returns of the large
farmer's group are highest as compared tc¢ the other twc groups.
or, in other words, the price end yield disadvantages are more.
than compensated by the factor market price_aqvanpages'gnd
proper leﬁel of resource mix, The large farmers seem to be
guided by profit maximissticn whereas the simall and marginal

farmers optimise their gross returns.

overall, the impact of watershed treatment is much better
in jurangabad region as compared to Mokhada. The reasons
behind this success is basically the process of participation,

use of proper mix of inputs, a suitable cropping pattern and the
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extehéion ;upport. almost all farmers endorscd that the
deQeloﬁﬁéﬁflhaé taken placevdue to proper witershed treatment.
Tablgtﬁﬁéives a gist of the cpinidﬁ expressed by the farmers;
It may be noted that almost all the farm households are awure of
of the watershed techﬁclogy and its impact on the farm econcmy.
It was noted that irrizaticn, moisture regimes, yiéld levél,
employment and wages have changed substantially during -
implementation of the programme. Létiviﬁywiée,sthe aﬁareneés
cf the farmers indicates that contour and graded buﬁ@ing is the
most common component, fcllowed by nallabunding. The farmers
are alsc a&ware of terracing, afforestation, land shaping,
broad beds and furrows but they have ncot acquainted themselves
with the methods. 4lmost a}l of them keep in touch with the

Table 3.17 :. VYistribution of parmers .ccording to the
- Changes Noticed by Them. -

-— N e e mw ml e m N T e P e T M P meE S A R EE o me  Me WS R WS e Em e mm e

o o — iy ——— — T T o - G W T . ot S — S T b i ik N e RS e el W W S ST P A Y . v

Farm Size Irrigaticn & Yield rates wages & Fodder
Mcisture Emoloyment availability
Availability

Uptc 2 ha 88 88 100 100

2 to &4 ha 92 . 100 . 100 100

sbove 4 ha, 100 100 100 100

All farms 92 96 100 - 100

- s e o=
- Em e mm am mm e e mm mm ee mm me  mm e wB e MW e me G mE e wm me S m e

extension agencies and familiarise themselves with the new

schemes, inputs, seeds and wmethsds cf cultivation. They
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discuss the problems among groups and reach a solution. It
gives & classic example of a participatory prccess showing
success after a proper implementaticn of the scheme. In
‘other words, a successful implemgntation of any developmental
scheme depends on the scheme design, the fafget group, adminis-
traticn of implementation znd the participétion of the farm

household.,

Impact of Mini-kit Programnme

The znalysis of the impact of minikit programme at the
beneficiary level in Jjurangabad block also has the problems.
regarding seggregation of beneficiaries of various minikit
programmes and the presence of large farmers in the beneficiary .
1ists.l However, Aurangabad, which has some irrigatign end
developéd region is totally different from Mokhada interms of
socio-economic canditions. The major crops grown in this
regicn are bajra, jowar, wheat, pulses, etc.' In‘order to
examine the changes in croppihg pattern over the pericd we have
collected data for two perio&s representing implementation of
the prdgramme. The changes in cropbing patiern cver the period

are preéented in Table 3.18.

The data indicate that there is a change in cropping
pattern over the period though it is not as prominent as in
the case of Mokhada. It can be noted that the changes are
in favour of pulses ds égainst cereals. Interestingly, the

area under oilseed crops is marginal in both the periods. This
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Table 3,18 3 Percentage Change in .rea Under Principal
. Crops of the Sample Househclds Between 1933-84
and 1988-39

