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CEAPT N I
THB. PROBLEM AND THE PROGRAIME

Intfdducﬁion

The brOad objuctive of nstionsl plenning in Indie is to
meximize per cazpits netionsl incoms The strategy for achieve-
ment of tiig objective consists sn 1ncr zse in productivity on
the one »end @nd employment on ths other. These strateégic
megsures ‘sre 'of crucisl significsnce in sgriculture which is
the msin source of smploym:nt and income for a va ry 1argv
Sbcﬁlon of -the populatlon.

Tua aqucultural working force is composad of cultivetors
end sgricultursl lsboursrs. Among these, smsll holders snd

agricultural lsbour occupy a key p051t10n. Ovar the yesrs the
number of small farm:rs hss besn on the increase snd this
increase could only be sccountzd for by incrzgsed fragmentstion
end tihe econonic compu131on to cling to one's pasrcel of lund,
The smell holders in Indiz form 52 per cant of the totsl rursl
households but only 19 psr cent of the cropped sres is compriszd
in smell holdings. This skewed distribution of land bholdings hzs
accantuetzd ' the problem of growing disparities zmong the verious
sections of zgricultursl community and has bzen engaging stten-
tion of the Government. of India .nd the Plenning Commission for
quite sometime. 4ll the egricultursl developmentel programmes
launchad in the country, in tha pest few yeers, hzve brought
into sherp:r focus thz socio-economic disparities betwesn the
various szctions of the agrlculturdl community. Wherevsr the
new tecnnolcgy has been applied in substentisl messure and had
mede an impect on agricultursl production, the rssulting
benefits by wdy of incressed returns hsve not been ecually
shared by different size groups farms with thée rasult that the
rich heve grown richer end the poor poorer or at lesst compura-
tively poor.r. The operstion of ¢ll these developmentsl
programmes .ave,althrough, been hesvily in fevour of largs and
to-en extant middle ferms as sgeinst the small holdings which
constitute the mejor portion of the farming houschold..

o The megjority of small famlly farms have not tecen up the

" new technology, mey be, becsusz of situations of pbyclcal and/or
economic uncerteainty that rasults into self-provisioning
production as the 2sdentisl meons of livelihood znd wherzfore,
these smell femily ferms sre. frecuently found to prefer
cultiveting verieties which provide them with-maximum security
with minimum expense. Inverisbly thzse hepven to be established
local Vdrletlcs or its veriants thst had been in vogue far quite

some timz

The h(ndlcaps foced by the smsll formers differ from sres
to areei but on the whols, fragmentétion of holdings, insecurity
of t°nure, lgck” of sufficient credit f:ecilities, both for long
term investmznt in lsnd and short term credit for current
expenses of egriculture, end difficulties in merketing end
storege ar: tae ‘comuon dlfflcultlbs stending in their way in
securing the benefits of improved technology. £ssentislly the
small farmer's resourcas do not properly fit into the recuire-
ments of the new technology. The riesult: of this lack of fit is
that the fumily operating & farm too small to produce
substential reserves, n‘cebSdrlly ircurs debts for consumption
purposss.s Adoptlon of new technology would involve deeper
comnitment then is involved with the well ésteblished local
verieties cnd cultursl practices. Already in debt, mefly & time
for pre-hervest consumption;znd for occasionsl ritusl. obligu-
tion, the small farmer would, face the necessity of doubling or
trabilng his indebtedness:if -he is to change over to- the ngw
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technologv. If the smell farmer is to unds e

commitment thet is certainly very much‘beyo:gegiss;ﬁgagnt m2&n
and capacities., llodern technology is cepable of rﬁnd;;in wrns
even smsll fermers of 1-2 hecteres economicelly visble ang if
the small: farmcrs ore to be brought into the meinstresm of
developmental efforts some spicific progremmes needed to be
devised solely for the small fermers, The Government of Indis
therefore, sccepted the recommendations of the 4ll India urel’
Credit keview Committee regsrding the setting up of spccific
projects for the benefit of small but potontiszlly viable
faermers. This projcct sims &t bringing the 'potentislly visble
small farm?rs' into the mainstream of economic davelopment by
making available to them the necesssry inputs, including cradit,
to enablg them to participete in the eveilable technology and
thereby improve the productivity of their percel of land through
intensive sgriculture and diversifying their sctivities so &s

to secure =z supplementasry source of income from suitable
subsidiary occupeations.

The problems of thz merginsl fermers end sgricultural
lzboursrs sre little more sggraveted than thet of the small
formers. The scheme has been devised to assist the marginal
formers ond lsndless sgricultursl lgbour, the weaksr sections
of the rursl populstion, to ensble them to benefit from tha
economic growth znd development in the rursl sector. The
problem of the marginel fsrmcr is essentislly ons of low per
capite income thst results in low ssvings, in fact &lmost no
savings but incressed indsbtedness, low investment end hence
low income. -His land holding is very smell, often less then an
scre or so, resulting into inefficiznt use of other factors
such as family labour, draught cattle etc. The credit fecility
‘aveilsble being very limited, for went of sufficient security
to offer, eny investment in lend or new improved inputs such as
fertilizars, improved and high yislding veriety of seed snd
pesticides 2tc. is beyond his rzsch. he totel resource base
being very smell he hgs essentially to depond on subsistence
crops. Under the circumstances bis ferm cennot produce any
mergin over the subsistence nceds of his family, the end result
being. not only no investment in lend but a net disinvestment in
terms of dcterioration of lend, implements etc. The mein o
objéctive, under the present conditions gf this class of fermers,
is to assist the mergingl fermers in making the meximum-
productive use of their small holdings by undertszking horti-
culture, animal. keeping end dairying etc. The effort is to be
directed towsrds generating lerger incomes by cpenneliSLng
credit, improved inputs .and improved practices into these

activities.

|

" A clearcut categorisstion of merginel fermers end landless
agricultursl -lebourers is almost impossible. The landholding
of the msrginsl farmers being very smell most of them workias
sgricultursl lebourers as do the landless labours=rs. Keeping
in view that the prospects for crestion of additional employ; 1
ment opportunities in sggriculture sre very limited, the mergina

“the lzndless labourers will also be ggsisted by
farmers and the lzndle a L1l also b e such rurel

roviding grester cmployment opportuni .
Eorks s mey help in the meximum exploitation of the agri-
cultural potentisl in the sares. ’

V j ' ; : he
In both the projects, one for the small fsrmers end tho
othsar for marginalpfagmers’and agricultursl labourers,dqgaila-
bility of necessary cradit facility slong with the neeeeof
extension effort assumes.importence. The basic fi?tufrs L
both the projects is thet. the smsll and m:rginal aTM; s &
sgricultursl labourers would be ensbled to héve acg;gus
institutionel credit facilitizs for undcrtaking vs



economié activities: . ¥#ith this in view thke agency will assist
thz participsting fermens in getting the necessery credit,
oth:r inruts and othaer services reguiresd by them, The ogency
is not to-dirzctly finsnce any of these sctivitiscs. It ig
proposed thet. the necessery finsnce for tiie verious developmant
progrannes contempleted in both these projects will come from’
the normel institutionsl sources. Co-operotlves end, wherever:
possible, commercigl benks end credit institutions . .Te to be
inducad to finsnce the beneficisrics by providing & fremework
in wiSici the lenders' Tisks ere covered to some extent and the
borrowers sre guided to make productive use of credit. Lssen-
tlally it is &n experiment in supervised use of credit to be
obtuinad from the existing sgencies by providing a ‘fremevork to
these institutions to. .overcom: their shynass in lending to’
smell end merginal farmers znd then, rendering the ‘necessary
extension effort and help -the bnnhf1c1ar1°s to use the credit
effectively to raise themselves., )

. The sgency will &lso assist the 1nst1tut10ns, which are
conesrned ith the distribution of’ inputs, marketing, proeessing
6nd storsge so that-they build up the adequste infrastructure
for improving the merketing znd storage facilities in the
projsct area, to benefit the psrticipants. This is an essential
ingradient in the progremmes included in the- project, esp°01ally
in relstion to animel husbandry =znd poultry act1v1t1°s. The
projtct. will ‘slso provids menagerial sssistence to co-operative
credit and merkéting societies. st different levels to ensure
proper suparvision of credit and mgrketing operstions. The
timoly end efficient implem-ntztion of the development progrsmme
in the project areas would, however, largsly depznd on the
sctive involvemunt of .the dev=lopmontal machinery of the Stste
Government st diffarsnt leovels snd perticularly the -extension -
steff in the district. This is perticulsrly of grestar
importence as the agency will not have a duplicste set of staff,
for implementing its progremme. The extension and the depart- .
mentel staff of the State .snd the Panchayat Samitis etc. working
in the project asreas would, in effect be 1mp1ement1ng the
programme in these areas. )

The pre;ent study -&as conducted in Pstan taluka of Satara
_district where both small ond merginal fermers and egricultursl
lebolrsrs schemes are in operstion. Patan taluka is only a part
of the working jurisdiction of the 'Small Farmcrs-Development.
"Agency' snd 'Larglnal Farmars snd Agrlculturdl Labourers -Agency’
Chipluns. This is & 'Composite Projcct'! and the jurisdiction of
the ageney in respect of smell farmsrs comprises five talukes,
Chiplun, Lenjo, Ratnagiri, Guheger ond Khed, of Ratnagiri
district and three talukes, Peten, Jewall snd lghébaleshwsr, of
Saters district. The working &rea for-the msrginsel farmers ond,
agricultural lsbourcrs. scheme comprises Chiplun talukas of-
hetnsgiri- district end Psten tuluka of S:tara distriet., The
survey work in the selected villages was sterted in July-August
1972 &nd endsd by December 1973. The refsrchce period for the
survey wes ley 1972 to end of June 1973 &nd no informstion
berring thet in resp2ct of lend holdlng, cropping psttern and
income from various econamic activiti=s etc. was collected for
the period 1971-72. The present report, therefore, does not
give eny date in respect of tHebi! 1971-72 but gives dete only.
in r:sp:ct of the agricultursl yesr 1972 73.

.rozrﬂmmp autline

It is not possible, in view of’ 11m1t~t10ns of finance end
the &nqw1 stretegies, to-tackle a1l the small and mersinal
farmers in & given srea- of the projsct: ksch project wes,

therafore, expect‘d to ¢ov-r about .50,000 smell ferm-rs who sre
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potentiglly visble to become surplus producers wiy

technioues, input support, irrigation ete., isch ;?°§§§§°¥§2
murginsl farm-=rs end agricultursl labourers would covep sbout
20,000 families, of which roughly two-thirds would be from the
catzsgories of merginal fermers snd the rest agricultursl
lebourers.

while no clssrcut criterion in terms of lend holding of &
small farmer wes lsid down, it was generally sccepted that thie
sveresge size of holding for a potentielly vieble small fermer
is expected to range from %.5 to 5 acres in the csse of
irriget2d or irrigeble land end upto 7.5 scres in the cuse of
dry aress. The schemes for merginal fermers and sgricultursal
lebour-rs was expected to cover fsrmers having holdings of not
more tisn 2.5 acres &nd sgricultursl labourers having & home-
stead snd earning 50 per cent or more of their income from
agricultural wages. ’

.” As per the project report the 3FDA, Chiplun, was expected
to cover 49,000 small fermers (faermers cslculated on the basis
of 1961 Census), whose holdings ranged batween 2.5 acres to’ .
7.5 acres. Subsequently, with redefinition of the smell fermer
the total number of gmoll formers wes put &t 37,568.. However,
this wes not the end of it ell., Jome non-official membera of

- e wm w m m om ow mE w W om e e ows e s O T Rt S

SFDA coverage . MFAL coverage
Taluks ; - ——— - -—- -
Small Harginal Marginal Agri-
- : , - 1sbourers
1. Chiplun. ~ 6117 - 32026 4908
2.-khed ‘ 5022 19546 - - :
3+ Guhager 2755 17333 , - -
he Lenja. . 3786 .. 16302 - : - -
5. Retnagiri 3682 28140 - B -
6. Pestan 5603 - 32560 5345
7» Jeawali: + 9129 3333 ) - .-
8. sshebaleshwar 1474 582 - . -
CTotal - | 37568  B5236 64586 10253

the project committse expressed dissatisfaction at the exclusion
of marginal farmers from four tazlukas -of Rutnsgiri- district and
two tzlukas of Ssetara district, from either of the projacts
specifically because in the cese of SFDA these merginal fefmars
did not belong to the category of small fermcrs end in ragpzct
of MFAL the scheme was not spplicsble to these telukass Subse-
quently, a representstion was made to the Government of Indign
through the Stzte 1lavel Co-ordinating Committee to inclu?; thase
msrginal fermers from-six telukss either under SFDA or me eh.
the MFAL sclieme spplicable to ell the six telukas along witI gt
the other two talukas under the scheme. The Government of Indig
duly accepted the suggestion to include the marginel farm;rs
from these six tslukss.under SFDA with the proviso ggat the
margingl fermers from thase telukas would be entitle liof mers
benefits, by wey of subsidy etc., ss if they wer2 sga aent
and not marginal -farmers, This concession, by the g;gzngovera .
of India, swelled the total fermer populstion under ! e andg
to 12280k comprising: 37568 smsll farmers from eightdtangar N
85236 marginsl fermers from six talukas not 1nc1ug;ieg der ¥
MFAL projsct. The detailed distribution of ident fied sme
and marginal fermers under 3FDA and - MMFAL coversge is g1

above,
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In respect of marginal formers =11 those below 2.5 acres
of holding (this is &s per project report) were to be included
and according to 1961 Census their number wes put at 24,300.

48 in the csse of smell farmers the merginal fermers, too, were
redefined und thair number too swelled to 64,586 within the
operctive arca of the scheme. To this were added the identified
agricultursl -lsbourers (10253} so thst the totszl number of
margiael farmoers snd sgricultursl lzbourers entitled to receive
benefits undzr MFaLl happened to be 74839.

Agriculture is the crux of the problem. UNot only is agri-
culture the basic occupation of the prepondersnt majority of
the would-be beneficisries, who hsve st least a strip of leznd,
but aslso the most important svenus of employment for lsbour.

The centrel problem, both in respsct of small and marginal
fsrmars, is one of making the best use of land of which there
is too little =2nd of lebour of which there is too much. The
proposed programies are expected to take sn integrated view of.
the economic problems of the small and merginal fermers. It
will try to ensure thet they ere uble to get the maximunm out of
their holdings by developing lsnd znd securing improved inputs
of sgriculture.  If the would-be benaficisries are to ascapc the
poverty trep, they nsed an initial brzakthrough, to gzt out of
the szlf-perpetusting vicious circle of low income-low invest-
ment-low income. Both on the furm end off ths fazrm, the
bensficieries' position needs to be strangthened by deliberzte,
planned sction through eppropriste institution..

The problem of too much labour hapﬁens to be of major
conczrn in respect of marginsl fsrmers than that of small
ferm»rs snd to that extent the programmes for these two
categories will hsve to 'lay straess on different aspscts. While
investment in land by wey of luand levelling end development,
terrecing; minor irrigetion through wells etc. can be common
for both the cstegorics, special efforts for off farm employment
for merginel formers sre n-cesssry in view of their meegre land
base. In respect of smell farmers 'potential visbility' has
been assumed and the main concern in respect of these will be
inducing them to uandertaxe the necessery investment in land
developmsnt, irrigstion facilities etc. The major stress,
thercfore, will hsve to be to intensify.the sgricultur:l busa und
"thersby increzse employment on the farm for the family labour.
Suppl:mentary sources of income, thersfore, under the assumption
of 'potuntisl viability' will be expected to assume a compars-
tively minor.role. 'Potential Visbility'! is not expected of the
merginel fasrmer, in fact this cetegory of farm:rs will continue
to be non-vieble for quite scme time, though it is no doubt
necessary to improve both the 'resource endowment' and 'resource
productivity! of their holdings. Land development, irrigation:
facility on s joint or co-operstive basis etc. do heve their
role to pley but to improvs the employment and income potential
of th2se merginel holdings, it will be necessary to develop
supplementary agricultural enterprises like poultry and snimal
husbendry, The mergingl fsrmer cannot profitably use the family
labour &nd off farm employment programmes need to be developed
by orgenizing rural works to teke care of the labour during the
off szeson. In the context of the limit imposed on intensiyve
agriculture by the irrigstion prosp=zcts in the sres on the one
hend, end tha democgraphic pressurs in the .rursl sress on the
other, it needs to be recognizad that employmant svenuss will be
insdecustes Under the circumstencas the most promising opening
lies in the possibility of & massive programme.of constriction
and development of spricultursl infrastructure, The lgbour
intensiva schemes csn enlurge non-farm rursl employment by’
providing employment to sgricultural workers on idle days.
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. The programmes to be implemented under smzll und
marginel farmers schemes sre more or less the ssme with s
differcnt stress on individusl items. Brosdly the project
proposes to covur the following programmes

-(;) The land development programmcs such ss contour-
bunding, terracingz, land-development-cum-horticultur-
leveliing end other small itams of land devzlopm:nt. !

(2) Minor irrigstion throuzh wells etc.
(3) Provision of bullocks &nd i&proved implements.
.(4) Intensive cultivstion of food érops snd cash crops.
(5) Horticulture developm:nt.
{6) Daziry development.
- {7) Poultry development.
(8) Custom sarvices snd godown fecilities. o
{9) Strengthening of co-operstive institutions.

) Thess sre the msjor items in which invéestment is to be
directed snd to the extcnt the fsrmers cesn be persusded to
invest in these it will be successful. The more difficult
problem of the smell fermer:- sgriculture is thet of comnunicas~
tion; of persuading the farmers to adopt technicully end
“aconomically more efficient methods of ferming., This rselly
calls for an individusl spproach if it is to yield the bast
results, However desirsble such an individusl epproach be, in
a project of such proportions it is just not possible. The
individuel approsch, no doubt, will be much eesy to menage bub
that would azmount to spending sn undue proportion of resources
helping the pi.gressive snd well-to-do smongst these farmers
who zre willing: and.sble to sccapt advice end lesve out the
larg:r number of smsll and merginel fermers outside the purviow
- of the programme ‘end will not help to solve their problems.

Cradit Hequirement and Financial Outlsy

. Both the programmes (3FDA and IMFAL) ere finsncad by the
Centrsl Government. The cradit requiremsnts wre to be met
. through the existing fifencisl institutions and the agency's
role -in sécuring the necassséry credit is thst of the co-
ordinator.[_The;agencynlends its helping hénd to the fermer
through the subsidids that ure ‘expected to. go @ long way in - -
.-lessening the burden of repayment of lozn by tbe‘farqer.F~Tha
.subsidies, ‘6t lezst in réspect of smell ferm=rs who by the very
natuxevof,assumption_ara*potgntially visble, are.expected to'be
. both an efficiency znd equity measuré. The mergingl-fermers ’
arelikely to remain non-visble for quits some time gnd the-
subsidies would be lsrgely in the nature of equity mensure
‘only ond mey reguire many, more such doses if ever it 1y going
to turn up into wn efficiefcy megsure too. Technology 18 such
& mesns- to echieve such sn end. The new HYV,tecpno}ogy is ftise
-meutrsl to scale, and certain technologies have 1nd1v;si?11 tizs,
which meéns that. land ‘holding size cen sffect the sort of .
-technology which csn be utilized. Size elso sffects ;be t!g;g
‘of .crops »nd ferm sctivities thet cen be pursuzd snd f?tF§{~;}n
cesa2s steple crops on smzll holdings may never be pr9_1 & r:
enough to support. the femily whatever productivity g;;n§tz°;
reslized. This mesns off farm employment or divergifice

z The finincicl outley of the cgenéy, in fict, ¢riszs
out of its rola «s ¢ co~-ordin:tor.
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into higher yielding cash crops-atc. moy be necesséry on very
small holdingg. w#With the well entrenched hebit of self-
provisioning production how fer this czn be msde operstive in
the nesr future will be the re:zl nroblem. Until such time the
subsidi2s to merginsl fermers will have to be in the nsture of

equity messure =wmloned . . : _ .

Credit to farmars is an important instrumsnt. in improving
farm productivity. This sppliss especially to smell :holders,
whose lztk of capital seems to be a crucisl factor limiting farm
development. Meny fermcrs of smell sizzd holding ersitaught in
a vicious circle from which it ig difficult to escepe without
outside finencizl sssistences Smsll farms on the subsistence
level er: for the most pert unsble to sccumulszte .cepitel. In
sddition credit fucilities for smell fsrm:rs ere very poor
because ‘wmong oth2r ressons, they sre unable to offer sdcguete
security. Credit n:zeds to be extended on the bssis of the
potential for sustsining ond increasing economic well bzing.
Security for the losn is insistad upon in order to cover the
risk and in the process vary little attention is given to the
possibilities of the success of the losn. - There is some contre-
diction betwean the goel of minimizing the risk associated with
the losn end maximizing the success of the laon. The less the
fermer needs the losn the more secure it is. Invarisbly the co- -
operstives have a bias for loans with smsell risk. For most of
the smell furmers repayment hzs-to come from the additional
procceds generated by the 'losn snd .in such cases certain amount
of risk is ¢lweys involved for the former end the credit sgency.
This is reglly the price that egency hss to psy for successful
loan scheme snd that is the only mesning of the 'risk fund! to
b2z paid to financing sgencies on the total .credit lifted by the
benefieiury fermers. This, sgein, emphasises thst the economic .
effects of loans to fermers: cen be. enhenced substentislly if
these zre sccompenied by sgriculturzl extension work. -

Theé totsl funds mede c¢vailsble by the Centrsl Government,
for the four-yesr pariod 1970-74, are sround Rs. 1.55 crores :nd .
Rs. 1.00 crorss for Small Farmzrs Developm:nt Agency -and Marginel
Fermurs  snd Agricultursl Lebourers respz=ctively. The details of
credit requirement end proposed utilizetion of funds in respect
of SFDA and MFAL sre given in Tebles 1 ond 2 respactively. The
major items For utilization of funds ere deiry, intensive culti-
vation, poultry znd minor irrigstion in respact of-smsll furmers
and rursl works, minor irrigstion and sznimgl husbendry (including
delry) in raespect of merginsl fsrmers and sgricultural lsbourers.
The expected investmant, by utilization of these funds, in
respect of smell fermers is much lerger than in respect of
merginel farmers. Teking into consideration the high=r rste of
subsidy prescribed for marginsl fermers than that for small
fermsrs, the prescribed retes of subsidy being 33 1/3 per-cent
for merginsl fermers end 25 per cent for smsll farmers, the
expected investment would be guite small in case of marginal
farm>rs. The proportion of outright grants and reserves in
resp2ct of MNFAL funds is much high>r then fbr 3FDA funds. Such
grants sre to be made to local bodies the benefits sccruing
indirectly to ell the benaficieries. .To thst extent utilizstion
of these funds especielly under rurel works-etc. sre largely
dependept upon the resourcefulness of: the Pancheyst Samitis in
respective talukas. The proposazl made &« provision for interest
retes subsidies but this wes not accepted by the Secreteuries
Committ:ce in the meeting held on lith September 1970. Similarly
a proposel for 10 per cant mortslity reserves, though not
provided for in proposed utilizstion of funds, wes not sccepted
on gccount of the difficulty of its implementetion in a prscticsble
menner. In order to ensble the merginal farmers snd sgricultural
lebourers who are non-members, to become the membars of the



Teble 1 & Credit Raquirements of the Programme ond Propoaed Uitilizetion of bFDA Funds

AP : L 'Smell Fermers _ ' (ksy in Lacs)
seSmsT T : T -( ------- d;é&i% hé&digéﬁéﬂ; STt TRT T %harge to SFDA Fund;
- 1 - —— - 0 ol e 0 e D e e e D
Itew . 7 " Long Medium and  Total Risk Fund Subsidy ifisc« Grents Totsl
R : “term short term: (Cols, on Credit on cost &nd. Reserves (Cols,
: T o : . . 2+3) : . 5+6+7)
(1) ‘ o () - (3) - (4) (5) - (6) (7) (8)
1. Lend Development 13.12 -~ . 132 0,39  3.37 - 3.76
2, Mihor JIrrigstion 313.00 - p 313.00 9.39 10,00 - 19.39
3;'Bullocks end, Improved — ' .

" Implements . - 22,00 22.00 1.98 - - 1.98
k. Intensive Cultivition - 299.50 - 299, 50 26.95 - - 26.95
5e hortlculture Interaest . : :

- Subvention.’ o 225.00 . = 2(5 00 6.75 - 7.50, ~ 1h.25
6. beiry : = 67450 67.50 -6.07 17.50 6.00 29.57
7+ Poultry 32.00.7 107.50 139,50 10.63 2.50 - 13.13
8. Custom S.rvices ' - - - - 7.50 - 7450
9. Grant for Interest Subsidies - - - Co- Y 10.00 10,00
10, Steff Subsidies _ - - - - - 8.00 8.00
11, Administration - - - - - 5,50 5,50
1z, Uncqmmitted Reserves - - - - - 15.00 15,00

Total 583.12 496,50 1079, 6~ 62.16 4L0.87  52.00 155.03



Table 2 : Cradit seguirsmcnts of the Progremae snd Proposed Utilizetion of* 1iFAL Funds

1. Lend Defelopment

2. Minor Irfigatibn

3. Intensive Cultivetion
4. Horticulture

5¢ Animel Husbzndry

6, Poultry

7. Rurel Works

8, Villsge Industries und
Rurel 4arts .nd Crafts

9. Greznts for interest sub51d1es
10, Steff Subsidies
1l, Administration
12, Uncomm?tte& nasorves.

......... B R T T

(Rs, in" Laps)

Creait qequlrements . - : Charge to MFAL Funds B -'L i
-Eggg.-Medium end  Total ; Risk, fund’ Subsidy M;;;:ﬁgrants Total” B
term short term (Cols. ' on credit: on cost end Resurves (COlsL
. - 2+3) ' : ' = 5+6+7
(2) T (3) (W 45 . () (7) S
3.00 - 3.00 0,09 3.00 - 3.09
37.49 - 37.49 1.12 12,51 242 16.05
27.00 27.00 2,97 3,00 - 597
13.50 13.50 0.40 1,50 - 1,90
- 26.20 26.20 1.12 12,30 1.87 15,29
- L.95 4,95 0.15 2,25 - 2,40
- - - - - 25,00 25.00
- - - - - 7.00 7:00
- - ~ - - 10,00 10,00
- - - - - 2,00 2,00

- - 1.00 - 1,00

1
[
o
(@]
(@]
(]
o
(o]
(=]

53.99  58.15 112,14 5085 1 34.56, 59429 - 99.70



10

:primery co-operetive credit society in the project erea, the
sum of rs. 5.00 lacs was set spart to be given dgs interest free
loeans to the societies on behslf of the non-members et the rete
of one shere eczch. The smount is to be given to the socinty
concerped on behulf of non-memberss: It should be collected by
the primery society from the farmers concerned end would be
repaid to the agency in the course of three yesrs.

The proposel for interest subvention under Horticulture
in respect of smsll fesrmers was slso not approved. The interest
'free nolidey proposed for horticultursl activity intended to
provide relief to cultivetors, in the initial period, till- ths
‘trzes come to e bezring stage. It was, suggested thet metter
needs to be exemined sfresh and -unless detsiled scheme in this
regurd is worked out the Union Ministry of Agriculture will not
be sble to consider the provision of any assistence by the
Agency under the scheme. It was furthir. suggested that sn
‘economically féusible scheme may be worked out with the
assistance of the Agricultursl Refinance Corporstion or the
Agriculturel Finsnce Corporstion, for compuct sress. These
schemes could provide for some concessions for the loasnees during
the early yesrs of the scheme, - :

The extent of credit facility requirsd to put through
this progremme &t the end of the four yesr pariod is-given below.

(Rs. in lacs)

SFDA MFAL
Long tarm © 583,12 - : 53.99
Medium + short tarm < 496,50 b 58.15

Total -1079.62 © 112,14

. ‘Details of credit requirement :for verious items are given
in Tebles 1 end 2. The essimated credit requirement is exclusive
of the zmount of subsidy to be paid for various progremmes.
Adding the verious subsidies the totsl credit requirement of the
‘beneficiary. fermers will be of the order of ks.1120.49 lacs end
Ks. 146,70 lacs for small end marginal farmers respectively.

Under the initial coverage of farmers (37568 small farm:rs
-and 64586 marginal farmers under 3FDA end MFAL respectively) ond
considering the srea of opsrstion (8 tslukas under SFDA and two
‘talukas under MFAL) the benefits that would have accrued to
small fermers would have been much lsrger then those sccruing to
marginsl fsrmers. However, with the swollen number of smell-and
merginsl fermers included in SFDA, as e result of the concession
made by the Government of India, the sceles might have*§h1ffgd
"in favour of merginel farmers in Chiplun end Patan telukes where
‘the addition of agricultural labourers'ls.of a loweqmorder end
would not srriously affect the beneficieries much., To that
extent funds made availsble sre much in fevour of marg}nal
farmers (MFAL) then small fermers (SFDA). This necesserily
agsumes that the proposed progrsmme is successfully cerried out
during the stipulated period. i :
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CHAPTER _II

IDEN.IFICATION OF BusNSFICIARIES

] Th2 beneficieries or the participents to be identified
were both smell and merginal fermers as the project was a
AComposite Project', Identifying smsll fermers was of greuter
importence ss-the floor area of land holding of a smell farmer
would sot the limit to the ceiling of the mserginsl farmer's lsnd
holding for inclusion under the merginsl farmers'! scheme. It is
really difficult to devise a satisfactory definition to distin-
guish smell farmers from large ond middle farmers. No 8ingle
identifying criterion will be useful for distinguishing small
farmers. from lsrge and middle farmers. Some broad observations
cen be mede regarding a small fsrmsr and such observetion may be
steted vs, 'smell size of operstions; heavy relience on humen
lzbour provided by the farmer and members of the family, end
assisted in some systems by snimel powsr; use of traditional
{backward) techniques and strongly conservative sttitude towards
innovation; and significant concentration on production for home
consumption' and so on. However, such an .observetion cannoct be
used as a workable proposition for obvious reasons. An observation
of this nature will cover almost all the farming households,
especially in view of the well entrenchéed habit. of self-provision-
ing production leading to maximum security for the farmer house-
hold, leaving in balence an insignificesntly small number-of
farming households as lsrge znd/or medium fermers. Such an
observation, no doubt, describes the economic @ctivity of the
majority of the farming households very neatly and still would
fail to pinpoint as to which- of the farmers would really belong
to the cetegory of small farmers. )

Potentiel Viebility

- ~The more importent distinguishing festure, beside the lend
holding, proposedby the schemes znd the project reports wes the
'Potential Viability' of the small farmers. While the small
fermers were potentislly vieble, the margins)l farmers were not
only non-vigble but were expected to remesin-non-visble, at least,
for quite some period .in the future. ’ ' T :

The concept of viability relstss to a circumstence whire
the given*economic unit is cspaeble of sustzining itself. The
potentizlly viable small farmer, therefors, will be such s farmar
who in & given period of time will become economicslly viable as
a .result of vsrious sids given him in order to meke him snd his
family & viable  aconomic unit so that he doés not have to depend
enymore on the subsidies and sids .to keep his unit a going
concern. -The obvious interpretetion of the economic visbility
will, thzrefore, be that the smell farmer, as a result of subsidies
end aids given him, moves ashead from previous position of mere
tconservation tq/consolidatinn. ding brought about by broadening
the base of production but without increasing the extent of
physicel erea in his commend. YxXpressed in other words this mezns
that the objective is to enable the small farmer to get adeguate
income from his farm snd off-farm business to pesy for what may be
called 'model living' wnd service the credit for current opiraz<
tions end investment. The visbility criterion, therefore, needs
to be defined in terms of income and in defining the small: foimer
the income criterion hes to be trenslet:d in terms of land holding.

Guidelines for Identification offBéneficiari;s

While mod.rn technology is cspsble of rendsring even smell
fermers of 1-2 hecteres economically viablé no clesrcut criterion
In terms of lend holding of & small former for sll the projects

[This change over from mere consorvation to consolidation

n
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can be laid down snd was not leid down. However, it wes
generally sccepted that the sverage size of land holding for a
potentially viable small fermer is expected to renge from 2.5 to
5 acres-in case of irrigsted or irrigsble land end upto 7.5
acres in the csse of dry ereas. Workshop on smell farmcrs end
sgricultursl lsbourers, too, did not provide any definition of &
-small fermer., It pointed out:-thst no uniform dazfinition cen be
.laid dowvn in terms of size of holding for this cstegory. This
size msy very from srea to ares according to productivity snd
econonigs of the land. ' It has, therefore, been left to esch
project implementation agéncy to determine the cless of farmers
which cen be eligible for essistance in the projcct ares. At
the same time the workshop on smell fermers snd esgricultural
lsbourars had stasted the genersl view thet the small fermers
being expscted to be 'potentially viable', the viability hes to
be defined in terms of income which csn further be related to
-lend holding snd subsidisry occupstions. This meesns thst the
viability criterion, therefore, needs to be translated, snd not
neglected or connived at, in terms of land holding snd the
- subsidiery occupstions will have to play & comperstively minor
role by weéy of a supporting messure to arrive at the income
- level which is considered to mske the small farmer family a
viable unit. The workshop further stmtes thst unless such a
definition is’ made, there will be difficulty at the operationsl
level. Lo ' :

41l this points towaerds the need for proper “identificetion
of eligible participents which is of fundesmentel importunce to
the scheme. The All India Rural Credit heview Committee, too,
stressed the need for proper identificstion of smell fermers by
pointing out the possible danger, which will have . to bé guarded
agesinst, of large farmers making en sttaempt to present themselves
as small farmers with a view of securing the benefits aveidable
from the programmes., The guidelines issued and the procedurss
adopted for identification of smsll farmers, therefore, need to
be considered in terms of the brosd fremework stated ebove.

The secretaries committee by its letter No . 4=14471
Agri . Cr. dated 15-10-1971 issued the guidelines for the selection
of eligible participents. (Copy of the reclevant parts of thg
letter is appended at the end of the chepter.) The letter did
not communicste the size.of holdings which hed alresdy been
decided in the committee meeting of 7th August 1970. .Generally
the holdings between 2.5 to 7.5 acres would be coyﬁred‘under the
small farmers programmes snd this was duly communiczted to:
respective agencies. 'The psrameters having'been,already lgid
down, the letter only clsrified that the criteria have not been
lsid down for irrigsted and unirrigsted land or. for tombinstion
of both. It further ststed thst the rough formule for-the con-
version of wet and dry land to srrive at on effective size of
holding mey be based on an estimation of likely income and
added thét the respective ceiling lsws may be looked up to
fecilitete easy .identificstion of pesrticipents. The guidelines
do not meke it et all cleer whether the esrlier stated area
* (2.5 to 7.5 acres) would set a ceiling in terms of irrigasted lend
or dry land. This vagueness on the part of the Secretsries
Committes could be put.to improper use, by setting the ceiling
at 7.5 acres of perennially irrigsted iand, for the purpose of
‘identificetion. The tommittee refers to income indirectly ond
“only for the limited purpose of arriving at the conversion rstio
of wet end dry lands end. completely awoids.the concept of

'potential viability' of a smsll:farmer lest ‘it -may have to
stipulate the level of. income ut.wirich ‘@ small former familz,
say a femily of 3 adults, znd 2 non-zdults a total of 5 members,
is expectrd to become viablew.Lhat such.& view of -the b1
Secretaries Committee'!s guidelines is not wholly incompstible
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can ba seen from an extract. of the D.O. lettcr No. 20/2-72
Agri.Cradit dsted 17-7-1972 from Joint Secretary, Government

of -Indiz, linistry of Agriculture, to Agri. Production
Commissicn:r, Government -of Medhys Pradesh, Bhopal. The extract
is given below. ’

#It has been decided that considering the type of field
steff undartaking the work of identification it would not be
advisable zt this stage to introduce too many refinements in

. the identificsetion of participsnts. It is, therefore, not
necessery for the project to go in for very sophisticated
cslculstions of income in listing out eligible participants
except to the extent of eliminaeting bigger farmers and those
with substantial off ferm incomes.™ :

While this particular lectter was directed to Agri. Produc-
tion Commissioner, Bhopal, there is no reason to belisve that
this was not the gensrsel outlook of the Ministry of Agriculture,
Government of India, in regerd to all the smell farmers' projccts.
According to this letter the effort was to be directad to the
exclusion of large farmers and those with substesntial off farm
incomes. Those with substential off-farm income could be
comparstively easily identified and excluded, but the same
cannot be s&id in respect of the large farmers and to that
extent even this letter left the guidelines open for being put
to improper use. The paramcters laid down (2.5 to 7.5 acres)
could be put to misuse for want of -any income criteria especially
when the lend even in a given project area is likely to differ
quite in its productivity. _The avoidance of large fsrmers from
diriving benefits from the programmes, therefore, could not be
materiglised. Thus, the small farmers were to be identified
more or less solely on the basis of the land holding.

The identification of smell farmors besed on land holding,
howevar, wes not free from blemish for want of any clear guid:-
lines as to whethsr the proposed lasnd holding meant 'Owned
holding', 'Cultiveted holding' or 'Operated holding'. It seems-
from the Ministry's lstter No. 117-26/73-Agri.Cr. dated 13 April
1973 thet the Agencies wire expected to adopt 'operational
holding' reth=r than recorded rights in land records for identi-
fying perticipants.. This letter refers to the Ministry's letter
No. 14=14/71 agri.Cr., deted 15th October 1971, i.e. the guide-
lines lzid down by the Secrzteries Committee which incidentally
does not clearly state anything except lsnd holding or at the
most might be indicating the cultiveted holding. Even if it is
to be agreed that the guidelines lsid down by the Secreterics
Committee meant operstional holding, it is necessary to define
the operational holding in as glesr terms as possible. That
‘operationel holding was open to vsrious interprstations can be
seen from the Agenda papars, releting to Farm Menagement Studiac,
of July 1967. Under concepts and definition, the operational
holding had been defined by vsrious centres as below.

“This includes area actuslly cultiveted (including.
current fallows)'bx the farmer and his family irrespective of -
title or locetion. i

“Some studies specifically mentioned thst this also
includes the arca under trees e¢nd wells if these are in the
cultiveted fields." -

“In certain cases,ﬂﬁhe area under cattle sheds and ferm.
buildings, even if these are situated on the cultivstors fields
are not included."

"Owned area + Leased in - Leased out.®

"Net sown area + Current fallows."
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with so meny weys in which oparstionsl holding has been
defined by verious ca2ntres, it was st least necesgary to heve
indicated as to which of the above definitions wes acceptable
to the sinistry snd hance was to be followed by the Agencies,
or if the kinistry was not agreesble to sny of tne sbove defi-
nitions it could indicete its own definition for the Agancies
to follow.

‘The sbove-mentioned Ietter No,117-26/73 dsted 13 april

1973 once sguin refers tg the visbility but in quite & different
vein, The letter stetss ‘thet the schem:s of SFDA end MFal-warc
meesnt to catcr to the:*non-viable! sgriculturists. So fur us
the merginegl farmersg®are concernad thsre is no resson to think
.that they were not only non-viasble as of now but were expescted
to remsin non-~visble for quite some period in the future.

_However, it is very striking to now thet even the smsll
ferm¢rs, too, were supposed tc be non-viasble., In fect &3 the
initiel programmes indicatad the important distinguishing feature
of the smell farmers was their 'potentisl viability' end not
non-visbility, That the Ministry mesnt non-visble es never to
be visble, rather then not-vigble as st present but potentially
viable, can be seen when the letter states that it is necessery
to:see that the benefits of the progrsmmes resch the non-vieble
small end merginal fesrmers who require specisl assistance from
the agencies. This would mean thst the subsidies snd sids given
to small fermers wesre to be an equity messure only as in the
case of merginal farmers and not an efficiancy snd equity
measure., The potentizl viability of the small farmer scems to
have bzen discasrded end under the circumstances one fails to .
understend why there need be two different progremmes for smell
and marginsl farmers when a single programme could have served
the nurpose what:ver that be, . - -

S50 far es the exclusion of smasll snd marginel fermers-

with substantisl off-farm incomes was concerned the letter did
not suggest sny criterie-or limit to income from such sources,
but mesrely suggested that they. need to be excluded from getting
benefits from the.praogrammes. However, &s a result of gueries
made in:regard to the limits of incomes from such sources like
tradé and commerce: ctc., the Ministry by its lstter No. 17-26/73
agri.Cradit doted 7th August 1973 suggested certesin criterieg
(the letter is-appended st the end of the chdpter) for the
urpose of exclusion of such fermers. Considering the condition
%a) steted in the letter, it is open to interpretetion that by
end large sll farmers with even s little more income from non-
agricultursl occupation were to be excluded from the purview of
the SFDA/MFAL even if these can be identified on the basis of
. lend holding. The identification, therefore, will be left,
wholly, to the discretion of the Agency and specificelly becsuse
no income criterion has -been prescribed either in respect of
income from egriculture or total income from &ll the sources.
The end result could be that the professed purpose of helping
the poorer sections of the fsrming households could get
vitiated in the proces: of identificetion. That such & case has
not come to notice, need not rule out the possibility of such

an occurrence,

The second condition (b) stipulsting a steady incoma of
Rs.200 and wbove per month will be lergely sppliceble to L
sslariad services. If this condition is to be acce{;ed as it ig,
does ity mesn that the Ministry would like to put a limit of
Rs.2400 \or nesr-sbout as the limit to income per annum for
inclusio} of farmers in the schames.