CrOP = e e e e e e e e e e e e
el oo UPoZhE 2o fha. above d ha. il Farms
1. Bajra -28.90 - 2,63 - 6,05 -10.70
2. Jowar + 7.10 - 8.15 + 1.53 + 0.61
3. Wheat . | - 7.59 - 2.79 - 5.39 ; 5.31
4, Red gram +13.36 + L b ¥ 0,63 » 4,56
5. Black gram + 2.70 + 1.0 + 1,07 + 1.42
6., Horse gram + 5.82 + 2.94 | + 2.95 + 3,89

may be due to the fact that this block is not an cilseed growing
one and hence the minikit distributicn is concentrated on
pulses. However, the changes in cropping pattern are in
accordance with the cbjective of shifting the cropping pattern
in favour of oilsceds and pulses. The magnitude of change
differ across size classes. It appears that the changes
are more prominent in case of small and marginal farms. On
the whole, there is meore than 15 percent decline in the area
under cerals while the area under pulses has increased by
about 10 percent. .ind the remaining 5 per cent of the declined
area is being covered by number of other crops like vegetables,

sugarcane, cotton, etc.

1S mentioned.earlier, both the changes in cropping
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Table 3,19 : Percentage Change in Yield Rates icrcss 3ize
Classes :

CLOD e e e o
Upto 2 ha, 2 to 4 ha, .,boved ha. jll Farms
Bajra 68 | 29 12 25
Jowar -34 54 -13 32
Wheat -47 -19 ~64 -6
Red gram 60 \ -45 -13 -15

patterq and the yield improvements in the sample households‘
cannot be attributed solely to the minikit distribution programme
as there are number of factors influencing the yield rates.
This is more so in a developed region like .juranzabad where
the growth in irrigation is substantial. However, it can be
observed that the picture is some what different in [Jurangabad
as far «s the yield improvements are cacerned. OQut of the
four crops for which coﬁparitive data are available, only two
recorded some improvement in yield (See Table 3.19). Moreover,
red gram recorded 15 percent decline.in the yield. This
indicates that the minikit distributicn programme dces not

seem to have much bearing on the yield rates.

However, the reascns for this marginal performance may
be traced in the kind of minikits‘received by the beneficia-
ries. Interestingly, oaly one crob i.e., horse gram minikits
were distributed in this region during the year 1988-89., This

indicates that the coveraze of crops is not given importance
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while distributing the minikits.dGSpite wide coverage of crops
reported &t the block level, .5 far as the other inputs are
concernad,none of the beneficiaries received fertilizers as a
part of the minikit., ind, the average_size of the minikit is
small and covering less than half a hectare in most of the

cases,

Moreover, the objective of promoting inter-cropping is
not taken note of while distributing the minikits. None of the
sample farmers has received the inter-cropping seeds in the
minikits. .s regards the views of the farmars on minikit pro;
gri?me, most of the sample households (88 percent) reported
it[;; good in general. However, 56 percent of them felt that
the inputs (seeds) provided are insufficient and 12 per cent of
the beneficiaries have complained that they did not receive the
minikits in time. On the other hand, more than 80 percent of
the cultivaters have felt thut thé yields have game up due to
minikit distribution and about 24 per cent of them faced some
difficulty. in obtaining the minikits. The major pfoblems
regurding minikits in this region are (i) the supply of
. specific items like fertilizers are not available, and (ii) )

the quality of inputs is not good. It is observed thaut all
. the sample farmers have availed the help from VI/VEW. Though

most of the beneficiaries are convinced about the impact of
modern technology on farming, 16 per cent of them are not

,confident about the results.
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Thus, to conclude, though the impact of minikit programme
is Mokhada and iurangabad differ to some extent, the results
cannot solely be attributed to the minikit programme. TIts
performance seems to be some what better in Mokheda block.

This may be attributed to the socio-political and economic
characteristics of the region. In a tribal dominated and
backward regicn like Mokhzada, the minikit benefits, though
marginal , may matter much and perhaps, they are sought after.
Whereas in a developed region farmers may not give much
importance to the miniscule benefits like minikits. This, in
“turn, meay result in the negligence 2t the administrative level.
Though this appears to be helpful in a way by giving more
attention to backward regions, it may aggravate the intra-

regional inequalities across the size classes,
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SWIARY &D SONCIISIONS

Agricuitural development policy for the last four decades
trovgntforth the protlers of districution of gains anc long run
suztaiuatilicy of thc grow ;.l The tac.nology based solutions
eludeC the core group of agricrltu:al econory viz., 2uall and
marginal farmers. This group of cﬁltivatoxs 'a8 relegated to
the pack-round during the technolocical leap of xid sixties
wmairly because of taeir constralied accexs to the factor market.