Th third condition (c) is extremely vegue. That pure
renti-rs should be excluded from the purview of the progremmes
is clewr efpugh since mere land ownership wes not to be the
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criterion for identificetion of perticipsnts. «whet 1s not
clear is in respect of the farm:rs ¢ngaged in cultivetion only
partly, i.z. those who have teken to other occupations ’
simulteneously with forming. The condition if interprasted the
way it hed been -ststed means thet all those engaged in non-
sgricultural occupations simultaneously with ferming and
irrespective of income from such non-sgricultursl occupation
being lurger or smaller then income from agriculture be excluded
from the progrsmmes., This instently negutives the condition
laid down in (a) of the lettsr which states thst only such
identified fermers be excluded who have income from non- -
agricultursl sources exceeding the income from lsnd.

. The three conditions laid down in this letter, No.
17-26/73 hgri.Credit dsted 7th August 1973, looked st a little
more iftently heppen to be a little inconsistent with each
other unless each is.considered in isolstion. All this has
arisen as & result of shyiné sway from setting sn income
criterion that would meke the smsll fermer family a visble
economic unit.

Identificetion of Beneficieries, Retnasgiri-3atara

v

To rzpeat, identifying smell fsriners was of greater
importance s the floor area of land holding of a small farmer
would autometicelly set the limit to ceiling of the marginal
farmer's lcnd nolding for inclusion under the merginal farmers!
programme. Previous section dealt with the guidelines proposed
by the ilinistry ss the process of identificztion by various
proj:cts got underwey. It also considered, how in the process
of prescribing various criteria, the distinguishing feeture of
'potentisl viebility® of the small farmer had been diluted,
watered down end ultimstely ¢lmost discarded, so thet as the
end result of it ell it was only the size of land holding that
became thz distinguishing feasture between small and merginal
farners.

The projcet report of Ratnagiri-Satera SFDA had initially
proposed the ecreage limits ranging between Z.5 acres to 7.5
agcres for & smell farmer. Farmers with a holding below 2.5
acres, &3 per this definition, were to be considered marginsl
formers for the purpose of MFAL project. However, this was
found unsstisfactory ss it equated sll categories of land znd
would not teke note of availebility of irrigetion facility,
productivity of particuler class of lend etc. Subsequently,
the agency proposed a fresh definition of s smsll farmer by
taking into consideration verious catégorizs of land. This re-
definition of a smsll farmer sutometicslly provides a fresh
definition of s marginal fsrmer, the floor aree prescribed for
s smell fermer setting the limit to the ceiling of the marginal
fermer's land holding and .for -sch category of land. The
egency diff-rentiated various cstegories of land as (i)
irrigated rice lend, (ii) rsin-fed paddy land, (iii) warkss
lend, (iv) perenniaily irrigeted land, (v) sessonslly irrigated
land snd (vi) unirrigsted or dry lsnd for deciding the
eligibility of the land holder for inclusion under 3FDA or
#FAL programmes. The suggested worksble relstionship of
different categories of laend s equivalent to each othor is
given below. : B

‘acres

(1) irrigeted Rice Lund 2.5 to 7.5

{2) Rain-fed Paddy Lund 3.0 to 9.0 acres
(3) Perennislly Irrigsted Lend 2.5 to 7.5 acres
(4) veasonslly Irrigated Lsnd 5,0 to 15.0 acres
(5) unirrigsted or Dry Lend “7e5 'to 22.5 scres
(6) Werkas Lend ‘ - 10,0 to 30.0 scres
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This wes provisionslly accepted pending aprrovel by the
State Level Project Co-ordinstion Committee. The Stete Lavel
Project Co-ordinaetion Committee suggested the same sacreuge
intervaels for verious cztegories of land and this revised
definition wes finally accepted by the Agency vide its Xesolu-
tion-24. As suggested in the previous section the Agency
resolution set the ceiling for s small farmer st 7.5 ecres of
perennielly irrigsted land and tiis wes quite in order so far
as the Secretaries Committee's letter No. l4-14/71 Agri.Cr.
dated 15-10-1571 goes. The s&id letter almost left it to the
totsl discretion o6f the Agency to decide upon the lend holding
for the ourpose of identificetion snd mey be with full
understanding thet the modern technology is ceapeable of rendering
even small farmers of 1-2 hecteres i.e. 2.5 to 5 acres economi-
celly viebles The gbove definition of the smell farmer was in
terms of land holding alone end viability wes not defined in
terms of income 2t sll. May be the &gency's snd the Ministry's
understending was thet the small fermer with 7.5 acres of
perennislly irrigsted land wes only 'potentielly viable! snd
not viable as yet.

The prepsration of 'Master Lists' of smell and marginel
farmers wés to be proceeded with teking into considerstion the
above given definition apnroved by the State Level Project Co-
ordination Committee. FEowever, vide its Resolution 2B, the
Agency proposed to prepsre z note with a view to justify the
reletionship of various cztegories of land as equivalents by
considering productivity -etc. of &1l the cstegories of land it
specifiad. For this purpose of esteblishing en economic relu-
tionship between various categories of land a study group 'es
requzsted ‘to look into the matter and report its findings oftar
undertasing necessery survey of verious categories of land,
the crops normally grown: on such lands, cost of cultivation
and net profits from cultivation c=tc. The terms of the study
wers not to report the relstionship betwe:n verious categories
‘of land that the study group arrives et as a result of the
survey etc., but to confirm the relstionship, proposed by way
of equivalents for verious categories of land, with some
factual ressoning based on loc¢sl informetion. The study
group's report was presentzd to the 1llth meeting of the sgency
held on 18th December 1971 &t Chiplun, &s additionuzl agenda
item No..3. (The study group's report, rsther e note, is
attached <t the end of the chapter.) The proceedings of the
“11th meeting did not take seny note of the study group's report,
may be, on account of the report not heving been discussad or
brcause the studvy group was asked to reconsider its findings
before the metter wes discussed in the Agency meeting. Subse-
quently, the study group seems-to have produced a second
report, possibly from the ssme dsts used for the first report
presented to the 11th mesting, which was submitted to the 1lith
Agoney meeting held on 14th Au%ust 1972, at 3atars, s sgende
item No. 10, (The study group's s=cond report, too, is
ettached &t the end of the.chapter.) The proceedings of the
14th meeting note that the Agency sccepted the findings and
suggestions of the study group contsined in the second report,
though this has not been specificelly mentioned as second
report in the proceasdings. Thz study group went sbout its job
by collecting necessary data about crops, cultivetion costs of
such crops on various cetegories of lend end presented its
findings in terms of net income per acre, the net income being
calculeted after working out p=r scre cost of cultivetion,
gross return and profit from different crops from esch
category of land as stipulated by the Agency in its definition
of a small fermer. The study group's msin finding was
confirming the relstionship 1:2:3 bet.een perennielly irrigsted
lend, seasonslly irrigated lend and unirrigsted or dry land.



17

This finding was arrived at in the second report snd not in
the first report snd some velid snd worthwhile explasnstion

is due and: nccessary from the study group and the Agency for
the discrepsncy in the per acre net income from some
cetagories of land espzcislly pgrennislly irrigeted land and
unirrigested land whers the difference in income per acre from
thess two cetegories of lasnd in the first and the second ]
report is quite substsntisl. The Agency while asccepting the
study group's report in the l4th meesting of 1l4th August 1972,
seems to have completely forgotten thst the ssme study group
had eearlier submitted a report in the 11lth meeting of 18th
December 1971 and thst the results submitted were drastically
different. ray be, the Agency was not aware of the discrepsncy
in the two reports, st least .-th:zt was the impression cerried
after this was brought to the notice of the Agency officials.

To repest the Agency nover defined vigbility of a
small farmsr in terms of income from lsnd and subsidiary occu-
petions. In doing so the Agency hed followed the guideline (1),
laid down in letter No. l4-14/71 4gri.Cr. dated 15-10-1971,
to the hilt. The letter had suggested the estimation of
likely income for arriving st & rough formula for the conver-
sion of wet end dry lend snd the Agency put it to sam2 use but
without considering the discrepency in the first and the second
report. - 4 little more thought would have shown thset what the
‘Agency did not try to define directly was, however, in a way,
stipulatsd by the study group's report though only indirectly.
To say thet the purpose of the study group's report was limited
to arrive at & relationship between wet end dry lsnd only &and
therefore; anything more thet follows as a result of such a
report need not be given sny thought lesds us nowhere. On the
contrary if the income per acre is velid enough for establishing
a relstionsihip between various cztegories of lesnd then there
is no reason why tha same per scre income cennot be velid for
the purpose of arriving st the total income expected, from
those very cetegories of land, in respect of the ceiling on
lsnd holding as decided under the dzfinition of 2z smsll farmer.
‘This is not to amphasize income a5 o criterion but only to
point out that what has not b:en suggested gs a criterion
actuszlly caon be put to the same use as a result of the
Agency's own report.

The study group's main finding was the confirmation of
the relstionship 1:2:3 between perennislly irrigsted land,
seeasonally irrigeted lend and unirrigsted land. This confirma-
. tion of the relationship wes arrived st on the besis of per

acre n:t income from-each cetzgory of land. The difficulty
with[the study group st two different mectings do not arrive
at tae seme resulys in terms of maximum income permissible
for & farmer for inclusion in the smell farmers' programme.
Perennially irrigsted lend is the best lsnd ond in both the
reports per acre net income from such land is maximum at
Hse 1621 end Rs. 406 in the Iirst report of 18th December 1971
end second report of lith August 1972 respectively. The
maximum permissible holding of perennially irrigated land was
7.5 acres znd then the net income from such land will be
Rs. 12157 and ks. 3045 on the basis of first and the sscond
report's findings respectively. It might be remembered thet
both ths reports stete thst the n:t income per acre from ezch
cetegory of lend wes arrived st after working out per scre
cost of cultivetion, gross rsturn etc. How the per acre net
income from perennislly frrigeted lend sad unirrigated lend
in the second raport hzpprened to be bzrely 25 per cent and L4
20 per cent of that in the first report is really & puzzle
that csn bz sznswared by the study group slone. The gtudy

[_the confirmation of the reletionship is'thit the two
reports submitted by o - .
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group's second report does not stete thet it had missed
certain items of cost initially in respect of these lends
and crops in the first report end the reduction in Jncoms
wes the result of taking note qf such costs. Nor is there
snything by way of evidence thet it collected some fresh
dsta throwing up different crop-mix end costs that resulted
into s reduction in net income per scre., If the first
report is to be relied upon then the meximum net income of
Rs, 12000 and more for a potentielly viable smell furmer is
nothing but fentesy. Actually on the basis of the first
report the 'potentially viabla' smsll furmer's income ranges
between Hs. 710, bssed on 10 zéres of warkes lsnd, snd Rs.12000
end more besed on 7.5 ecres of p-rennielly irriget:d land.

If the second report is to be relied upon the meximum net
income will be Rs, 3000 snd & little more. This income limit
seams to be guite reasonable but the basis of arriving et
this income does not ring relisble. It is unimeginsble thst
a perennially irrigeted one ascre of lund will yicld e net
income of Kks. 406 only. It seems likely that the agency hed
thought of ifs. 3000 net income to be the income for & smsll’
farmer. to become'a viable farmer snd while this was never
stated explicitly, the per scre net income as given in the
first regort of 18th December 1971 was manoeuvred, to fulfil
this condition, in the second report of 1lhth August 1972, The
net benefit of such a menoeuvre could be thet the upper limit
of 7.5 scres of perennially irrigeted land need not be brought
down to about 2 acres if the income criterion of hs. 3000 is
to be ever adheéred to. Besides this adventsge aaditionsl
cultivetors with perennislly irrigeted holding upto 7.5 ecres,
or its equivalents in other cstegories of land, could be
allowed to secure benefits of the progremme even if on purely
technicsl grounds of land holding. In fact, the second
advantage will be the more importsnt of the two as the culti-
vstors who would not be otherwise eligible could be shunted
in eithor of the two programmes.

All the sbove supposedly relsted to the small fermer
but the Agency in fect had defined 2 smell fermer as a small
holder. The 'master lists® of smell and merginal farmers
were based on the individusl owned lend holding -as per the
revenuz record. By -and lzrge the individusl lund holder hss
been assumed to -constitute a small or & merginsl cultivator's
femily which necd not ond is not necessarily the cszse. That
this hed been so can bz seen from the following.

Households Small - Msrgingl Total

Village #s per ferm=rs farmers farmers

1971 Census identi- identi- in the -

: fied fied village
1. Mhaveshi . 453 77 . L85 . 562
2. Adul L56 58 LO4 478
3. Urul 281 .57 309 - 366
4. Nisars 244 36 271 307
5. Mandrul Haveli 935 . b5 411 456
6. Navodi’ 500 71 425 496
7. Vihe . 462 75 439 514
8. vangewed 460 Ll 327 371
© 9, bonaweds . - 706 112 618 . 748
10, karoli - 466 - 59 402 461
11l. daikxsde-ianewsdi 575 24 324 . 509

12, Gudhe 432 27 389 419
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The %Workshop had 21l slong stressed the individual
small farmer. It is, however, doubtful that what was mesnt
by an 'individual furmer' was in fact supposed to mesn
individusl landholder, It will be epproprizte to consider
thot the individusel fermer really mesnt the individual
fermer's family with its total land holding, such & family
may have only & single landholder or more then one landholder.
The small faormer, ther<fore, needed to be defined in terms
of the totsl. lend holding of the fermer's family rather thsn
in t-rms of an individusl lendholdcr end his lend holding.
Leaving aside as to whether individuel smaell fermer meent-
&n individusl lsndholder or the farmer's femily holding,
irrzspective of the number of lsndholders in thz femily, it
seems necesssry, especislly in the light of the legisletion
relseting to 'Ceiling on Agricultursl Lands', that for
defining a smell fermer totel land holding of the farmer's
femily should have been made the besis for identification
of a small farmer, unless it could be, otherwise, esteblished
thaet the vsrious land holders in a given family existed as
distinct cultivating entities with certein other essentisl -
investment in sgriculture such as draught cattle, 1mplements
etc. of their own and thus could be called a separatv
cultivating femily.

In certein cases it wes found thst the smell or the
merginal former hsppens to be ona of the lsznd holders in the
femily end the family holding is much lsrger when compared
with ths cercage stipulated for a small or & marginsl fermer.
The total number of fermsrs identified, inclusive of small,
marginal snd lsrge fermers, therefore, heppen to be larger
than the total houscholds in the villoage. The family-is the
cultivsting entity thet cultivates sll the lends of the
individual land holders. The cropping for such individusl
land holder is really a part of the crop plen for the family
lands and thus the cropping on.tihe individual holder's lznd
could be & result of the 'Customsry Security ixpectstions?
in regurd to food und fodder requirements of the family.

The same crop plaun need not necesssrily be practised or
fegsible on the holding of the single land holder when he
is looked into in isolation from the rest of the family .
holding. Undsr such circumstanczs it is not only the lend
asset thut shrinks in size but in relstion to it other
assets (draught cattle, implements etc.), too, would chenge
end the crop-mix possible then widl not necessarily be.
possible under the new set of assets snd resources. Calcu-
letion of repayment capacity based on cropping of such
individusl’ holdlng, which reslly forms a part of the family
holdlng, mey result into over-estimestion of repayment
capucity or under-estimation of the ssme. The first would
result into excess financing snd the resulting overdues in
course of tims end the second in under-financing which mey
be inadequeste to meet the nzcessery investment uriless addi-
tional fineance is gvailable from some other source or it
mey simply result into the credit fecility belng not
svailsble st all.

Some Other Aspects of Identification

The Ministry of Agriculture hed instructed thst the
identificetion of small farmers was to be on the basis of
lend holding. It never laid sny cmphasis on income nor did
it ley down &ny incom: criterion for identificstion of-
smell fermers. However, as zlresdy stszted esrlier, whet
hss not been suggeated as s criterion cen, in effect, be’
put to same use 28 s result of Agency's own report. "The
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maximum incomz, &8s a result of the second report of the
study. group, that wes possible was Hs. 3000 from 7.5 acres
of perennizlly irrigsted land. Tais 7.5 scres of paere-
nnially irrigsted lsnd e&nd its egquivelents in othar
catzgories of land, set the limit for inclusion of s farmer
for securing benefits under SFDA. If we consider the
Ypotentisl viability' of the small fermer slong ~ith this,
it. will not be v¢ry much wrong to essume thst any income
beyond hs. 3000 would naturally eliminste the farmer from
_ securing sny benefits under SFDA. Viebility of the small
farmer was expected to be attsined not only in terms of
incomz from sgriculturz alone but glong with agriculture
other subsidiary occupsztions, too, were to be taken into
considesration snd wherever necesssry the farmers were to
be sided to diversify into such subsidiary occupetions.
The subsidiary occupestions proposed in the progrsmmes ware
deiry developmznt, poultry snd sheep and goat resering etc.
So far as sny of the familias pursued these occupations
along ~ith farming snd th-ir totel income from thase occu-
petions exceeded Rs. 3000, tliese nead to be excluded from
the purview of the progrsmmes. Similarly, in case of
femilies pursuing eny other occupastions, such as blsck-
smithy, cesrpentry etc., income from these occupations, too,
needs to be taken note of. As a result of teking sll these
sources of earned income into considerstion it will be
quite in order to expect, if st asll any semblznce of equity
is to be msintzined, thet 11 .the smsll farmer fomilies
thst alr:zdy have a total income exceeding Rs. 3000 be
excluded, from the purview of the progremme, even if such
families will qualify for inclusion on purely technicsl
grounds of land holding. Once saleried services with a
steady incom= of ks, 200 per month or Rs. 2400 pzr annun
have been sxcluded from the purview of ths programme,
irrespective of income from land, th.re is no reason why the
same rule should not be made spplicable, with some necesssry
vazriations, to other occupations too. Potentisl viability
is not axpictcd of the marginal fermers and even then all
the marginal farmer families with total income, from the
above-mentionsd occupstions, exceeding Ks. 3000 should also
be excluded from securing benefits under MFAL even if these
femilies ere eligible on the basis of lsnd holding criterion.

Another source of income not considered sbove is
income from sgricultural .wage lebour. «s small end marginel
farmers engege wage lsbour for their ferming operations,
they in turn work es sgricultural lsbourars. Since cost
by way of expenses on wage labour engaged in cultivstion
are to b: considered to arrive at income from sgriculture,
there is every reason to. consider any wage lsbour income
suchk families esrn for arriving at th: totsl income snd if
such totsl income exceeds Rs. 3000 then thzse femilies, too,
should be 2xcluded from purview of the vrogrammes.