2 -

A guick analyiic of the probleﬁs concerning the less endowed
cultivators would show that this group mainly faces two types
of constrziants, PFirstly, thcir holdings are tiny, mostly un-
irrizated and réquirin; investment in land development worlk,
Secoun@ly, it is the access to resources (Y7 seeds, fertilizers
pesticides, irriration, etc.) that delarys their adoption of
the hewtechrmlo:.g:r.?2
Teeping these two broad constraints in view, Government
of India launched a ?*Centrally Sponsorsd Schere of Assiztance

to 3mell and larginal Farumers for Increasing Acricultural Pro-~

duction® during 1683-84. The scheme proposed an amount of

-~ b

1 The Indian ”ocietJ of Agricultural Economica, fAgricultwral
Developrent in India ¢ The Iiext Stage, Jimalaya Publishing
1987.

2 Dantwela M.L., ITix Introduction to F. C Joshi s took on

ITagtitutional aspects of Jgricultural Developuent'!, Jllied,
New Delni, 1987.
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“s. 5 lakhs pexr tlock of which N3, 3.5 laXxas fer minor irriga-~
tion, 3. 1 lakh for minikits of seed: and fe:tilizeré and
. 0.5 lakn for fuel and tiree plentatixni. 3ubzeguently, the
gcheme wad revised aud the @llocations were also cuansed as
Ns. 5.5 lakhs for minor irrigation, Rs. 1.00 lakh for land
-Geveloprent and 1:.. 0.5 lakhs for disfrihution of minikits,

Heeping in vie <the preseut minor irriration devzlop.ient
programme, level of sroundwater availabilitv and the prollers
of rzinfed agriculture - the Goverarent of Mahérashtra modified
tho content of the schene to s5uit tae provlezs of the small
and marginal farmers in the State, Hence the allocation of
Hs. 3.5 lakh on winor irri-ation was sought to e used for
Comprelensive Jatershed Development Programme (COWDEP) along
with the Rg. 1,00 lakh allocation for land develomment. 4
carelful review of the content of the programae, its objectives
and the situations prevailing in the agriculiural econoiry of
the ztate 1t was noted that there was an ample justification
for the 3tate Goverament's stand in modifying the programme
to suit its needs. IZence our analysis of impact iz only of
twio components ol the achéme viz., CC,OET and Minikits,
4.1 Opiectives

Givén the present status ol the gchers, we hac¢ set the
foilowing_objectives to analyse thre inrpact of the schcmé :

1. To stuly the extent and’' coverage in terms of

beneficiaries and arsa under the majoir components

of the progiramme.

L
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2. To analyze tihe chengeSin croppins pattern induced
by th: programic.,
3. o analyse the imparct oa various components of
the prosraiuie.
to To document various congtraints in operationalizing
ant adninistration of the prograrue.
he2  Methodolozy ané Coverase
e have aralvzed the impact of the scienme at thres
levelr, Ianitially we have analryzed the implerantation and
aéministration of the scheme at Jtate level. This was followed
by a state level analvsis, bur cmphasis here was nmore on tho
design of the sctheome atd itz implementation at State level,
The second chapter deals with the meso level (tlock level)
ilapact of thé progiraure. «C had 3elected 54 blocks and ad-
ninistercd a structured schedule to thc block level implement-
ing autuorities. For tihe selection of bloels ve have Ffollowed
two staze sagpli;g. In the thiré chapter, tho micro-level
impact of the schere 13 analysed at the cenaficiar> level.
Lfter selecting tio »locks randonly fallins in two different
agro-climatic zones, a structured schedule ~as canva3zed for
the buneficiarics. Out of the selected blocks, a COWDEP water-
shed iz selected with large area coverage and having mo3t of
the components. Similarl- we have selected tiree villages
from cac block for the anclvsis of thne impact of Mirilkits,
iftr teneficiaries o the scl.eme were selected from each.
The agricultural year 1983-89 wa3 a refercnce vear for the

analysis,
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Impact assessment can bz accemplisied either by comparing
pre-programme 3ituation with that ottained aftci the implenon-
tation of the progromse or compering the programme (hennficia-
rien) situvation with the non-programie (non—beﬁefioiarics).