Tablss 3, 4, 5-end 6 give distribution of smell snd
.merginal farmers, in the sample, by income¢ from agriculturs
and totsl incom2 from sall sources for the two yesrs 1971-72
(Tables 3 end L) and 1972-73 (Tables 5 snd 6). In terms of
total income 27 znd 26 small fermer families for the two
respactive yeers will hsve to be excluded end the seme will
be necessary in respect of 11 and 16 merginsl fermer femilies
for the respective yesrs. ZEven if income from sgriculture
alone was to be considered, 11 and 18 small former families
and only 1 merginel fsrmer femily for the yesr }971;72 «ill
have to bec excluded. Tsbles 7 to 10 give distribution of
small and marginal farmers according to income from sgriculture



Table 3 : Distribution of Smell Farmers.sccording to Income from 4griculture and Totsl Income (1971-72)

Small Farmfrs

Total income (ks ) , .
Incomz from e et e e e e S e e i e e e e e - —————————————
Agriculture Upto 501» 751 1001 1251 1501 ‘1751 2001 2251 2501 3001 3501 Nil Nega- Totel
(ks,) 500 to to to to to to ‘to to to and tive
750 1000 1250 1500 1750 2000 2250 2500 3000 3500 more

Upto, 500
501 to 750
751 to. 1000

1001 to 1250

1251 to 1500

1501 to 1750

1751 to 2000

2001 to 2250

2251 to 2500

2501 to 3000

3001 to 3500

3501 and more

N1

Negative
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Tgble 4 : Distribution of Merginsl Fermers sccording to, Income from Agriculturs end Totel Income (1971-72)

Mgrginal Farmers

. Total income (Hs.) )
Incomé from - e e e e o e e e o R e e
Agriculture Upto 501 751 1001 1251 1501 1751 2001 2251 2501 3001 3501 Nil Naga= Toteld

" {Rs.) . 500 to to to to to to end - tive

750 1000 1250. 1500 1750 2000 2250 2500 3000 3500 more

Upto 500 3 3 7 7 3 7 3 2 1l 2 - 3 - - 41

501 to 750 - - b 3. - b - 3 - - - - - - 14

751 to 1000 - - 1l - 2 2 1 2 - = - 1 - - 9
1001 to 1250 - - - 1 1 3. 2 1 - 1 C= 1l - - 10
1251 to 1500. - - - - - 1. - 1 I 2 3 - - - - 11
1501 to 1750 - - - - - - 2 1 - 2 l - - - 6
1751 to- 2000 - - - - - - - - 2 - - - - - 2
2001 to 2250 - - - - - - - - 1 2 1 - - - 4
2251 to 2500 - - - - - - - - - 1 - 2 - - 3
2501 to 3000 - - - - - - - - - - 1 - - - i
3001 to 3500 - - - - - - - - - - - 1 - - 1
3501 and more - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Nil : - - - 1 2 - - - - - - - - - 3.
Negative - - 2 - - - - - - - - - - - 2
Total 3 3 12 9 16 9 13 6 1 3 8 - - 107
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Tuble 5 + Listribution of small ferm.rs wccording to income from sagricultur: snd Total Income (1972-73)

Small Farm:rs

Income from
“agriculture

\ 1S

‘Upto'
"501 to
751 to
1001 to
1251 to
1501 to
1751 to
2001 to
2251 to
- 2501 to
3001 to

Nil’
Negstive

T T T mTE MR m e e e e e m e e, e, e e e ,ee. e e e mee - oo o e =

- - e e

500

750
1000
1250
1500
1750
2000
2250
2500
3000

3500 -
3501 &nd more

Upto

501
to
750 1

=N )

(I B B A

to

to

to

751 1001 1251 1501 1751 2001 2251 2501 3001 3501 Nil
to to
OOO 1250 1500 1750 2000 22

50 2500 3000 3500 more

L T T T T O I e I I o I |

LIt bt HERE=L Yy

[ I T - 2 N D B - N SN B I R |

BRI IR IR INES

Naga- Totsl
and tive
- - - 13
- - - 2
1 - - 6
f - - - 6
1 - - 3
- - - &
- - - 3
C = - - 1
1 - - 3
1l - - 2
2 - . 5
13 - - 13
- - - 1

- - e m ow

€2



Teple 6 : bistribution of Merginel Farmers acéordlng'to Incoms from agriculture =nd Totel Inccme (1972-73)

Mmorginal Farmers

income fIOM = e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e

sgriculture Upto 501 751 1001 1251 1501 1751 2001 2:51 2501 3001 3501 Nid Ncga- Totel
(ks.) 500 to to to to to to t0 to to and tive
. ) 750 1000 1250 1500 1750 2000 2250 2500 3000 3500 more

--—--—----——--—-_-—--_——--.._-..—--_--—_-—--—_’_-—---——_-----—

- - -—____——-__-.—-_..-__-—-—:'.-—_-—.._--—__—_-__._--_..-—---—
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Teble 7 : Listribution of wmall Fermers sccording to Incoms from sgriculturc end animsl Husbandry and
Totsl Income (1971-72)

Small Farm:rs

Income from S e ——
Agriculture end Upto 501 751 1001 1251 1501 1751 2001 2251 2501 3001 3501 Nil DNege- Total
‘Animel Husbandry 500 to to to to to to to to and tive

; (Rs.)" 750 1000 1250 1500 1750 2000 2250 2500 3000 3500 more

501 to 750 -
‘751 to 1000 -
‘1001 to 1250 -
1251 to 1500 -
1501 to 1750 -
1751 to 2000 -
2001 ‘to 2250 -
2251 to 2500 -
1

'

NEEEREET AT

2501 to 3000
3001 to 3500
3501 &nd more- -
Nil &
Negative:-.

R R
[ I I N I B R A A R R I |

(74



Teble 8 : Distribution of Merginal Fermsrs

asccording to Income from Agriculture snd Animal Husbandry snd
Total Income (1971-72) '

Marginal Farmers

: Total income (Rs.)

‘Income from = ceccaccmc e S e e e e e e n e n A Mo, — .- ——_————————————— - itted —
Agriculture snd Upto 501 751 1001 1251 1501 1751 2001 ??51 2501 3001 3501 Nil Nega- Totcl
Animal Husbandry 500 to- to- to to to to to to to to and. tive

o (Rs.) 750 1000 1250 1500 1750 2000 2250 2500 3000 3500 more
Upto 500 3 1 5. L 3 3 - - 2 - -- - - - - 21

501 to ' 750 - 2 1l 4 1 L - 1 - 1 - - 2 - - 16
751 to 1000 - - 7 2 3 2 1l 3 - 2 - - - - 20
1001 ‘to 1250 - [ - 2 - 5 2 1 - - - 3 - - 13
1251 to 1500 - - - - 2 1- 1l- 1- 1 1 - - - - 7
1501 to 1750 - - - - C - 1. - 4 - - - - - - 5
1751 to ‘2000 - - - - - - IN - - -3 - - - -. 7
2001 to  2250: - - - - - - - 2 1 2 1l - - - -6
2251 to 2500 - - - - - - - - 2 1 1 1 - - 5
2501 to 3000 - - - - - - - - 1 2 - - - - 3
3001 o 3500 - - - - - - - - - - - 1 1 - - 2
3{21~andlmore - - - - - - - - - - - 1 - - 1
Negative - - - - 1 - - - - - - - - - - - 1
Totsl 3 3 14 12 9 16 9 13 6 11 3 8 - - 107

9z



Teble 9 : Distribution of Small Fermors according to Incoms from Agriculture end Animsl Husbendry and
Total Income (1972-73)

omall Farmars

Income from = e e e e o ———————————— .o e ————
Agriculture snd Upto 501 751 1001 1251 1501 1751 2001 2251 2501 3001 3501 Nil Nege= Total
Animel Husbendry 500 to to to to to to to to to to snhd tive

(Rs.) 750 1000 1250 1500 1750 2000 2250 2500 3000 3500 more

Upto 500 2
501 to 750 -
751 to 1000 -

1001 to 1250 -

1251 to 1500 -

1501 to 1750 -

1751 to 2000 -

2001 to 2250 -

+2251 to 2500 -

2501 to 3000 -

3001 to 3500 -

3501 and more -

-—-—-——--—-------------—-——----—--—---—-----———r----—---

---——_—------------—_--—-------—-----—--c-—_----—--‘---—

Lz



Teble 10 @ U1str1butlon of tisrginal Fermers according to Income from Agriculturc end snimel Husbondry end
T _Totel Income (1972-73)

. Marginal Ferm:zrs

- . ™ m = = w R m m s o S e e R @ W @ m w W W o moe e o e o e e W e om e W e w b o o w w m % e e W o e wm seemmw

Ineome from | cee e e e e e e ———_——— e e S e e e e S
Agriculture snd Upto 501 751 1001 1251 1501 1751 2001 2251 2501 3001 3501 Wll Yaga= Totel
Animal Husbandry 500 to to to to to to to to end tive
(Rs.) 750 lOOO 1250 1500 1750 20G0 2250 2500 3000 3500 nore

Upto 500 -7 1 6 3 6 L Z -2 1 1 1 ‘o - - - 27

501 to 750 - 2 2 2 A 1 -1 - - - - 2 - - -11

751 to 1000 - - 4 - L ‘3 2 1 1 - - 1 - - 16
1001 to 1250 - - - L - - 3 1 - 1 - 1 - - 10
1251 to 1500 ° - - - - 5 - - ? 1 2 - ‘1 - - 11
1501 to 1750 - - ‘- < - 1 - - 2 -3 - - - - I3
1751 to 2000 - - - - - - - - 2 1 - - - - 3
2001 to 2250 - - - - - - - .z - 1 2 - - - 5
2251 to 2500 - - - - - - - C - 1 - 1 ) - - - L
2501 to 3000 - - - - - - - - - 2 1 2 - - 5
3001 to 3500 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
3501 end more - - - - - - - - - - - 3 - - 3
Nil - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Negative - 1 2 - - - 1 - - - - - - 2 6

8z



Teble 11 :

Wage Lebour end Totsl Income (1971 72)

Incomg from
Agriculture,

Animsl Husbendry Upto
end agricultursl 500

wa%ﬁs.

- 2001
2251
2501
3001
3501
N Y

to

and more

2000

”2256
*2500

3000
3500

_ Negative

. ! |
=T R T A S e emmm e e e m e w e om M om e o W m o e % m om om ommoth ome o % m m e e me

N A R N I A B R R I

dmall Farmers

50“
to

to

1 = - 1 - - -
- - - 1 - - -
- - 2 - - - -
- 3 1 1 - - -
- .- A6 - - - 1
- e = 5 - 1 =
- - - 2 3 - 1
- - - - - 1 1

to to

Ulstrlbutlon of Smell Farm-rs ‘a€cording to Income.from Agriculture, Animsl Kusbendry and

751 1001 1251 1501 1751 2001 2251 2501 3001 3501 Nil Nege-~ Totsl

to to- to to end. tive
750 1000 1250 1500 1750 2000 2250 2500 3000 3500 more

- - - - - 2
- - - - - l
- 1l - - - 3
- - 1 - - '6
- - R - - 9
- 1 1 - - 8
2 - 2 - - -8
‘1 = 1 - - b
3 -1 - - - L
e b
- - 13 - = 13
- - - - - 1

62



Teble 12 r vistribution of mMerginel Ferm.rs sccordin
wage Lzbour end Totel Income” (1971-72)

g to Income from agriculture, Animsl Husbendry and

- Merginal Fermors

,Ith&me from Agri- L n Total income {ks..)

" eulturse, snimel
" Husbendry and

Agriculturul
ages T

W (nS-;

e e m wl b m o -
[
\Upto o -500

27 501 “te
gglitu 1000
71001 't 1250
t125 ‘eo“lSOO
1501 td' 1750
- 1751_to 2000
.. 2001 to 2250
2251 to 2500
2501 to 3000
3001 to 3500
3501 and more

Negutive _

-Upto 501 T 751 1001 -1251 _1501 1751 2001 2251 .2501 3001 3501 Nil Nege=  Total
500 to 7 to- to to . to to  to to to to “and tlve
- 750 1000 1250 1500 1750 _2000 2250 -2500 -3000 3500 ‘more

=
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DWIHINED
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Yuble 13 : Listribution of 5mell Farmers sccording to income from Agriculture, animsl Husbendry end
wage Labour and Totel Income (1972-73)

.Smal) Farmers
Income from Agri- Totol Income (ks.)
culture, Animel  ceccce o m e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e i e o e o
Husbandry end = Upto 501 751 1001 1251 1501 1751 2001 2251 2501 3001 3501. Nil UWz2ga- Totsl
Agricultursel 500 to to to to to to to to end tive
Wages 750 1000 1250 1500 1750 2000 2?50 2500 3000 3500 more

Upto 500 2
501 to 750 -
751 to 1000 -

1001 to 1250 -

1251 to 1500 -

1501 to 1750 -

1751 to 2000 -

2001 to 2250 -

2251 to 2500 -

2501 to 3000 -

3001 to 3500 -

3501 and more -

Nl -

Negative: -
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chlé.lﬁ : Distribution of Marginel Form rs sccording to Incom from Agriculture, Anim:l Husbondry =nd
- 4age Labour =nd Total Income (1972-73)

HMarginal Farmers

Income from Agri- - Total 1ncome (Rsy)

culture, Anlmql ----- o e e e e e 0 e e e o e o e e e e
Husbandry and Upto 501 751 1001 1251 1501 1751 ?OOl 2251 2501 3001 )501 Nil Wege- Total
Agriculturel - 500 to to to . to to to to to to to and tive

vage?R ) 750 1000 1250 1500 1750 2000 2?50"?500 3000. 3500 more
. Se

upto . 500 1
501 to 750 -
751 to 1000 -

1001 to 1250 -

1251 to 1500 -

1501 to 1750 -

N

= b

1751 to 2000
2001 to 2250 ~
2251 to 2500
2501 to 3000
3001 to 3500
3501 &nd more"
Nl

Negative

t1 1w I vt
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and- animal husbendry (inc¢luding dairying, poultry) and totul
incomeé. Since dairying &nd poultry were important subsidiszry.
occupstions proposed for giving a boost to incomes of these
families these slone are coitsidersd in the Tables. 4s a
result of this clubbed income 17 and 18 small fermer families .
and” 3 murginel farmer femilies for the two respective years.
will not be eligible for any assistence under the programme.
Tables 11 to 14 give distribution of small and merginel
farmers according to income from agriculture, animal husbandry
and wege lsbour znd totesl income. So far as income from wage
lsbour is concerned smell farmers ore not much sffected their
number remsining the same st 17 and 18, for the respcctive
years, as in case of income from agriculture and enimal
husbeandry. With the inclusion of income from wage lsbour the
number of merginel fermer fumilies exceeding the income of
Rs. 3000 from agriculture, animal husbandry snd wege lsbour
riszs to 3 for 1971-72 end 6 for 1972-73. Compuring the
tablzs for 1971-72 and 1972-73 it is clear that slmost all the
fsrmers who exceeded the income of Eks. 3000 per annum in
1971-72 have continued to retain their income in 1972-73 and
this resulted from their better resource position. This does
not take into consideration the totsl income from all the
sources but only the income from sgriculture, animal
husbendry end wage labour.

' "How these families got included in the schems is not
difficult to explain. The agency defined small and marginal
farmers in tarms of lond holding of vsrious categories of
lend snd did not match it with tqtal incoite or income from
sgriculture and any subsidisry occupation such as deirying,..-
poultry stc. and the this was guite in keeping with -the-
Ministry's instruction. The necessity ond imperteance of zn
income criterion need not be stressed. Failure to'decide sny
income criterion may result into the very danger of large
farmers trying to secure the benefits of the programmes- and
which, the 'all India hural Credit Review Committee! warned,
needs to be gusrded ageinst. The sclection for inclusion in
the 'master lists'! of sméll and marginal farmers was, further,
aggravated by totel reliance of incomplete land records
(mainly Villege Form 84) thet had.not taken any note of
changes by wey of recently ecquired irrigation fecility etc.

. Another matter thst needs to- be-considered is the
spplicetion of the definition of 'Irrigated Land' in B.7. and
£.L. 4ct; 1048, This definition hes been used by the study
group for the purpose of determining equivelents in each
category of lend end then for the purpose of deciding thel
eligibility of farm:rs for sccuring benefits under the . -
schames, As per Section 64 of the ssid ict irrigated land~
has been defined as below.

L. (a) Irrigatcd lshd wh.ther perennially or seasonslly
irrigsted, shell not include land irrigated by sources oth:r
than canals or bendbaras within the meaning of the Bombay
irrigetion 4ct, 1879, or any 1ift irrigation system
constructed or meinteined by the Stite Government.

{v) Seasonally irrigated land shell include alluvisl
land and 'land situsted in the bed of & river. and seasonally
flooded by the water of such a river. . ER ’ -

This definition of ‘irrigitad lends efféctively
-excludes irripget=d lends which heve bzen the result of privete
-investmupt in irrigstion. The purpose of such irrigeted
lends being ¢xeludid from the definition of irrigeted lends -
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mizht Rave b.en with e view to encoursge private investment
in irrigation and not detsr it. Firstly, this definition
nezd not have been binding ‘oni the SFDA as the 4gency was
itself intending to encouresge such investment in irrigetion
with the necesséary subsidies and the subsidies should be
enough incentive to underteke such an investin:nt in irrigee
tion. ‘Secondly, for all practicel purposzs of identificstion
of beneficisrices, the Agency trests such irrigsted lands as
dry lends end thercby denies’ the beaneficisl effscts of
irrigstion on productivity and hence incomz, This, therc-
fora, results into an effective ceiling on lsnd holding of
a small fermer of 224 acres of unirrigstesd dry land or 30
acres of werkas lsnd even if some area of this holding is
irrigated through privete sources of irrigstion. The eim
of the SFDA is to mske the 'potentizlly vieble' smell
fermer a 'visble' farmer and this concept of visbility
cannot be considercd without some incom: criterion and then
such irrigsted lend which is bound to yield bettor income
than the dry lend needs to be considéred ss irrigeted land
and hot dry lend irréspective of B.T. end AiL. Act,; 1948,
By not recognising this the Agency's definition of o smell
farm:r is- likely to be prejudiced in favour of fermors -
with private ihvestment in irrigetion to the exclusion of
others and especially sgainst the dry farmors.

~ "One more sspect of identificetion relstes to inclusion
of 'Kumri?  land in the lend holding of the fermers identified
'Kumri® “lénd has been described by Mr. Ozanne ss being
"Poorer-lend cultivated at long intervals by elldwing the
scrub-to grow, cutting znd burning it and then sowing the
ecrop”.  in Kolhapur rules it is simply celled "hill cultivee
tion”. In the Survey and Settlemsnt Menual Volume II by
Gordon, 'Kumri! land hes be:n divided into two clausses.

:Class I = Land which is red in colour and E Heth or
more -in deptn which can bes ploughed, but with slight
difficulty owing to steepness of the hill or to lsrge
boulders scuttered over it.--anne Velue 3.

Class IT - Land red in colour which cannot be
ploughed owing to the steepness of the hill, but is dug with
a pick or which being level enough to be ploughed is less
then % Hsth in depth.--Anna Value 2.

The *Xumri' 1&nd is slso classified as lst Kumei if
hebituslly cultivated and 2nd XKumri if never cultivated.
The land is on the hill slopes end it is vary difficult to
classify the land. The depth veries so suddenly end
irregularly thsat it would be difficult to work out the.
aversge except with eye estimcte.

.The lend corresponds to ordinsry Warkss of the Xonkan
areas

The mztter was raised in the ALgency meeting gnd as
per its Hfesolution No., 86 the 'Master Lists' of cultivstors
were prepar:d excluding the 'Zumri' lend from the land holding
of the-fezrmers. However, the Project Officer was requested
to put up.a note regerding inclusion or exclusion of Kumri
lands in Pstan, Jawali snd Mahabaleshwer Talukas of Satara
district. The Project Officer furnished the above given
information in regaﬁd to 'Kumri' lend end efter consid:ring
the matter the Agenty by its hesolution No. 135 decided that
only those 'iumri' lsnds which are habituslly cultiveble be
included in arriving\at the.lend holding of the fermer ond
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these luznds be treated on par with ‘waerkas' land. The
mstter should have rested here but the Thief Executive
Officer, Zilla Perishsd, Setars, ceme€ out with s suggestion,
in the 13th Agency meeting of 24th May 1972, -thst the
tiiaster Lists' in Patan taluks hsd been prepared excluding
all 'Xumri' laends-end the eultivstors have been grsnted
losns on the basis of the Master List. Inclusion of *Iumri'.
land in the lsnd holding of identified cultivators will
crcate further problems znd uncartseinty and hence such
inclusion n:ed not be undertslzn in respect of Patan taluka.
Inclusion of 'Kumri! lend in the land holding of the
identifisd cultivstors was not tha problem in Jawali and
Mahgbslesiwsr talukes as that hed been included while
preparing the 'Master Lists' in these two taelukas. The
Chairmen of SFDA-Chiplun accepted the suggestion of the
C.8.0., %illa Psrished, Satara, and further suggested that
these lends in respect of Patzn taluka be taken into consi-
deration in respect of those small fermers who are likely to
exceed the ceiling prescribed under the small farmers
dafinition and &t the time of considering the losn applica-
tion. Only hebitusliy.cultiveble 'Xumri! land be considered
in respect of the sbove was his further suggestion. How
this suggestion is going to be implemented is difficult to
follow. There is every likelihood that the loan spplications
will be processed on the basis of the “lMaster Lists' and if
that hsppens to be the cese 1t will be unfeir to the culti-
vators from Jawsli and Mahabaleshwsr talukas wh:re such land
hes baéfi’ Ziicluded while. preparing the 'HMaster Lists'. The
extent of 'Kumri' lend in Psten taluka is not given by the
Project Officer's report or note. After gll if the extent
is mesgre there should be no difficulty in correcting the
'HMaster List? of identified farmcrs ond on the othar hend
if the ‘extent of such 'Kumari' land.is quite substantisl
that could be the very resson why the 'Moster List' needs:-to
be corrected to have a uniform pattern-in all the talukas
falling within Agency's jurisdiction.

Lestly, the SFDA-MFAL-Chiplun in its 18th Meeting
held on 27th November 1973 hss come out with z statement
that the 'Master Lists' in this project has been prepsrad
on the basis of VF 84, 4s & result of & D.%. letter of
4th September 1973, from the Joint 3Stcretery to the CGovernment
of Indis to the Cheirman of this Agency, the 'Mezster Lists!
are to be thoroughly: scrutinized and s complete and detailed
verification of selected porticipsnts under verious programmes
was to be taken up and those, whose family operstional’
holdings sre larger than the maximum adopted or whose income
from all sources-is substantisl asre deleted from the list.
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Rgl:vant extrasct of latter
No. 14-1Lf71.tgri.Cre,
Government cf Indis,
inistry of Agriculture
(Depsrtment of Agriculture).,

¥ew Delhi-l1. 15 October, 1971,

The id ntificetion of aligible perticipents is of fund:.
mentsl importence to the scheme. It is, therefore, necassary
to exercise utmost care snd precaution in the identificstion
and selection of narticipsnts in the agency arecas. The
following guidelines &re, therefore, suggested for considers<
tion, in this connzaction:

(1) Yhe Secreturies Committee has -inveriebly leid down
poraazters for the selection of purticipants in the project.
If criteriz have not been leid down for irrigated end une-
irrigated lund or for combinstion of both, seperste limits
and a rough formula for the conversion of wet end dry lend to
arrive at the effective size of holding may be laid down
based on en estimeation of likely income. It is possible thst
the Stale Governiment already has a formuls in respect of this,
in their stetistics with particuler ref:r:snce to ceiling lews,
and ths szme may b2 sdopted to svoid confusion. This will
facilitote essy identificstion of perticipsnts.

(2) & suitsble proforma may be devised for recording
identificstion, collection of information regarding the size
of ths holding (including the aree in oth:r villagss) giving
irrigeted and unirrigstsd sres, crops reisad and the cropping
pattern followed on the fzrm, the types of inputs generally
used snd so on. Informc¢tion relsting to each participsnt msy
be collected in such a proforms.

(3) Thz list of such eligible farm-rs msy first be
prepered with reference to land revsnuz records. They should
then be werified with refer:znce to sctuasl cultivstion so thet
& realistic list is prepsred, taking in%o account not mer=ly |
land ovm:zrship, but land cultiveted und:r other tz2nurisl systeuﬁ
elso. £ test check of st least 10% should be made by sxtensio-d
Cfficers and B.D.l'. to -'s~c that the lists ‘eprasant the true
position in the fi:ld. Test check of the corrzctnzss of
identificztion should similarly be male by high-r officers
touring in the projzct area.

(4) Shsre-cropvers and tanants who do not have recordsd
rights may not be eble to obtain long-term credit for develop-
mental purposes because lack of security and identifisble
cultivation rights. The local revenue snd developmental
administretion may, however, lelp to identify the cultivztion
rights so thst the igency may, in its turn, extnd the
pssistance for crop loens to this class of small/marginal
farmers.

(5) The work of identification in the s2lected villsges
may: be undertaken by V...w. Putwari or hevesnue Inspector,
Agricultursl bxtension Officar and Coopcration sxtension
Officer. Whenever possible & representstive of the centrel
coopcretive benk should also be sssocisted with the icdentifi-
cation work. Wide publicity mcy be given to the work so that
genuine smell farmers not includad in the lists could
represent: their csse st thut st:ge itself.

A\
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(6) after the beneficivries huve thus been identified
und listed by the c¢bove persons, the lists conteining their
nimes ond other purticulurs muy be possed - on toé the primury
cooperutive socicties und the concerned commercial bunks.
Tha next step would be to take up the enrolment of furmers
by the Cooper.tive 36¢iety.. List of identified psrticipocnts.
together with these who ure to be enrolled as new members
should ulse be pcsséd on to the Centrul Cooperutive Bunk in
the ureu. .

(7) After enroldierit ¢s members the requirements .of
smull/niurginel formers should be sscertzined «nd included
in the normel credit stotements. Sepurcte stotements will
need be prepered for such identified furmers end others to
ensure flow of credit to wll smell/mergindl farmers.

(8) Shorte~term credit will be provided on the basis
of crop louns system to farmers who wdopt, wherever practic-
able snd feosible, high yielding vurieties in conjunction
with improved agriculturel przctices and investment credit
with refercnce to incrementzl income from such investment
end the repuying cupacity of the loznee. Therefore, a
cureful selection of the participents snd-formulstion of
progrommes is necessary for the credit agencies to extend
finunciul wssistence,

No. 117-26/73-Agri.Cr.,
Government of -Indie,
Ministry of Agriculture,
(Department of 4griculture).

New Délhi-1; 13 &pril, 73..

To oo ' ' '
’ The Chief Jecretaries to wll Stute Govts/UTs.
411 Stetes/U.T.S. X
Sub : Identificetion of Small/merginal furmers
o ~ond agricultural lubourers -~ regarding.
Sir,

L em to refer to this Ministry's lette:,No.lh—lh/7l.
4Agri Cr., d:ted the 15th October, 1971 suggesting certuin
criteria for identificstion of the beneficisries under the
SFDA/MFAL Progrummes. The Agencies have been sdvised to
udopt the operational holdings rether then. recorded rights
in lund records for identifying participents. Identificastion
wag related to operctional lend holdings as it would be more
rewlistic ond ewsily verifiable. It was left to the sgencies
to devise ¢nd azdopt forms for such identification. Since
the schemes of 3FDA and MFAL were meant to cuter to the non-
viuble agriculturists, meny of thge sgencies have zdopted
fuirly det:iled proformas for identificetion which included
income from non-ugricultursl sources azlso. DMost of the
sgencies heve, by now, got the lists of identified beneficiaries
with them. It should, therefore, be possible to eliminute
from these lists the agriculturists who derive substantial
or st:edy income from other sources like trade snd commerce,
trensport, professions, etc., even though they may be
,tQthically identified s eligible psrticipents solely with
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raference to the besis of lend holdings. It is necessery

to sze that the benefits of .the programmes resch the non-
vieble smoll end merginul farmers who require specicl
sssistence from the zgencies. All the sgencies cre requestasd
to se¢2 thut their progrummes of essistence exclude the

small marginal fermers and egriculturzl Labourers who derive
their income primerily from non-sgricultursl occupstions

and sources. '

2. Host of the sgencies cr2s maintaining the lists of
identificd beneficizries in the project offices cpart from
lists for thec respective areas in the block offices,
penchayut offices, etc. However it is reported by somas of
the financing institutions that the agencies &re not sble to
furnish them the lists of identified perticipsnts in their
area of operation ¢nd that the agencies refer them to block
offices or panchayet offices for getting copies of such
lists. All the ugencies are zdvised to keep complete lists,
of identified purticipents in their project offices, if not,
already zveilable, snd to furnish copies to the finineing
institutions {including Commercial Banks) direct Sor the
relevent areas with which the finsncing institutions sre
concerned. OSuch lists can also be printed and copies made
available to e©ll the concerned offices like block development
offices, panchayst offices; 2illa perisheds, Agriculture
and animal Husbondry Departments in the District as well ss
the financing institutions. Before printing such lists,
the-project officer and th: sssistent project officers
should hzve had a test check snd cnsure thet the lists cre
accurste, T ‘

3. It is expect~d that the agencies should salect
beneficisries under verious programmzs with reference to the
ligts of identified smsll snd merginal farmers and egri-
culturel lsbourers. It would be useful for sach sgency to
maintzin in the project office o complete list of programme
participents snd meintein registsrs which will indicate, at
a glsnce, the specific programme/programmes under which each
of the identified participsnts have benefited., This would
help the agency to svoid multiple subsidies for investment
to the seme beneficisry without first covering ss largs o
number of identified participants ss possibles. The sgency
can ulso review, from time to time, whether intensive spnroach
of coveragz of all programme participants in the villages is
being adopted and whethar the programmes are serving the
smaller among the identified varticipshts instesd of tanding
towards the larger lsnd holding groups. It will be useful
if an analysis of coverage of identified partic¢ipants, is
placed " before the mesztings of the Governing Body, if not
alresdy dona,. . ) )

L It is requested that the Agencies msy follow the
instructions outlinzd sbove.

Yours feithfully,
Sd/- '

Jdoint Sacretzry to the
Govt. of India.
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No, 17-26/73-Agri.Credit,
Government of Indis,
Ministry of Agriculture,
{Depurtmznt of Agricultur=),
Naw Delhi.

The 7th au-ust, 1973.

To,. ‘ . -
? . .The Chisf Secretiries to :11 St:te Govts;/Union
-Territories of Delhi, Gos =nd Pondicherry.
‘Sub: Identific:tion of smell/marginul farmers
ond agricultural labourzrs regurding.
Bir,

I would like to invite your attention to this Ministry's
letter of even numbor dated 17th April, 1973 on the zbove
subject and to say thut some of the Agenciss hsve enquired
45 to whut should be the limits of income from other sources
like trode wnd commerce, etc, for exclusion of small/marginsl
farmers from the list of eligible participunts. The matter
hus since been examined. "It is suggested that the following
edditionsal- criteria muy be adopted to uvoid diversion of the
resources of the Agencies to these fermers who connot really
be dsemed to be small &nd marginal farmers. Programmes of
the agencies mey, therefore, exclude:

(a) such fearmers as cen be identified -on the basis:
of land holding limits but have income from
non-agricultursl sources exceeding the income
from the lend may be excluded from the purview
of the SFD4/MFAL programme; :

(b) farmers who have @ steady income of hs.200/-
and sbove per month mey not be considered for
any assistance under the programme;

{c) such of the farm:rs ss are not engsged in
cultivetion themselves {partly or fully)
mey also be excluded from the programme, even
if found eligible for identificsation on -the
basis of lsnd holding limits. o -

It is requested thet sbovs instructions mey be brought
to the notice of SFDA/MFAL Agencies in your State for adoption.

The receipt of this letter may please bz acknowledged.
Yours faithfully,
sd/~

.Joint Secretary to the
Govt. of India.
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(Note submitted to 11lth agency meeting held on 18th Dec.1971

Small Fermcrs Development Agency
Satara And Ratnsgiri Districts ...
Report of the Study Group.

The small. farmers development agency hes differentieted
verious catcgories of lend as (i) Irrigeted rice lsnd, (ii)
Ordinzry pzcdy leznd, (iii) Varkss land, (iv) Perenniaily
irrigeted lend, (v) oeasonslly irrigeted land end {(vi) 0n-
irrigated lend for deciding tne eligibility of holder of land.
for including' him in the scheme intended for the economic
development of small farmers.

The kgency had suggssted the following worksble rela-
tionship of different catzgories of land as equivelent to
each other,.

1) Irrigeted rice land 2% to 73 Acres
2) Ordinary paddy land 3 to 9 "
3) Varkes land ) 10 to 30 v
L) Perennislly irrigatad land 2% to 73 "
5) Sezasonslly irrigsted lend 5 to 15 "
6) Unirrigated lend 7% to 223 ¢

The object of the study group -was to confirm this
relationship with some factual reasoning based on local
informstion. So that different categories of lsnd held by
the individusl farmer cen be considerzd togzether to decide
whether he belongs to the category of smell fermers.

Sixteen villages from eight talukas (three from Setars
district snd fivé from Retnagiri district) were rsndomly
selected. From each village six fermers were selacted
rendomly. Thus the total sample waes of 84 fermers. Informes-
tion from 12 farmers of lMehabaleshwer tsluka would not be
obtained,

The crops grown by selected fsrmers were classified
sccording to the cetegory of land on which they were grown.

The per scre cost of cultivstion, gross return snd
profit from different crops for each cstegory of land were
worked out. The following categorics of land were observed
in the selected villzges. ’ :

i) Ordinary paddy land.
ii) Verkas’ land.

iii) Perennially irrigeted land (by wells)
iv) Unirrigstzd land.

- The per scre net income from different categories of
land is given below

1) Ordinary Psddy Land

a) Rs, 283.00 (Hatnegiri district)
b) Rs. 300.00 (Satars district)

2) Varkas (when hill millets :re grown)
a) Rs. 71.00 '

Varkas (when other crops ere grown)

b) Rs. L14.00 (Satara List.)
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3) Perennislly irrigated lénd - Rs.1,621.00 (3atara)

4) unirrigeted land - As. 540.00 (Saters)

(1) ° 'The per scre net income from paddy land is .sbout
Ks, 261/~ like Kulith end Pavata are grown after peddy in the
selectad villeges in Xonken.but the proportion of the ared
-undsr ‘pulses is very low (about 1/15) which earns additionsl
amount of hs.22/- per acre, Jimilerly in villages from
Satars district rsbi jowar is grown as second crop, but the
proFortion is &sIso low (about 1/6) end ezrns additional amount
of lis. 39/~ per scre. Thus, the totzl per acre net income
from psddy lend is hs. 283/< and Bs. 300/- in Konken =nd
Satera respectively.
{2} ~ In Wonken villeges only hill millets sre grown on
Verkus lond. Average per acre net income from these crops
is sbout s, 71/<(onme in Touf vesr]. But in Paten and Jaweli
talukes of Satara districts othzr crops like ground-nut, locsl
%owar, hybrid jower, udid, etc. ere also grown on varkss land.
his gives the net.income (Es. 414/-) from verkss land in those
talukss, Here, however, the figures of yield sc2em to be ovar-
estimsted to a certain extent.

(3) In tbhe cese of unirrigsted land, which is svailable in
Petan end Jevali talukas the cropping pattern is not properly
r2flected in the informetion collected and the information of
ground-nut only is zvailable, Ground-nut being cash crop the
per acre net income from unirrigeted lend is about ks. 743/-
which seems to.quite high. Food crop like jowar is the main
crop grown on such lsnds. Considering jowar as -one of the
crops in the cropping pattern the per acre nat income comes to
about us. 540/-." _ A

(4) On perennially irrigsted land meinly sugsrcane is growne.
The per acre net income from this type of land is about

ks, l,_621/-- ’

Following is the summary of conclusions.

Category of land Lower Per scre Total
limit net income income
fixed by~ Rs. Rs.
SFDA.

1) Irriget:d rice lend 23 - -
2) Ordinsry peddy’ 3 a) 282.00 855.00
' b}  300.00 900,00
3) Varkas (one in four years) - 10 71.00 - 710.00
L) Perennially irrigated 23 1621.00 4052.50
5) Seasonslly irrigsted 5 - -
6) Unirrigated . 7% 54,0.00 - - 4050,00

From the summnery table it is seen that -

i) 10 acres of varkas lend to 3bacres of ordinsry
psddy lond is not sufficient. This lower-limit
needs to be reised to 12 acres.

ii) Lower limits of 22 acres for perennially irrigated
1and und 72 scrés for unirrigsted land seem to be
guite high. Therefore, quite a lurgs number of
farmors below this limit will be excluded from the
benefit of the scheme., These lower limits for
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these categories of lund mey be brought down
to z acre_end 1% acre raspectively.

3. Cstegories of land Suggested Per acre Total
No, _ lower net income income

limit Rs- RS.

acres
1. Ordinery 'paddy lend 3 a) 283,00 855,00 Ratnegiri
o b} 300.00 900.00 Seters
2+ Varkes lend 212 71.00 852,00
3. Perennielly irrigated 3 162,00 811,00

1§ ' 540,00 810,00

L. Unirrigated

Note 3ubmitted to l4th agency meeting held on 1lith August
1972 «t 3atarse

Accompanlmcnt to Item No. 11

. feport of tine study group app01nted by 3.F.D.a./
M.F.A.L. Project-i, Chiplun,.

" The fermers holding land between 24 acres to 75 acres
were to be identified as Smell fermers ss mentioned in the
Project Report approved by the Government of Indis. Total
lsnd holding of any fermer comprises of different cstegories
of lends. These londs may be bageayat, perennizlly irrigeted,
seasonally irrigsted jirayat land, Raeinfed Paddy land or
workas land. Meny farmers holdlng warkas or inferior types
of lend measuring more than 73 ucres were trested zs big
ferm-rs eventhough the actual yield obt&#ined by these farumers
was much less as comperad with the yield obtained by the
hold:rs or rainfed psddy. or bsgayst land. Government of India
therefore, allowed the Stute Government to refix the defini-
tion in case of farmers holding different categories of land
taking’into considerztion the locasl conditions such as soil
availability of--frrigstion etec.

?4 The Stste level Project Coordlnaﬁlon Committee reviged
the dafinition of Small asnd Marginel fermers in its meeting
held on 3=12-1970, -The revised definition is &s follows :

1. Begayat ‘or Perennially : 23 to 7% scres.
©  irrigsted Rice lend

2. Rainfed Paddy land ¢ 3 to 9 acres

3. Perennislly irrigoted
' Jiraysat land

2% to 73 acres

4. Seasonslly irrigeted '
Jirayst land H 5 to 15 acres

5. Unirrigated Jifayat land : 73 to 223 acres

6. =arkss land . ¢ 10 to 30 zcres
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The S.F.D.A. énd M.F.a.L. Development hgency Project-I
sgreed to follow the revised definition and to identify the
Smell end rierginel formcrs from the Project area accordingly
vide hesolution No. 24.

It was olso-decided vide Resolution No. 2B, that a
Committee consisting of the Project Officer, SFDA/MFAL
Project-I, Chief i#xecutive Officer, 4illa Parishad Sstara snd
Ratnagiri, Professor of ‘-gricultural Economics, Dapoli and
Chzirmen of the Agricultural Sub-Committee of Zills Parishsad
vatera snd hatnegiri should study the definition on the basis .
of the statezment of crops prepared for different cstegories':
of land. .

This Committee met on 1-2-1971 at Chiplun and decided .
upon the following course of action :=-

1. :The questionnaire touching various aspects of the ]
agricultursl economics in the villesge should be drswn.

2, Two villages from each of the blocks from the project i
-area should be selected by random sampling method.

3. After the selection of th= villages in esch-block
6 cultivators eech holding 22 acres and 72 scres;
3 acres and 9 acres of reinfed paddy land end 10
acres of workas land should be selected from the

villeges or nearabout villages .in compact group.

The cultivetors in these villuges should be interviewed
by the Panchayat Samiti. agricultural stsff and .get the ques-
tionnaire filled in. ’ '

Sixteen villages from eight talukas (three from Satara
District- and five from Hetnagiri District) were randomly
selected. The total sample involved 84 farmers as information
in respect of 12 farmers from Meshsbaleshwor taluks could not
be obtained in time. ' ’

The crops grown by the selected farm:rs were classified
according to the cetegory of the land on which they were
grown. The per scre cost of cultivetion gross return and
profit from different crops for esch category of land were
worked out. The following categories of land were observed
in the selected villages.

1. Ordinsry paddy lend.
2. Werkas land.

3. Irrigsted land.

Lo Unirrigated land.

The per scre net income from different cotegories of
land was worked out which is given below:

Sr. Lond Limit Per pcre Total
No. . nat income income
1, Irrigated hice land - - -
2, Ordinery paddy land 3 261 783
3. warkes land 10 71 710
L. Perennially irrig.ted land 23 406 . 1015
5. Dessonally irrigated land Not found in the sample.
6. Unirriget:d (dry lend) 7% 108 810

In the case of perennially irrigeted lend only sugsr-
cune crop is considered as the crop remains in the field for
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12 months or more. This crop is generslly irrigsted by

well irrigztion which is not an assured supply of water,
However, by source of irrigetion such lends may not be
considared as perenniaslly irrigsted according to the
definition of irrigsted lands given in B.T. & A,L. Act, 1948,

Although there were not cuses of irrigated rice lsnd
in the ssmple it is & common obscrvation that irriguated
Hice lands give little more income than ordinary rainfed
paddy lend. It is, therefore, felt thut 2% acres of irri-
gated paddy end 3 acres of ordinary paciy can be treated
as equivelent for practical purpose.

Werkas lends sre cultiveted every slternste yeer--
and give about Ks. 71 net income-per acre. 10 scres of
warkes lend gives return of Hs. 710/-.

3.. In unirrigsted Jirsyat land mostly food crops like
Jawar is grown end it gives net income of Hs. 108 per acre.
7% acres of unirrigated land gives return of Hs. 810/-.
The yield from 10 acres of werkas land compares favourably
with yield from 7% acres of unirrigeted land. Seasonally
ifrigsted Jirayat land was not found in the sample,

‘The Relotionship of 1 : 2 : 3 between Perennially
irrigated Jirayat land, Sessonally irrigested Jirsyat land
and unirrigeted land uiso appesrs to be correct.