Ir the case of present schene in Mancrasntra, it wes difficult
to locate a "non-project” area with similar clraracterist tics
because the COLULP works have started in larze axcas and ars
presently at diffecrent levels.
conitrol information dicd not prové analvtically superior.
Hence, we rcsorted to coipere *rhefore schene® cituwation with
that prevailing alter the 1rplemerb?o1oa of the 3chunc. ool
wes takon to minimize tiasces due to mermorv lanses by compiling
answers from different members of the housencld.

ko3 tiein Findings

Maherashtra Governzent chose to take up Comprchensive
Waterghed Development Progfammc (CCWDEP) instead of *minor
irrigation? ag a compouent of the overall nrociarre. lOur
analysis indicates theat minor irrigetion would have caurried
miniscule benelits to the target group. Morcover, since the
ultimate groundwater potential in largc parts of the hard
rock areas iz not very high, this vouvld have introCuced an
eliront of financial risl:. In such sitvation soil ana water
conservation becoﬁea a prioritw progromme, CCWDIF i3 a sui-~
table alternative to it. Our analvsis of thz hasic design
of the schemc indicatcd that the a2llocation of cgual funds

to the “locks irresncctive of the concentration of target
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groups vould perpetuate the regional imbalances. 4 block with
conccutrated target group would get lesscy funds per benefi-
ciany (and‘hence uncconomic) ad compared to a wlock with tainer
population or targetv group. 4t vould we beneficial in the

[

spirit of the prozwrerme to give frecdom to the State Zovern-
wents to operatvionalize thie pIogramie. in sucnh casc, tho
Jtate CGovernmciit canx prepere zonewise schemes For all the
nlocks of the 3tate =2.¢ sanction ﬁay i.e accorded vy the Central
Zovernieut. |
The merc level inpact of the scheme indicated that

thougn largelr the small and max "rlnal formers are Lenefited by
he schem:, the COLIEP being an area development Zcheme has
atout 40 per cent tencficiaries belonging to non-tarszet group.
There are eleven corponents of the CO.DEP programme narely
I. Contour and graded “unding, II, Halls bunding,.III. Terrac-
ing, IV. Land Cevelopment-cum—horticultu-al deveilopment -

lango and Cashew, V. On faorwm developuent, afforcatatinon and
grass pliantatién, VI. Lond shapinz and grading, VII. Broad teds
and furrows, VIII. Halla training, IX. Maintenance, X. Re~
claration of ill dieined s30ils eud XI. Hepairs of works duc to
reavy rains. Most of tuc watersheds telen for development

are Retween 100 : 2&. to 30C ha, each. .o rezerds tie coverage
ol target groupns, it was noted that 2?.8_per cent of the
wlocks have morz thaa 50 per cen t of the target croup and
acove half the samplc tlocks had the propoirtion of smell and

marginal farme:s above 75 per cent.
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Lpayt from beiny a successiul 30il a2nd moistwrce conserving
te ‘ nwa0logy, tie CCLDEP h=3 also cnhanced tie rusal eplovment.,
Incidertallw, the COWDEP also recelves larne swads from amploy-
Le“t Guarancec scneme (W35) and hence, the overall administoa-
tion of the funds iz gvided the regulation: goveraing &75.
The employment genz2rated pe: waterdﬁeﬁ ranges vetwecu 2,000 to
30,000 mandayvs depencing upon the components- of work. On an
averasc, apout 8 thousand mandors of eiploriciit 13 crected by
one watershed. Vallaz bunding, land development, and horticul-
ture are tiie main gources of ceneration of employme.it,