Taking into considerztion the economics of crops, the
revised definition approved by the State Level Project
‘Coordination Committee appeers to be correct snd mey be
accepted,



CHAPTER .IIT
SROGRESS OF THE PROGRAMME

.~he jurisdiction of the SFDA-Chiplun ¢omprised five~
telukas. of hatnagiri district and three talukss of Satara
districts. The marginal farmer's scheme was operstive in two
talukas, Chiplun of hatnagiri district and Patan of Sgtara
district, and SFDA-Chiplun was to administer it as this was a
composite praject.. Details of small arl marginal farmers and
agricultural labourers identified have been given in Chaptér I.
Ag per the proj=ct report the Agency was to cover about 50,000
femilies of potentially viesble smell farmers and sbout 20,000
femilies of marginal farmers-eand agricultursal labourers during
the four yesr period. Since the identified number of small and

marginsl fermers eligible to receive benefits under SFDA was
122,804 nesrly two out of every five femilies had to be
covered to fulfil the projects target. Simllagly, the number
of merginal farmers and sgricuvltural lsbourers identified was
74,839 only two out of every seven families had to be coverszd
to fulfil the project target. :

Progress of the Scheme

The Agency was expected to start functioning from
April 1970, but.thet was delayed on soms grounds or other and -
the ectusl working of the-Agency started in October 1970, By
then the targets for vsrious schemes under both the programmes
were more or less decided upon. The targets decided were for
the proposed four yesr period of the progremme and therefore,
needed to be allotted for esch vear of the programmed In view
of the delsyed start to the functioning of the bgency;the '
period svaileble for execution of the schemes was very short
and thus the targets set for the first vear, 1970-71, were
nominal both under SFDA snd MFAL. .In fact, the normal working
of the Agency staerted from April 1971. Table 15 gives the
targets %in respect of certain individual items only) set for
both 5FDA and MFsL programmes from inception to 3lst March 1973
i.e. upto the and of tne tunird yesr of *he scheme. Certain
items such as joint wells, community wells ¢tc. have not been .
included in the table specifically becsuse fulfilment of these
is very much dependent on the interest that Village Panchayats
take into such a scheme. Targets for five talukes of Ratnagiri
district. have heen clubbed together, while those for three
talukes of Satara district sre given separastely. -

Tebles 16 end 17 give.the progress under different
schemes since its inception to end of June 1973. A cursory
glance ot the targets and the progress report; which was
submitted to 17th meeting of Agency held on 23rd July 1973 &t
Saters, will be enough to tell that in most cases it is )
impossible to judge the progress of various schemes in relstion
to tergets set for eech item since:inception. Incidentally,
in the 16th meeting held on-30th April 1973 at Satara,. the
fgency took a reviaw of its targets and schievements of these
tergets with & view to allotting targets for the remaining
¥eriod, which had been extended to March 1976, of three years.

his, however, will be looked into later. There is no
consistency in prescribing targets and reporting the progress,
For instence tasrgets for 'Lend Levelling! snd 'Land Improve-
ment' heve been stipulated separetely snd in terms of acres,
while the progress report marrstes.the number of applicents
for both these items put together and there is no way out to

L5



L6

Table 15 : Targets set:up for -31st-March 1973 from the Inception
: " of the Schemes for Smell Farmers and Merginel Fermers

- 10,
11.
12.

13.
4.

15-
16.

17.
18.
190

20.

SFDA MFAL
Itém ’ : Ratna- ﬁehs- Jewsli Peten Chip- Paten
giri bale- lun
' shwar
.Land levelling : 330 40 70 130 110 135
{acres) . o
Lend  Improvement 2820 500 640  1L40 630 930
acres : : ' . .
Nzls bunding 2,0 - 30 55 75 - -
Intensive Culti- 23340 7450 5425 8900 4435 5875
_vetion (acres) L
Eorticulture . 100 8 2 10 175 175
{acres)
floug? bullocks 900 200 200 300 100 100
{Nos.
Tilch)animals 2485 425 635 930 504 .. .703
Nos.
Poultry (units 140 30 30 O 5 111
of 50 birds) .
Shzep and goat 125 30 30 65 110 510
{units of 20)
Cattle sheds (Nos.) 235 100 125 200 ° 50 100
New wells {Nos.) 385 g5 100 185 5 10
Repairs to old 235 26 50 120 2z 52
wells (Nos.) ‘ ' :
Catch wells (Nos.) 81 10 20 25 - -
Pump sets--oil 340 45 65 185 36 06
‘engines (No.) . -
Electric Motors llos.) 7 - L 4 12 15
Sgare capital losn 175000 20000 35000 50000 150000 150000
S ‘ ,
Managerial 200000 - - - - -
subsidy. (Rs.)} A
Agsistance to 200000 - - - - -
artisans (Rs.) :
Lssistonce to - 100000 - - - - -
Banks (RS.) ¢
Construction of 15 3 3 3 - -
godowns (:o.)
Rurel Works - - - - - 500000

21.

Roads (Ks.)



Teble 16 : Progress under Different Schemes Since Its Incention Upto *nd of June 1973

Smsll Formers

District No. of No. of Yo, of Apolic‘tlons pend1ng 4pplice~
Ttem or applicstions s&pplicutions farmesrs with tions
Tulukas collected senctioned who lifted == ;. - === rejccted
' - . loan Bank BDO .  Other
1, Lond levelling  ristnegiri 1133 410 282 N.a. N.A, N.A. N.s,
and Mahsbsleshwer 121 54 48 1 2 - 27
devalopment Jaoli . 253 96 57 2. 2L - 31
. Patan 218 114 78 17 8 - L6
TOTAL _ ' 1725 674 L65 20 34 - 104
<. Plough Ratnagiri 1093 854 603 Nadio Nobs Noks Nedo
Bullocks lighebaleshwer - .- - - - - -
LT Jeoli - - - - - - -
Paten - - - - - - -
TOTAL . 1093 854 603 - - - -
3+ New wells Retnagiri 157 120 114 Nodie Neho N.Aa, Nede
T Mehebsleshwsr 47 36 33 e e - 8
Jeoli 80 » 56 4 5 - - “ 9
‘Paten 99 47 , L6 10 - - 13
TOTAL : 383 259 237 15 - - 30
4. Repgirs to- Ratnegiri ’ 74 Chl 39 N.a, N.a.  'N.&, Nedo
0ld Wells Mehgbeleshwar - 2 1 ' 1 - Co- - 1
- " Jeoli 1 ) 16 ' 11 -1 - - 1
Patan 20 12 12 - - - 7.
TOTAL 142 70 63 1 - - 9

(continued)

LY



Teble 16 : {continued)
Dlstrlct No. of No, of No. of Appllcations pcnding hpplice=-
Item applicutions spplicetions farmers with tions
Taluka collected sanctioned who lifted ~--uooc - rejécted
' ' loan Bank BDO Other
5. Pump Sets, Hatnagiri 206 124 103 Nuh, Neks N.4, Neho
0il engine, M-hebsleshwsr 30 5 2 - - 5
électric Jaoli 101 61 47 8 1 - 15
‘motor etc. Paten 87 48 32 24 10 - 12
TOTAL L214 238 184 35 11 - 32
6. liilch Cettle Retnsgiri " 1603 - 1335 8z3 Nesia” Nk, N.a, Noa,
Mahsbeleshwer 324 L9 33 . 153 ° I 85 33
Jaoli 483 298 183 106 - - 79
_Paten 352 218, 133 16 - - 115
TOTAL 2762 1900 1172 278 4 85 227
7. Poultry hethagiri 198 - 79 71 N.4. N.A, Not, Noh,
. Mehsbaleshwar - - - - - -
Jeaoli - - - - - -
Petan ' ll- 3 N-A. N Ao N.A- N.A.
TOTAL . 202 82 74 -

{continued)



Table 16 : (continued)

8. Sheep end
Gouts

9. Cattle sheds

10, Intensive

Cultivation

District

or
Taluka

Regtnegiri
Mahabaleshwear
Jaoli

Paten

TOT.L

Ratnsgiri
Mahabaleshwar
Jaoli

Paten

TOTAL

Hatnegiri
Mehebaleshwar
Jeoli

" Patan

TOTAL

No. of No.. of  "No, of Applicetions pending Applica-
applicetions applicetions farmers with tions
collected senctioned who lifted == = rejected
loen Bank ~  BDO Other
114 31 5 Nohe  Nehi. NoAe Neks
. 1 1 - N.A. NIA. N'-[;. NIA.
115 32 5 - - - -
21 9 4 Ness © Nehy  Nobo Nod .
7 - -~ NeAe  Nuil  Nubs Nk,
28 9 " - - - -
7275 7275 3181 Nuhe  Nebe  NuAe  Nesn
1128 1128 422 N,.A. Nos, Neda N.A.
7674 7671, 2797 Neho  Nu2L' | Nya N.A.
2532 2532 789 N-J:L.o Nt-“"—! N i . N-.A’/ig
18609 18609 7189 Nuiy Nei, Nk, Neao

6%



Table 17 : Prograss under Diff:rent Schemes Since Its Inception Upto Bnd of June 1673

serginal Form-rs

) Jdo. of No. of No. of Applicstions pending Applice-
Item Taluka spplicutions spplicetions farmers with tions

: - collacted ssnctioned who lifted ~memcmececmmaacaaaoaa -~ rejected

loasn Benk BDO  Other
1. Lend levelling Chiplun - 218 176 126- Noty, Noke . Nk, Hovo
end development Patan 438 - . 306" 227 106 20 6 68
TOTAL - 656 482 353 106 20 6 68
2. Plough Bullocks %hiplun 120 105 53 N.de  Nuke N.&, N.4,
: eten - - - S - - -
‘TOTAL 120 105 53 - - - -
3. New Wells Chiplun 26. 18 18 Neds NoAo . Nosu, N.b,
Puten 70. 52 41 15 3 - 6
TCT4L 96 70 59 15 3 - 6
b sepsirs to Chiplun . 6 - 1 - Nehyv  NeAs. .Noes - Nyhs
01 wslls Putan 19 12 9 S A 2

" TOTaL . 25 13 9 7 - - 2
5. Pump sats, oil Chiplun 21 16 12 Nehe Nebe  Nuke Neko
engine, elsctric Pateun ~110 79 61 25 6 - -
motor etc, . . TOT4AL : 131 95 73 25 6 - -

{continued)

0%



Table 17 : (continued)

6. Milch Csttle
7. Poultry

8. Shezp znd Gost

" feluka

Chiplun
Paten
TOTLL
Chiplun
Paten
TOTAL

Chiplun

- Psten -

9. Intensive
Cultivetion

-—--—--—--—--————-_—---_---——-—-——-—_-_--_—_---———~

TOTAL

Chiplun
Psten
TOTALL

applications
collected

No. of
spplicationg

. Sanctioned

farm.rg
who lifted

-—..-—.._--—-—_...._--

applicstions pending
with

- - —_-----—----

Applica-
tions
rejacted

T$
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know the ares thet is likely.to be improved upon &s & result
of this scheme. The minimum that the Agency could hsve dona
in the matter of reporting progress was reporting the srea
for which loens have been sought, ssnctioned &snd lifted along
with the number of spplicants etc, This information is
inverisbly sveilsble with the finsncing institutions snd
could have been made use of to give 2 better reporting of the
Agency's ectivity. This could have given some 1des as to how
the particulsr scheme is progressing snd is being responded
to in relation to the terget set for the yesr. here is an
alteranat2 way out to assess the sres for which the losns have
been sanctioned and lifted: The per acre rate of lending
‘could have been used to find out the acreage since the
progress report gives the amount ssnctioned snd lifted by
these applicants. Here the difficulty in sssessing the area
arises on account of the differing per acre rates of lending
in respect of land development snd land levelling end slso
the lack of informstion regarding 1lifting of lst or lst and
2nd instalments. This, too; could heve been facilitsted if the
Agency had esked the financing institutions .to submit the
information little ‘more in detsil‘and cleaerly. In effect

the progress report at each of the meetings of the Agency
results into & game of numbers. Additionsl difficulties to
assess the sree arise as a result of the lending policies of
the finencing institutions. The banks have not inverigbly
followad the lending rstes per .scre prescribed by the Agency.
The agency hed proposed lending Rs.500 per scre for land
levelling and Rs. 250 per scre for land improvement. How
these per scre rates were fixed st this low level is difficult
to know. As a result of the query mede, in Merch 1972, the
Divisional Soil Conservetion Office hed advised thet ‘as per
their estimste the cost of levelling ons acre of land was
around ks, 800 snd to support his estimate had given the
details of costs in four blocks in execution in Petan and
Jawall talukas. The cost =stimetes for the .four blocks sre
_given below. )

(1) Wambavede Bl., No. 12, Sub-division : Psten
Area of the block: 13703 acres. % Slope : 4%

i) &verage No. of terrices
that are likely to bz

constructed in ona scre - . 3 Terraces
, ‘ Luantity Amount (ks.)
ii) Average esrth work likely '
, to be cerried out in one - 809-20 768.74
acre of terraces o cu.metres

iii) No. of outlets that would
be required to be : .
constructed (Grass putlg;) 3 19.50

iv) Survey work s

(a) During construction , 9.00
(b) Plenning 2,00

Total #ork's cost per scre 799 .24

o



(2) Bheneng Bl:%6.18,

53

Sub-division

: Medha (Jewsli Taluka)

arsa of the block: 18-18 &cres,

" i) aversza No.of terraces that

i)

iii)

iv)

ere lixely to be
constructed in one scre

'Average earth-work likely

‘to be carried out in one

acre of terraces

No.of outlets thet would
be reguired to be.

constructed (Grass outlats)..

ourvey Cost°
(8; During construction
(b) Planning

Total Work's Cost per acre

(3) Wagh

% Slope: 5%.

6 1erracys

-Quantity Amount (rs.0
. 800 cu., 760.00
metres
6 39.00
2400
2,00
810.00

esthr Bl. No.16 Sub-lelslon- Medha' (Jawsli rralukd)

- Ares of the block:

i) 4verzge No.of terraces that
are like to be constructed

ii)

iii)

iv)

8-11 =cres.

in one acre

averoge earth-work likely
to be carried out in one
acre of--terraces

Nv.of outlsts that would

required to be.constructed

{ Grass outlets)

Survey Work: -.
{2) During constructlon
{b) Planning "

Total Work's Cost per.gbre

% Slope: 6%.

4 Terraces

Guentity Amount {Rs.)
894-L0 ‘849.68
cu.metres
4 26.00
9.66‘
2.00
836.68

(4) Goshatwadl Bl.N . 18 aub d1v1sion- Patan

Area of the block: 9—10 acres.

i3

Aversge No.,of terraces
that zre likely to be -
con=tructed in one acre

Cii) hverege earth—wofk likely
to bes cerried out in one
,acre of terrbces )
iii) Nosof outlets thet will be
required to ba constructad
(Grass outlets)
iv) Survey Work:
2) During construction
{o) Planning-
Totsl Work's Cost per acre

% Slope: Th.

4 Terraces

uantity Amount. (Rs.)
 761-60" 723452
cu.metres
a; o 14.00
9.00
2,00
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The four ¢ost estimwtes sre- for lend with.verying slope .
from 4% to 7%. The variation in estimates is the resvlt of
locel voriztions in the lay of the land, number of sub-
divisions in the totasl arca.of the block &nd the nuuber of
bunds :tce. on the land. The Divisionsl Soil Conservstion
office hed furth-r' communicated thst the rustes for esrth-work
paid by $0il Conservation Depurtment were lower then the
going retes and this variation, .too, must be given due con-
siderstion when deciding the per acre requirement of funds.
Considering ell these factors &n emount of hs.800 per acre
for land levelling will be & fair snd iressonable estimate,
The 30il Conscrvation Office did not undertake construction
of smsall bunds etc. thet were coverad under 'Lend Improvamcat!
and Lhence declined to give any estimstes for the same.

The Land Development Benks that were to finence this
investment in land thought the per acre rates low but
accepted these retes only nominelly. The banks had their own
standard for per scre loén limit of 50 per cent of valustion
colculoted as 300 times lend revenue. 4As a result of this
thouglt tre banks accepted the per scre rastes prescribed by the
‘Agency rerely were these retes practised. There sre quite &
number of csses where the per acre finsnce made evailable to
cultivetors varied too much. For instence two extreme csses
were noticed while collecting informetion from the banks end
other official sources., In these two cases both the fermers
(smsll) had asked and lifed losn for land developnent ‘the
relevent informetion being as below @

Case 1 Case 2
1) feason for Borrowing : Land Land .
: . Improvement Improvement
2) Owned land as per 9-12 acres 10-03 acres
Villege Form 8A y . S
3)AArea on which land improve- 0-06 dcres . - 10-03 acres
ment is underteken or proposed .
k)-Amount of losn sanctioned ﬁs.'l}OO . Hs. 600
5) hate per scre in relation _ C ‘
%o oree in (3) above Rs: 8666 Rs. 60

Thers were sufficiently lsrge number of cases in betwean
the above two extremes and-under such circumstances trying to
aszess acreagé an the basis of loan ssnctionad and lifted and
the per ascre rates of landing becomes thoroughly meanlngle
The banks, no doubt, must have assessad the repaying capacity
of the borrower, security offéred eté. snd then come to the
conclusion that the rate prescribed by.the Agency, in such
cases, was either too high or too low to cerry out the
necessery improvement.

The project report had prescribzd the per scre rates of
finance at R4, 500 for 'Lend Levelling' end Es, 250 for 'Lend
-development?, 'and the same werz accepted by the Agency in its
?nd mecting held on 28th Januety 1671. In the seme meeting s
member hed raiseW the issuz of the quantum of loen being low
and had stated thit it will be quitz inadequsté to undertske

and complete the necessary investment. The matter was once
ggsin discussed in\the 3rd meeting, neld on 26th Februsry 1971,
and the Agency by Ats Resolution No. 35 resolved that the Lend
" ‘Development Banks, syould sanction the nscesssry losn for the
purpos2 as p=r the A-commendstion of the So0il Conservatlon
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Officer or his deputy, though for the purposz of subsidy the

amount of loan considered will be its. 500 per ucre or the

actuzl whichever is low., The matter rested here until

January 1973 in spite of the Divisionsl:-Soil Consarvation

. Officer, 3&tara, hsving submitted his estimates and reeo-
mmendstion that the.loan amount of Ks. 800 per scre would be
guite feir snd reasonsble. The matter was taken up aguin as

a result of the letter No. 22-10/72 Agri.Cr. dated 27th/28th
October 1972 from Director (Credit), Department of Agriculture,
Government of India. The mstter was taken up by various
Agencies with the Department of Agricuiture, Government of
Indis, not in the form of adequscy or inadequacy of loan per

. acre for land development but in the form of difference in
subsidy restes practised by SFDA-MFAL end the State Governments
and Union Territories. The pattern of sibsidies under SFDA-
MFAL was 25 per cent to.33 1/3 per cent of the tost of invest-
ment for various progremmes.’ The 3tate Governments are
implementing Plan snd Non-Plegn schemes which also provide
subsidies to participant fermers &t the rate of 15 to 50 per
cent for different programmes. The suggestion from Government
of India was that the present rates of subsidy under SFDA-MFAL
_will continue to operste wherever the subsidy admissible was
lower under the State progrsmmes, Wherevér the subsidy rates

. of the Stdete programmes were higher than the projzct pattern
rate tiren-in that case the rate of subsidy should be aligned
to the prevslent State.subsidy rats. The contribution from
SFDA-MFsL will be in sccordance with the ‘approved pattern and
the balance portion will be drawn from the State resources to
attain the level of State psttern. . Whether the State Govern-
ment was agreeable to such a proposal was not indicated in the
letter mentioned gbove or in -the Agency'!s proceedings. However,
at this moment the Agency.came out with a proposal that the
permissible expenditure limit be raised as the present one is
inedequate. That the Agency took almost two years to make
such a proposal is enough to show the pace of its working.

The agency by its Resolution No. 230 dsted 30th Janusry 1973
approved that per scre rate, for 'Land development and
levelling', of permissible expenditure be raised to Ks. 800
gnd in certain cases upbo-Rs. 1200 and requested the Government

_of India tosccord its approval to reise the rate of financing
“for land developrment work upto the limit prescribed by the
Stete Government from time to time, the present rates being

as resolved above.. The Government of Indie in due course
i.2. in September -1973 zllowed the Agency to increase the - -
limit from Rs, 500 to Hs. 1200 for considering subsidy .due :
and edmissible for land development and land levelling. The -
Agency advised the Land D=velopment Banksg etc. to submit their
tlaims for subsidy et the limiting rate of Rs. 1200 per acre
from 30th Januery-1973. This was conveyed to finencing = -
institution ‘'sometime  in November 1973. - &ffectively the
matter finally got settled at the end of almost three years
since the inadequacy of per acre rete was first raised in
Januery 1971. Cleims to highsr -subsidy,as & result of
enhanced rate of investment per acre; were not epplicable

to borrowers earlier to 30th January 1973. The cost of the
delay, therefore, is to the participants previous: to 30th
Jenuary 1973. What beneficisl effects the reising of loan
limits, edmissible for subsidy, will heve is difficult to-
visualize at the moment, It saems-thst the Covernment of -
Moharashtra was to some extent instrumentasl, in getting this.
limit raised from Rs, 500 to ds. 1200 per acre, through its
refersnce No. SFD/1973/56927/3 dstsd 23rd June 1973 to_ .
Government of Indis. There szems to be ons possibility theat
SFDA-FAL project will contribute 25 per cent subsidy admissible
under its rules towards -the liand development work undertoken
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deportmentally by the Stete Government within the project
area and thereby enhance its roporting of- essistance to
small :nd merginel farmers’ under the scheme, If this w=re
not tobe so, it is difficult to understand why the
Divisionsl Soil Conservstion Officer, Hatnegiri end Sstera
sre reguested to send the subsidy cleims of &ll such smell
and. merginsl farm:rs whose lends have been developed
departmentelly after 30th Jenuary 1973 i.c. the dete of the
flesolution No. 230." The State Governmsnt which pasys subsidy
at the rate of 623 per. cent on such works stands to gain if
such an agreement has been raached since it now will hesve to -
bear the subsidy cost of 373 pér cent only. As s result of
such &n sgreement, if at all any exists, it is only hoped
thet . double reporting of land developed or levelled does not
take plece as a result of both clsiming the erea in their
respective reports. ] :

The sbove related to lend levelling and lend develop- -
ment and the progress report=d st the end of three years -
ending March 1973 is very poor. In respect of other schemes,
such as new wells, repairs to old wells, etc. falling under
long term loens end milech enimals, plough bullocks, poultry
etc. fzlling undor moedium term loans, the progrsss in rels-
tion to tsrgets is .very poor. In respect of 'intensive
cultivstion' the difficulty in essessing the progress arises
in the seme manner ss has, already, been noted esrlier in
respect of lend levelling snd land development. - Here agsin
the progress report does not give acreages but once agsin-
gives the number of applicents etc. The targets prescribed
for verious crops, under intensive cultivation ‘for the two
years 1971-72 and ,1972-73 were as given below.

1971-72
Small Farmers . Marginsl Fermers
Eatna- Paten Jaweli sisha- - Chiplun -Peten
giri . bale=~
Dist. i shwar R -
1. bybried Paddy 10000 800 800 400 ~ 2z550" -
{zeres | : 5
2. Hybrid Jowar - © 2000 1000 1000 - © 2500
{acres) , o ‘
3. Oilseeds (acres) _3000 800 800 . 40O - . -
Total 13000 3600 2600 1800 ° 2550, 2500
(* includes 50 acres of summer paddy.)
o 1972-73
1. Vegetable culti--- )
vation {acras) =~ - 140 100 50 25 60 200
2. High Yieldin . o -
Paddy (scres 6400 800 1400 1400 1000 1000
3. Bigh Yieldin o - -
Jawir (acres o - - - - .- 1000
bLa %o al,grogs 3500 2000 2000 500 . 7500 500
c8 T - ot
5. Oildeeds (scres) 100 2000 2000 90Q 100 400

6. Sugafcane(scres) 200 L00 200 - 25" .75

10340 5300 5650 2825 . 1685 3175
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The torgets prescribed for various crops are &s above
while the reporting is in terms of numbzr of ‘spplicents etca
end tist too a cumulstive figwre since-the inteption:of the
scheme. Lven the response, to” various.crops has not been
detsziled in the progress report. As intie case of land
levelling and development deteailed infoymétion could have-
been sought from the financing institutions and it‘ could have
been included in the progress report. It could heve also been
furnished from the subsidy deinand from the banks and the -
soci:ties that -forward the’claims for subsidy to the Agency.
£ven the slternste method to assess th2 acresge through loan
disburssment is not open firstly, on aecount of differing
retes of finance for various crops and secondly, because of
the rezte of finance that the Agency takes lato consideration
for the purpose of risk fund to finencing institutions and
subsidy to farmers. Additidnally there Is no way out to know
wheth>r the participants lifted loan for the full dose, one-
half dose or;one-third dose; The rate of finaence considered
by the Agency in its budget provisions is quite different
from the retes that the banks deem fit. This can be seen
from rstes for verious crops given below.

Agenc D.CiC.Bank
gency

Satara
1. Xherif Paddy (per acre) Rs. 200 Rs.110
2. HYV Paddy {per acre) Rs. 300 Rs.330 .
3. HYV Paddy Summer {per acre) ' Rs. 300 Rs.325+ks.75 for pump
) irrigstion
4, Hybrid Jowar (par acre) Ks. 150. Rs.”95 :
5. Oilsceds (per acre) {(e) &{s. 200 Rs.130
(b) BRs. 1000 . %
6. Lotal Crop. Paddy - Rs.110
Jower .= . ERs.,105
7. Sugarcane : (a) KHs.2000 Rs.lLOO
(b) Rs.1000 - '

( a - smsll farmers; b - merginal farmers.)

That the project report should have prescribed differ-
ing rat:s of loen finence for the ssme crop in rsgerd to
small and merginel farmers is very curious. £&xcepting one or
two crops the rates considered by the Agency sre lower than
the D.C.C. Bank loean retes. The Bank has: different rstes for
sugarczne for ratoon crop, Adsali crop c=tc. and only hss been
given sbove. By end large, thersfore, the progress reports
of the Agency feil to'give any relesvent snd worthwhile
information sbout the schemes. Thus, for want of any clesrcut
assessment of Physical achievement of various developmental
assistence schemes some alternstive method nzeds to be looked
into. The only other immediately availsble source is ths
comparison of budgetary. sanctions and sctusl- disburs~sment
under esch head. Table 18 gives budget provision and actual
expenditure (subsidy, risk fund wznd greats etc.) undcr very
broad heads for the tiaree yeers 1970-71, 1971~72 aznd 1972-73
in respect of SFDA and MFAL sepsrstely. The Agency '
administered o -composite project snd hence administration
sanctions and 'expenditure has been shown on the SFDA accounts
only. Iniviaw of the compsrztively short period of function-
ing of tha Agency ddring 1970-71, the large surplus balance
over the budgeted expenditure is somewhst natural, While
the budgetery sanctions w=2re separste 'fér SFDA and MFAL, the
sccounts of expenditure do not seem to huve been maintainad
separately and to that extent the surplus belance over the
budgeted expenditure would be very much larger st Rs.344165
then the SFDA accounts will show. Leaving sside sanctionad



Teble 18
' Projuct I Chiplun

: Budg~ t Prov151on end Expenditure (5ubsidy end Kisk Fund, etc ) und~r SFDA end MFAL

prendlture

l. Administretion

2., agriculture

3. sinor Irrigetion

4o Animel husbandry

5e btrcngthenlng of Cooperatlves
6. Bench #ark Survey’

7+ Marketing end Storsas

8, Rural Artisens

9+ Custom Jervice
10, Subsidiery occupstion

1, Agricultursel

. 2, Minor Irrigstion
3. Animel Husbendry
L. Strengthening of Cooperative Societies
5. Rursl Works

. 64 Bench- Mark Survey
7. Administration )

_..---.._----u..-

83250 50000

‘75000- 707000 .

- .239000
118750 = 500000
31500 250000

300000
1400000
950000

600000
300000 -

20000
120000

- - o am -

27286.51
725.00

1572500
2598451

1971-72

129931.70
179053 .48
48887.50
177005.48
50734.41

22575.55

129449.89
3L7455.77
171922.51
186088.11
130971.89

33834.15
62500,00
250C0.00

45000 448300
20000 220080
51000 152620
- 122000
100000

550000
540000
500000
165000
900000

10000

© 105295,29

31863.00

95250.15

11560.,00
100000.00

384371.89
28361 .70
167174447
16820,00
356841.00

8¢
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and sctu:.l expenditure on administration, it will be seen
. thet the.expenditure on dwvelopmental schemes was barely
~15:5 pir~cent of budgetary sanctions. - This has been srrivad .
at by tsxing SFDa and MFAL accounts together &s no expenditure
is a¢cqunted on MFAL accounts.

in the subquuent two. yeers 1971-72 and 1972-73 the
progres$-wes slightly better but not very encoursging. The
totsl budgetery sanctions inclusive of administrstion were
vzry much lerger for both the years. In spite of sufficient =
allotment of funds the sgency was unsble to make much headway
and the <isbursement for 1971-72 wes barely 28 per cent and
33 per cent of senctioned” expenditure for SFDA snd MFAL
respectivaly. Budgetery sanctions for 1972-73 were little
more than twice for the ycer 1971-72 and the zctusl disburse-
ment had come down to barely 25 per cent for SFDA. Actual
disbursement in 1972-73 was about 36 per cent for 1FAL. The
most importent items of dispursemsnt, in -respect of both
small farmers and marginal farmers, were milch cattle, inten-
sive cultivetion and minor irrigstion schemes. Sub51dy in
respzct of intensive cultivetion is to be continued in
respect of marginsl farmers only. In respect:of -small farmers
subsidy was to be granted for the initial two years only and
no subsidy on inputs for intensive cultivation was allowable
in the .subsequent years. The success of this particular
scheme, therefores, will hsve to be Judged after the sub51dy i
has been stopped. _ .
i
The pro;ect report made a provision of hs, 5 1acs for-

-.granting: interest free loans to small and marginal farmers

who are non-members of the primary co-operstive credit
societies, to become members of such societies in the project
area. Provisions agsinst 'otrengthening of Co-opergtives'

for the the three years. includé subsidies to co-operative
institutions snd also the provision of lozns to non-members

to become members of the prim.ry co-operative credit socisties.
Disburscment of such loans to non-members was reported for
1971~72 and 1972-73 only and the relfVant information for the
two yeors is glven below:

1971-72 157273
No. of Amount- No. of Amount
farmerg (ks.) . formers - (Hs.)
Small Farmersg
1. Ratnaglrl district A 80 311 8000
24 Mahabaleshwar ' 89 1780 - 123 2460
3. Jawali . 128 2560 924 18480
L. Petsn o 48 960 95 1900
Totsl 269 5380 1453 30840
L Marginal Fsrm-rs .
1. Chiplun T 32 B0 e -
2+ Paten 546 10920 . 841 16820
Total 578 11560 C 8hlAA 16820

The above informetion needs to be compsred with the
identified small, marginsl end large and medium farm:fs end
the totsl membershlp, of these respective cetegories of
farmsrs, of primsry co-operstive cradit societies. Some
information in respect of these is asvailsble regdrdlng Pdtdn,
Jawall ond Hahabaleshwar talukas only and the-same is
presented below.

-
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Paten Jewali  Mshabaleshwsr
Marginal farmers identified 32560 8475 1577
Small fermers identified 5603 9129 1474
Other farmers {large etc.) = 1611 N.i, N.A,
Total farmers ' 39774 17604 3051
Members of primary credit 23433 10705 2195

$ocicties (1971-72)

It would be feir enough tc sssume that most of the
large fermers and majority of the small farmers sre likely
to be members of the: primery credit societies. If this, in
fact, holds good then the problem of non-membership really
relates to merginal fermers. Out of the totel membership of
co~-operatives in Paten taluka smell end large farmers would
asccount for. nearly 7214 members ledving a belsnce of 16219
members of co-operztive  credit societies to marginal fermers.
Thus, it mesns that around 16341 merginal farmers- sre not
members of the co-operstive credit societies in Patsen taluks.
Against this number of non-members (16341) the loens were
advanced to 1387 farmers in the two years to become members
of the credit societies. In the two~yesr period, therefore,
the Agency had not been sble to enrol even ‘10 per cent of
non-members as members. If co-operative credit fecility is
to reach the poorer farmers these. non-member marginael farmers
need to be enrolled as members in larger numbers. The seme
would be more or less true in respect of Jawall and Mahsbaleshwar
talukas. ’

As a result of very poor progress of grenting loens to
non-members to become members of primery co-operative credit
societies, the Agency was left with a balence of Ks.2,65,220
and Rs, 1,55,020 out of the budget provisions under SFDA and
MFAL respectively. In the Agency mesting of 30th Jenuery 1973,
the project officer came out with a propossl to mske the same
loan facility available to non-membirs of co~operstive suger
factories, within the project srea, to become members. As
per the Reserve Bank's scheme, the District Centrsl Co-opers-
tive 3znk can advance three-fourth . amount of the 3Share
Value by way of Medium Term Loan for purchase of such shsres,
the balance of one-fourth Share Value being met by the
cultivator. The Agency proposal was that this balance of
one-fourth Share Value be advanced as interest free loen to
identified small and merginal farmers who intend to cultivate
sugarcane and thus desire to become members of the Co-opzra-
tive Sugur Factory. In support of the proposal the Agency
has cited that the Government of India has already accorded
its sanction to MFAL Project, Goa, in activising its
programme of enrolment of membership of Suger Factory within
the project area. The Agency, further, ststes that the D.C.C,
Banks et Ratnegiri and Satara have sgreed to such an arrange=-
ment and are willing to grent loan of three-fourth Shsre Value to
these cultivators. There are three Co-operative Sugar
Factories &t Chiplun, Marsli (Paten taluka) snd Bhuinj (Wsei
taluka) within the jurisdiction of the SFD4-MFAL Project
Chiplun. While Bhuinj Sugar Fectory is outside the jurisdic-
tion of the project, Jawsli aznd Mahsbaleshwar talukas of the
project sre included in the arz=a of operstion of the said .
Suger Factory. The totael interest free loan smount that will
be required is ss below. - .

1) Chiplun Sugar Factory Rs. 2,50,000
2{'Marali (Paten) Rs. 4,50,000
3 Bhpinj " Rs, 75,000

Total ' Rs, 7,75;000
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The Agency in its 15th meeting of 30th Jsnuary 1973
accapted the proposal by its Resolution 216 and agreed that
the Government of India should be requested to extend the
‘facility of giving 25 per cent of the value of the share sas
intersst free medium term. loan.to small and marginal farmers
in order to enrol the said farmers ss members of the
Co-operative Suger Factory. : -

The above proposition ardése ass a result of the surplus
erigsing out of earmarked funds for granting loans te non-
membérs to become members of the prims.,y credit co-oparatives.
Diverting these funds to such other relatad activities may
be quite legitimate but it at the same time underlines the
Agency's failure to enrol non-members as members of primery’
credit societies. Further, the surplus left with the Agency
is eround hs. 4.0 lecs and the interest free loan-required
is K8, 7475 lacs i.ee Rss 3.75 lacs more than.the available
surplus. These additional funds will have to be provided
for in the future provisions and to thet extent the funds
aveileble for new membership of primary credit co-operstives
might get depleted and this might adversely affect the fresh
enrolment to primeries which is elready very poor. Agaln, .
the manner in which the small end marginal fermers have beep
identified on the basis of Villege Form 8A, the benefits:.msy
accrue to slready well off farmers and/or families to the
detriment of the poorer ones for whom the project is to.be
implemented. The 'Master Lists' of smell and marginal farmers
are going to be scrutinized and corrected by teking into
considerstion the ‘operastional' land holding of the family
rather than as was done by using the Village Form 84, If
the. loans for Sugar Factory shares sre granted on the basis
of existing 'Msster Lists' there cguld be . unnscessary

v

complicstions when the lists get corrected.

. As the disbursement progresses from yesr to yesr the

groportionate shere of expenses on edministration goes dowma.
he provision, for the four years of project period, was .
Rs. 5.50 lacs snd Rs, 1.00 lac for administration-under- SFDA
end MFAL projects. As a proportion of total outlay {(SFDA °
plus MFAL)} of Rs,. 254.73 lacs the shar: of administrative.
expenditure is eround 2.55 per cent and for ths three years
1970-71, 1971-72 and 1972=73 the same works out at 33,9 per
cent,‘13.6 per cent and 6.8 per cent of actusl expenditure
for the respective-years. For the three-year period admini-
strative expenditure works out to be 9.8 per ceht of total
expenditure.. If this is éver going to be. around.the proposed.
level of 2.55 per cent of total outlay the prgress in the
subsequent three years (project has-been extendad upto
1975-76) will have $o be of a much higher order than hitherto
reported, ' ' ) '

Target 4chievement ending March 1973

., 45 stated earlier the Agency in its 16th mesting held
on 30th April 1973 took a review of its achievement since
inception &nd distributed the balence of target for the
remeining three-year period ending Msrch 1976. Table 19 gives

the terget as per project ' revort end the-achievement ending
March 1973, both in respesct of SFDA end MFAL. ° :

How verious achievement figures have.been arrived at
is difficult to comprehend. . When the.Agency wes reguested
to give the Block-wise details. of achievement these were not ..
readily availsble nor wes the Agency sble to produce the '
figures of fsrmers who had achieved this target. Besides the



Teble 19 ¢ Target as per Proaacb Report end Achlcv*mant upto 31-3-1973 end Dlstrlbutlon for the Remrlning
: Period 1973-7&, 197&-75, 1975-76

Sr. . . . : Totel terget - Target ' . Target . :
No. Item - - . as per Pro- - r-achieved :Balance distributed . Belance
. jeqt‘Report S T eeme——— - : -

1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 ©

| e eossamaemai e e e e - - - - o - - - - - - - -
\ o

¢ -
SeF, M.F. S.F,. M Fe 3.Fs  M,F, 3.F.  M.F, 3.F.  M.F, S. F. M F.

-------»-‘—-n--—--,-“-n---h ------ o w W = m e m - - . Em e e mee e emeem ®eeeEm o oewee = teom o o

1) hgriculture ' o oo ' - :
i Land Development 10000 . 2000 285 116 10715 2014 3000 - 600 3850 714 . 3905 700
b Land Levelling 1000 2@0 : . '

¢) Demonstration Plot * * 340 80 181 - ' 250'-,:125 250 125 250 125
d) Horticulture . * * - - e - 1775 7 2
e) Int, Cultivatlon 116200 16200 - 4335 10225 111865 5975 - - No scheme is continued.
f Plough Bullocks . 2000 200 347 16 1653 184 500 - 60 300 60 653 6L
2) Animdlr Husbandry - .' ’ ' R _ ' : .
Milch Cattle. i, 5000 1000 1120 614 3880 386 1500 .. 350 1200 - 26 1130 -
,b Poultry Unit - .. 2000 1500 - 74 . 15 1926 1485 .« 365 1210 . 800 600 761 675
Sheep und Goat ¢ - 1000 - 1 b - 996 . 10 200 = © - 400 - 396
(Scheme is recently aprroved) ~ o : . - '
d) Cettle Sheds ‘ 20Q0, 300 2 - 1998 - 680 80 718 - 600 -
3) Mindr~Irrigatiop ‘ ) - A ‘
a) New Wells .~ 1500 300 135 36 1365 265 . 300 100 565 85 500 80
b »Catch wells . 500 @ 50 . - - 500 50 ° 150 35 200 10 150 . 5
¢) Repairs to 0ld well 1000 - 100 22 6 978 94 ‘180 30 500 50 478 44
d) Lift Irrigation : .. 10 5 - - - .10 5 . 10 5 - - - -
e} Pump sets ¢ 3000 200 125 50 2875 150 700 60 1100 50 1075 40
f) Konkan Bandhara : - 10 - A - 10- - 10 - - -

* No terget is given in Project Heport.

29
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above requested break-up; the meaning of the word 'Achievement!'
was itself not very clear to the Agency. In normal usage
'Achievement' means completion, accomplishment or thing
accomplished., Whether schicvement, th:refore, meant that
land levelling and development has been completed on 285

acres and 116 acres in respect of small and mérginal farmers
is not at @l1l clear. Or did the achievement have a limited
meaning thet loan disbursement for land levelling end develop-
ment waes for the above mentioned srea? The Agency furnishes

a progress report to its committee meeting and gives the
details of its work in its annusl report. These two sources
may be tried to errive. st the figures. The necessery details
from both the sources sre given below:

Lend Levelling snd Development

Year' énding SFDA ~ MFAL
31st March . g o - .
T - No. of Amount No. of Amount,

' fermers disbursed farmers disbursed

who lifted (Rs,) who lifted (Rs.)

_ . loan loan-. . , . ..
1970-71 I 2900 - =
1971-72 215 135850 127 . 71825
1972-73 . o 166 129272 143 . 131725
Total. - ' C
ending Merch 1973 385 268022 270 203550

Cumulative Total

as furnished to 16th

Agency meeting of , - : .
30th. 4pril 1973 356 259122 255 188150

The difference in the number of farmers in the cumula-
tive totel end the year-wise totzl arises as a result of 29:
farmers (the actual difference under SFDa) having liftad the
two. instelments of the loan in two financial yesrs. The same
is the case in respect of 15 farmers under MFAL. However,
this does not preclude the possibility of quite a few farmesrs
- having lifted both the ingtalments of the loan in the same
finsncisl year. Why the difference in the amount disbursed
occurs, is not possible to explsin but is of little consequence
for the purpose. The achievement under SFDA in respect of
dand development is 285 scres and the meximum loen amount,
-assuming -ell the losn amount as cost of development, admissible
for:ssubsidy will be Rs, 1,42,500 calculated at the Agency's
prescribed rete of Rs, 500 per acre. As steted under Progress
of -the Scheme, the banks heve grsnted losns much beyond this
‘rate per ecre but the admissible loan smount for subsidy will
be &s given above, It may be assumed, for thé sake of .
convenience, that in respect of these 285 acres the banks .
did actuelly follow the prescribed rate of finsnce of Rs, 500
er acre and the loan disbursed would,  therefore, smount to
Se 1,42,500, making ell of this loan smount admissible for
subsidy. The total losn disbursement for land levelling and
development is reported at Rs. 2,59,122 (lower of the two
amounts given sbove being accepted for the purpose) snd
excluding the amount for completed land development {i.e.
Kse 1,42,500) the balence of Hs. 1,16,622 happens to be on
account of incomplete area in which the work is in prograss.
It is difficult to assume that sll this amount will be in
respect of the first instalment only. There arc bound to be
some cases where the fermers have lifted the second instal-
mant of the loan after the utilization certificate for the
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first instelmant was obtsined., Once sgain it may be assumed
that sround 50 per cent of the baelsnce emount of incomplete
works, head submitted the utilizstion certificate in respect
of first instalment of the loan, The Agency pays the
prescribed subsidy (25 per cent) for first end second instsle
ments of the loan after getting utilizetion certificste for
sach instalment separately. Even in respect of completed
.works it may be assumed that subsidy hes been psid in respect
of first instalment only snd not for the totel cost of the
works. With the sbove assumptions the following amounts
will be eligible for subsidy. .