Linikits progriame serves cntirely the group of small and
merginel farmers. The state government haa given directives
to that effect to the block level officers, It is diffioult
to pin point the effect of the single minikit prograime ne-
cauvse cuite o few programmes of similar nature are in vogue in
the countryside. Fermers recelve minikits from more than one
prozramne, cxzchange trhese with others, sell thne minikit, pre-
serve it for the next seajon and hence Lt becones difficult to
zinaly..c thé exact impact'of the prograrme. Lhe CIVEraie of

ne bereficiaries ot bloek level indicates that 95.1 per ceut
of the teneficiarics are smell a6 morginel formers inclcating
a spill over of about 5 per cent. Of these 59, 9 per cent are
small farme:s ané 35.2 per cent ave marginal fer . The
change.: in tue cropping pattern Juring tie period of lost
oicht vears indicate thrue broat features. PFirgtlw, there is

an increase in proportion of zrea allocated to pulses and
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oilsceds. Secondlr, the crop pattern has diversificd ¢gspecially
to includie new oilseeld crops. Thirdly, there is = susstantial
increase in double cropping ond inter croppins practices, Dut
all of thiz caumrot Be directly attridbuted Lo the praorenne of
minikits unfcr centrolly assisted scheve; Lowever, the gshare
of the impect of the Ceatral sclieme canot be nealected.

e of varigile~ are diztrituted iceping in view
tue reluirements of iffercrnt asro-clipatic zones. Tut culti-

-

vers Gistrituted for the oilseed and pulscs crops offer a

liwited choice to the cultivatori. The =mall number of verie—
=1

c3 in the oilsecd: and pulses is mainly duve to the adaptabi-
1ity of some of the new varistics wnder differcnt agiro-climatic
conditions and tue fermersa' preferences.

The micro analysis waz divided into two portions name 17
(i) the caze of a terget group ccncentrated block ond (i1)
tac case of a participatory process. Incidentallw, the tvo

oy

randomly selected blocks prercnt these two diagzonally ospoaite
Jox y Q3P

44}
b_-

cages. The block witl: concentrated tarzet group Mokhade

ag
83.5 per ceunt of its population belongins to scheduicd castes
and scheiuled tribes. Ltout €5 ger cent of the Loldings belong
to schefuled cagtes and trives. On the other hand, Aiuranganad
tlock (arez with people's participation triggered v a2 volun-
tary azency) hes akout 49 per cocitt of tic noldings belonging
to snill aind rarsinel ferners.

The case of concentratad target group (Mokhada “lock)

8hows moderate impact of the COWVOEP and Minikit programmes.
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Of the list of tencficiaries of COMDEP alout 70 per cent afe
3uell and marginal feriers wiricehh means that avout 30 por cent
of the beuefits £0 to tue non-torget grovp. But this could

not e avoided as CC.wviF is an area haseq programme, Cropring

'3

intensity of the tezneficiarien &id not irerea’e at all but

k3

the pr0p§rtion of waste land showed an increase, indicating
higher reJsource in ity on the cultivated land. Tie crop-
ping pattern changses suow a preference -to paddy zud warl

(high water reguiring crops), therebv indicating incremental
moisture availability. ‘The crop combinationy also indiccote

e inecrecsed diversification. Tield per hectare has improved
substantially in the case of paddy, ragi, wari a ¢ bengal
gram. The improvement in production and yield was noted
gspecifically in the group of small and merginal farmers., Jut
the highor per unit cost incurred by tie srall and marginal
farwers put them at the loweat of the ladder in the net incore.
which means that tne factor access trwacetc the advantases
gatiiered with the productivity.

The impact of minikits on the target group indicates
troad changes., The cropping pattern has'goue in favour of
pulse:z enl oilseeds. The proportion of arca wder these crops
“have increesed, but these crops do not Lave gimileax advantoges
in yield per hectare and hence, it iz possible that the crop |
pattern changes iuduced by minikits would te short lived,

The per hectare productivity on the 1a.ds of 3mall and marginal

farme»s have improved substantially for ragi, red-grem and
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\niger seed. Inter—-cropning has not improved in the group of
beneficiaries because the kits supplied were not suitable for
inter-cropping. The protlen of insufficiency of inputs was
felt v the farmers. Tais is an intriguing situation, where
the Tarpers are provided with a new variety of seed barely
sufficiert Tor an area of 0.1 to 0.2 hectares, similar éeeds
are not easily available in the mur-ket and the varieties
suoplied need supportin: inputs like irrigation and fertilizers
The financial end market constraints do not allow the siall
and marginal farmefs‘an ea3y accesd To tuese. Gongeguently the
use of new varieties is not reflected in the irprovement in
vield.

_The‘éase of participatorv process gives quite difrerent
resulta. Most of the implementing officers have expfessed
that better results can be cbtained with the active participa-
tion of tie commnity. The participatorv process began in
surangabad almost in the initial years of the implementation
of the programme, The results of the scheme (which also has
reccived benefits of other develonhantal prosg sremmes) are
extrerely good. Due to the proper watcrahed managemeut tecn-
nology tiac moisture level and as a result, water table has
jincreasz1. This has resulted¢ in larger proportion of irrigated
area axd the cropping intenaity has gonc up. Crop diversifica-
tion, increascd 1rr1fated area vinder tne cf0ps, double crop-

ping ai.d 1nte°-cr0pp1na of nei varicties of pulces are visikle

in the sample beneficlary group. Yield ratcs have zone up
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for bajra, red gram and sunflower. Almoat every sample beno-
ficiary felt that there arc substantial changes in irri-ation
availability, croppeG area, yield ratcs, wages, euplevient
anG fodder availalility,

h

However, the minikit programr: hat not ghovm siwilor
improvenent in the area under oilseeds, The area wndexr pulsed
has increased but the wield rate has nos snown any luprovement.
The cultivars provided are not alwawy suitable for inter-
cropping and reguire larger cash inputs along with irrigation.
The insufficiency of the guantitv of secés provided in minikits
is one of the most common problems facel v the teneficiaries,
This was snown no improverent in the level of average rield
of moast of the crops. Tarwers suvggcsted to increase the cost
of minikits and dewmanded an increase in the guantity of geecds
a§ leagt sufficient for 0.5 hectares.
Lok Policy Implications

Baaically the dzaign of the prorramme should be clanged
taking into consideration the concentration o7 terget groupa
acro3s regions and states. Le state government sikould be
.allowed to draw the programme for the target groups and
allocate funds across regions. In the ahsence of suweh flexi-
bility, tne scheme ié likxelw to perpetuate rerional ﬂispari—
ties across target g£rows.

To achieve balanced groﬁth the allocation at the
block level shouwld be fized taking into account the concentra-

tion of target group, rerource availabilityr, present agrarian

atructure ard infrastructw-e,.
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It was notud that the particivatory »roccess brings out
P I J P

betier resule

[ U]

and hence apecial efTorts be made to evolve
) ~
such process. Coundl ive atmosphere for active participation
on ths part of cultivators would Lring hetter results.
The guantity of minikits suppiied can he increased
taking into comsideration the needs of the farmers (especiallr
the target groups). It should te at least guificient for half
hrectare. Our enguiries with the beneficiaries revealeéd that
tnev are ready to pav higher amount towords the cozt of mini-
kits. |
Zztension net work needs to be strengthened to take up
farper's training canmps for appropriate adoption of technelogy
and induecing their active participation in the COCVDEP schenc.
The non-terget group beneficiaries in the area develop-—
ment programﬁes‘can be covered under other schemes so taat
the target group derive the fullest benefitas of the scheme.
Finelly, it iz ezsential that t.e State governament is
given flexibility to operationzlize the scheme. The desigu,
impleﬁentation and concurrent monitoring ol thc sclime should
tc vested with the Cepartment of azriculture. Presently, only
teo of tac zbove three functions are assigned to department.
Meny of the implementation level bottlcnecks originate at the
deaign level. 4an =xternal evaluation and monitoring of the -

scheme would go a lon. way in modifving the scheme suitably

from tine to tinme.
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