Amount Subsidy = 4Actual
eligible amount subsidy
for @ 25% gaid
subsidy of cost 25%
. of cost
. ) e . 'RSQ ’ R-S- Rs.
Completed works on 285
acres - % of loan amount 71250 17812 -
-~ 50% of amount of incomplete T
. works in progress 58311 14578 " -
- Total . 129561 32390 29936

Even with all the assumptions msde “in favour of the
Agency the amount of subsidy due is larger than actuaslly
paid by end of March 1973. The actusl subsidy paid hass been
assumad to be on first instalment only which is not likely
to be a fact unless one is to accept thst the utilizetion
- certificate for all the 285 acres of claimed achievement were

“submitted very late in Merch 1973 and hence could not be
disposed of and subsidy paid. It, therefore, means that quite
some amount of- subsidy actually peid must be for completeg
work and the extent of that smount i3 not possible to guess.
The sbove consideration is basad on the assumption thet all
the losns were for land levelling where the rste of loan per
acre has been prescribed at Rs. 500, 4ctually the achievement
consists of area under land levalling and land development.
The per acre rate of finunce prescribed for lend development
was Rs, 250 and if all the lozns sre assumed to be for land
-development it does not, help solve the riddle of achievement
cleimed. The amount of subsidy paid by end of Msrch 1973 is
. Rse 29936 end hence the amount of loen eligible for subsidy
may be sccepted as Hs. 1,19,7LL (subsidy being 25 per cent of
cost). Since 285 acres is the claimed achievement the cost
of development. of this srea will be Hs. 71250, the cost.being
calculzted at the admissible rate of Rs. 250 per acre. The
balance of Rs. 47494 will then be the amount of admissible
loan for incomplete work in progress. If it is assumed that
.subsidy in respesct of completed works hes been psid on the
First instolment of loan amount i.c, one-half of the cost and
in regpect of incomplete works on about 50 per cent of the
gdmissible zmount subsidy hes been psid, the results would
be as. below.
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Amount Subsidy Actual
eligible amount subsidy
for @ 25% @ 25%
subsgidy of cost of cost
iis . ) FS 'y ng,.
CompYXeted work on 285
acres - % of loan smount 35,625 8,906 -
50% amount of incomplete’
work in progress R3,7h7 - 5,937 -
Totsl : 59,372 ° 14,843 29,936

~ The amount of subsidy paid is twice the subsidy
calculasted ebove, Even if subsidy for completed works be
allowed on the total cost of Rs., 71,250 the total amount of
subsidy due will increase by another Hs, 8,906 to Rs.23,749
and even this will be less by about Hs. 6,200 than the
actual subsidy peid.

) All the sbove exercise does not lead us to any clear
conclusions, The clesimed achievement is of land levelling
&end land development put together and in view of two scales
of finance per acre prescribed it is impossible to arrive at
the area figures. However, the above calculstions dorsuggest
that there is something amiss and the claim of achievement
of 285 acres could be of doubtful veracity.

Alternate manner to srrive at the possibility is
through the number of cultivators. In a note, submitted to
18th Agency meeting of 27th Novenber 1973, the project
officer stated that"land levelling or the -land development,
in most cases, is far less then'ons scre i.e. it is gensrally
15 to 20 gunthas of land only". If thig assessment of the
Projzct Officer is correct thén to athieve 285 acres of land
levelling end/or land development the number of cultivators
would be 570, each ‘cultivator hsving -developed and/or
lavelled 20 gunthes or one-half acre of land. This estimated
£igure.is more by.2l4k farmers than to whom the loan hss bocen
digbursed. All this refers to small farmsrs and achisvement
in respect of marginal farmers under land levelling and

“ development is not any different. If only the Agency had
bothered to keep the progress of land levelling snd land
development separastely in the progress report the above
guesswork could have been saved and the achisvement claimed
Jjudged in a more meaningful way. e

. The achievement of area under 'Intensive Cultivetion!
has been cleimed at 4335 acres and 10225 acres for SFDA and -
MFAL respectively. In relstion to the target the achieve-

. ment in respect of SFDA will be barely 4.0 per cent and

" pxtremely poor. Marginal farmers seem to hsve responded
very much better the achievement being 63.l1 per cent of
target. Such e wide difference in achievement of small. and
marginal fermers is a mystery, especially when the small
farmers who are supposedly potentially viasble and definitely
better endowed with resources should have responded so
poorly. Here too, the claimed achisvement is of doubtful
veracity. The foilowing information from the progress
report ending 31st darch 1973 may be able to help to assess
the claimed achievement. ' -

Farmers Area Amount of losn  Subsidy amount
participating achieved disbursed paid

) (acres) (RS.) ('RS.)
SFDA - 7189 - 4335 15,12,526 1,01,626

MFAL - 6570 10225 6,20,560 2,06,576
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1593723

Remembaring that the smell cultivstor has larger land
resources at his command then the merginsl former, it is
guite interesting to know thet the avcrage eree under inten-
sive cultivation happens to be barely 25 gunthas for smsll
farmer whereas it should be 1-22 acres for marginel farmer,
Betwsen the two sets of farmi:rs, the marginsel farmers'
ability to bear risk will, naturslly, be less then the small
farmer &and that alone seems to have goaded the merginul farmer
into fotelism thet he had very little to lose, sfter all
never having had anything much to losz, by running into the
gamble of intensive cultivstion end losing. The achievement
if really true is fantesstic in respect of marginael farmers.
For 'a merginsl fermer to allot almost 16 par cent of the
operatad srea (the cailing for marginal farmer, ss decided by
the Agency, was 10.0 scres’ of 'Werkas'! land) is, in fact, not
believeble znd certeinly needs & szacond look even if the area
achieved is the cumulative total for the twd yesrs 197172
and 1972-73. :

Another aspcet of intensive cultivetion muy be seen
through per scre losn finence and subsidy psid. The per acre
loan disbursed to small fsrmers works out to Rs., 348.90 end
the subsidy on the same at Rs. 23,20 only. In case of marginsl
farmers the per scre loan disbursed snd subsidy peid works
out at Rs, 60.60 and As. 20.20 respectively. KEven if the
subsidy rates on materisl input (seed, fertilizers, insecti=-
cides and pesticides) were 25 per cent and 33 1/3 per cent
for small and merginal farmers réspectively it is difficult
to understsnd that the proportionate subsidy should work out
at barely 7.0 per cent of average per acre finsnce for smsll
fermers and at 33 1/3 per cent for marginel fsrmers. The
question, thersfore, arises as to whet were the crops for
which subsidy was paid to small end merginal fermers, end how
is it ‘that =211 the loan disbursed to merginal fsrmers was
entitled to subsidy. Since the Agency does not give sny crop-
wise figures of achievement it is impossible to know it. i
Below sre given the per acre rstes of finsrce for various-
crops prescribed by the D.C.C. Bank, Satars.

' Cash Xind Total Full .}/2 1/3
Crop w+doge .dose dose
/s, RS » RS . - B_-B.o_ Eﬂ__._ ; .'_Rs °

68.75 34.37 22,92

1. HYV Paddy Kharif 55 275 330 a

2. EYV Paddy Summer® 50 %75 325 a) 68,75 34:37 22.92
, b) 91.66  45.83 30.55

3. HYV Jower 60 235 295 a) 58.75 .29.37 19.58

L. Oilseed 35 95  130. a) 23.75 11.87 7.92
asece 8] 2:72 158 0%

5., Local Crop ) ’
{i) Paddy 100 50 150 &) 12,50 6.25 L.17

7 b) 16,66 8.33 5.55

(ii) Jowar 100 50 150 ag 12,50 625 4417

b} 16.66 -8.33 = 5.55

6. Suge (i) 960 1400 240,00 120,00 80.00
ugarcens s 00 820,00 A0S 160:08

(i1) 400 800 1200 a)200,00 100,00 66.67
S oo b)266.66 133.33 88.88

*Additionsl lozn of Rs.75.where irrigestion is by oil engine
and pump.

(a) Small =~ 25% subsidy-on kind portion.only. o

(b) Marginel = 33 1/3% subsidy on kind portion only. - .
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Subsidy allowable for various crops et full dose etc.
hes been worked out sbove. The aversge subsidy per scre
calculated sbove is the result of the subsidy paid on verious
crops. 4&ven then it is clear that majority of the farmsrs
did pot take up the full package of fertilizers, insecticdides
end pesticides. In fsct, quite & lerge number might have
taken to one-third dose and only on that basis ‘the subsidy
figures can be matched with the actual average per scre
payment. But this would raise the question of quentum of per
acre finance which will be high in respect of smsll farmers
and very low in respect of marginasl fermers. All of this
raises doubts about the erea clsimed as achievement. The
Agency in its annusl report for the year 1971.72 states that
the maximum subsidy paid to any smell or marginal farmer wes
fis. 55. Even this figure must have been on sccount of
sugarcane which gets maximum subsidy amongst all the crops.
Giving the figure of meximum benefit from subsidy is, in -
fact, pointless., The better course for the Ageney would
have been to give the crop-wise average subsidy paid and the
area und2r the crops or at least the average subsidy per acre
for &ll: the crops end the area under these crops. '

. Uther items of achicvement neced not be looked into.
for details. In respsct of these items no alternstive
calculetions can be undertaken to check the clsim, One
fact stunds out that the achievement is gquite poor in relation
to project target for all the items. The balance of un-
achizved portion of the target hes been:distributed over the
" thres-year-period ending March 1976. Considering the
achievement &t the end of three years i.e. ending Msrch 1973,
it raises doubts if the project target or something neasrabout
that is likely to be achieved.

Progrzgss of the Programme in 3atsra District

Zarlier section dealt with the progress of the schemes
in the project area in general terms. A little more detailed
informetion, in respect of 'long term' lozns was collected in
Satars district as the survey area referred to Pstan tsluka
of this district. Dstailed informztion in respect of 'medium
term' loans for milch animsls is not given here specifically
because the loan sanctioned materialises into proposed
investment the moment the milch enimsl is purchased. Since
the purchase of milch animsls is supervised by a duly
constituted committee there is, almost, no chance of
frittering ewey the funds. ‘The cultivator in these ceses is
not psid cssh but is ssked to purchase an animal of his
choice-within the conditions laid down by the bank' and the
Agency. In cese of long term loans the amount ‘is paid to
the borrower in two instalments, the sescond instelment being
paid only after the first instalment hss been properly
utilized for the proposed work and utilizetion certificate
produced to that effect from the‘concerned suthority. The
time lag betwzen the firgt and the second instalment would
be important if the benefits of the proposed investment are
to be realised by the cultivators early. .

Teble 20 gives the actusl lifting of long term losns
by smell and merginel fermars in the three talukes, iiaha-
baleshwer, Jawali end Petan, of Sstara district. As stated
earlier marginal farmers in Mahsbeleshwer snd Jawali talukas
were brought within the purview of the Small Fermers Scheme
end the schievement needs to be considerzd in reletién to
total cultivators eligible to derive benefits of the scheme.
The totsl number of farmers who have lifted at least the
first instelment of the loan is very low. This disbursement



T bla 20 ¢ ?urposevlae Lifting of Loans by Smell and Marginsl Formsrs sinc: the Inception of the Scheme
"to bnd of Novembur 197 N C .

Treloka < "1\7dhlb;1- s—hw-a‘.: - D-FDI\ B TS T z SFDA Potem - svba 7 Pdt&n - MFAL
‘ " No.of Fall . 2nd  Nowof Full  2nd Nosof Full  2nd Novaf Fall  7nd
Item . 1oans peyment. instal- loans peyvment instal- loans payment instale- louns paymant instele
on lst ment on 1st ment . on lst ment . on lst ment
instale . instale- - instal- instal-
ment o ment : msnt ' ment
New Wells 35" - i, - 48 - 22 W - 32 42 . - 24, .
Repeirs to 0ld wells 1 - - - " 16 - 6 12 - 5. 9 - 6
0il Engines - - . - 12 12 - 9 9 - 17 17 -
Electric Motor ctc, 2f 2 - 6 6 - 3 5_ - 6 6 -
Water surply ' ' . L
pipe-line etc., - - = 31 2 18 23 2 9 41 5 26
Lend levelling S 3 13 - 6 16 - 6 R - 18
Land Improvement by - 33 47 - 29 7% - 25 222. = 89
Totsl 87 2 50 173 20 & 186 1, 77 379 28 163
Smell or Merginsl ST f T f -------- TTTTrTTCeSSsSSEss s e
Fermers identified — - 1474 9129 : 5608 ) 32560

-——-—--—-——-——------------—--——--_-é ---------------------

Smell end Merginel , ,
Fermers.entitled to . e . o ‘
banefit in view of 3051 ’ 17604 ° ’ 5608 . 32560
Govarnment of India's

fresh senction
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has takenéplace in a total period o6f two yeers and eight”
months, béginning from March 1971 to end of November 1973
and, therefore, looks very poor not only in relation to
total number of eligible farmers only but in relation to
time required for the disbursement. It may, therefore, .be
deduced that the programme hes not enthused the farmsrs. to
undertake some badly needed investment in land in spite of
the incentive in the form of subsidy ranging from 25 to .

33 1/3 per cent on cost of such investment. The Table slso
gives informetion regording lifting of second instelment of
the loan., The proportion of lifting of second instalment
was nearly 53 per ceat in liahasbaleshwar and Jawali and
around 45 per cent and 46 per cent in Patan in respect of
,small end merginal farmers respectively. This lifting of
sscond instalment, however, does not give us the time lag
between the first and the second instalment unless monthwise
information regarding disbursement of loan is aveilsble,
Table 21 gives the monthwise disbursement (first instslment
only) of long term losns in respect of small farmers in
three talukas and marginal fofmers in Pstan faluka. In all
the talukas disbursement has been concentratad during the |
months of October 1972 to Decémber 1972 and again during the
months of January 1973 and June 1973, Barring the above two
pcriods lifting of loans in other months was quite insigni-
ficsnt. Mainly there was no worthwhile lifting of loang
during July and October-November, of both the yesrs the period
corresponding to kharif season the more important of .the two
sedsons kharif and rabi. While the project started function-
ing in 1970-71 very few loens were lifted during that year
end this might be because of the delayed start of the project.
In terms of the financiel yesr (April-March) the second .yesr
of the project i.e. 1971-72 accounts for the larger number.
During the third year 1972-73 the disbursement had gone down
but secems to have picked up around June 1973 i.e. in the -
fourth yesr. Loans sanctioned by Maharashtra.Stste Co- .
operative Land Development Bank Ltd., Bombay, Distriet Branch,
‘Satara, for the three years 1970-71 to 1972=73 in respect of
SFDA and MFaL are given below. E ' '

Loans - Amount
* sanctigned Advanced sanctioned Advanced.
* RS' Rs.
SFDA A ‘ .
1970-71 45 - 28 64,250 20,275
197172 322 214 10,57,975 . 5,91,250
1972-73 . 179 169 7,534,625 5,12,325
Total o 546 AN 18,56,850 11,214,850
WAL T . - . . . .
1970-71 38 226 64,000 2,300
1971=72 246 152 - 6,497,250 3,31,250
1972-73 165 158 4,78,250 3,62,150
Total 4L 338 ‘ B 11,69,500 6,95,700

. _The figures refer to the finsnciel years 1970-71 to
1972-73, As said earlier the number of losns lifted has gone
down in the third year 1972-73 and so also the amount of
lqan'sanctioned and advaenced. The mein reasons for not
lifting the loans, in spite of these being sanctionod by
the bank, were (i} Applicents had refused in writing to take
the losn, snd (ii} A number of applicants were not:\submitting
necessery documentary evidence, whicg was necessary to prove
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Tuble 21: Monthwise Distribution of Loan (Long Term) from
’ Inception of thes Scheme to End of Novembemn 1973
(omell and iorgirel ferm-rs)

- e w W e W e s e W T E m W wm e W w e Emwm m wm o

. Mahabaleshwer - SFDA

Vew
wells

Month snd yeer
of losn issue

_March 1971

April 1971
Moy 1971
June 1971
July 1971

August 1971
Saptember 1971
October 1971
November 1971
December 1971

January 1972
February 1972
March 1972
April - 1972

Hay - 1972
June, 1972
July 1972

August 1972
September 1972
October 1972
November 1972
December 1972

Janivzry 1973
Februery 1973

March 1973
bpril 1973
May 1973
June 1973
July 1973

© August 1973
September 1973
October 1973
November 1973

CL L ONEND DHEHEL I

—
LI R I Xo 0 Bl B

Identified Smell and

Marginal fermers
antitled to receive

benefits

hepsirs 2lectric Land Lend
to old motor lzvelling Improve-~
wall’ ~ete. ment

NEREREA RN

LI O T O J O S R B |
LI 2 INY T N I O I I |

o
P11 WL RN WHE LT EN

| T T O DO D A D I I A
N O I I D I RO D RN B A |
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TR AR
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NEREREEREIR
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(continued)
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Tgble 21 : (continued)

Jaoli. - SFDA

- e s 0 i e ot S

Month snd . Mew Repsirs 0il  Blecw Water Land Land

car of - wells "to old cngine tric supply, Level- Improve-
loan issue wall motor Pipe~  1ling ment
.etec. line
- . - : ’ cte.
Maréh 1971 - - - - - - 5
April 1971 - - - - - - 11
May- 1971 2 - - - - - 1
June 1971 - - .- - 1 - -
July 1971 - - - - - - - -
August 1971 - - - - - - -
September 1971 - - - - - - -
October 1971 - - - - - - -
November 1971 - - - - . - -
December 1971 2 1 2 - 2 1 2
Januery 1972 4 - -2 = 2 1 1
February 1972 1 - 1 3 N - i
tarch 1972 - 2 1 3 - b - 2,
April 1972 4 - - - 2 - 3
May 1972 2 - - - - - 2
June 1972 7 - - - L - _
July 31972 2 - - 1 3 1 1
August 1972 - 1 - 1 1l - 2
Septembar 1972 - A - - - 1 1
October -1972 - - - - - - - -
November -1972 - - - - - - -
December 1972 - - - - - - -
Jarduary 1973 - - - il - 1 -
‘February -1973 2 3 - - 1 4 1
l‘llarch 1973 “_2 hand - - 1 - 3 .
Lpril 1973 © - .- - - - - 1l 1
May 1973 - -~ - - - - -
June 1973 14 4 4 - L - 1
July 1973 - - - - - 3 -
August -1973 - ‘- - - - - -
S zptember-1973 - - - - - - -
October 1973 = e - - - - -
November 1973 -k -5 - - 2 - 3
Total L8 16 12 6 31 13 47
Identified Small end -
Merginal Farmcrs 17604 -
entitled to receive e
beacfits

-{continued)



Teble 21 : (continued)

---------------------- - - e - e e m o=

Paten « SFDA

- - - -

Month snd -

year of .New  itepsirs Oil £lec~ Water Lesnd Land
.. loan issue walls to old engine tric Supply, Levale Improve-
. ‘ well motor Pipe- 1ling ment
’ etc. line
etc.

Msrch - 1971 - - - - - - -
April 1971 - - - - - - 2
May 1971 - - - - - - 1
June 1971 - - - - - - 1
July 1971 - j= - - - - -
Auzust 1971 - - - - - - -
September 1971 - - - - - - -
October 1971 - - - - - - -
November 1971 - - - - - - -
December 1971 .8 2 1 - 1 1 9
Januery 1972 & 1l - 2 2 - 5.
Fabruary 1972 6 - - - L - 1
March 1972 4 - 2 1 2 1 7
April 1972 2 - - - l - L
May 1972 - - - - B - 1l

= June - 1972 1 2 2 - 2 1 5
. July - - 1972 - - - - - - -
sugust 1972 - - - - = - -
September 1972 - - - - - - -
-October 1972 - - - - - - -
.. November 1972 - - - - - - -
December 1972 - - - - - - -
Januery 1973 1 1 - - - 1 -
Februery 1973 I - - - - - 6
March - 1973 © 1 - - - - 2 3
J}Epril - }373 .- - - - 1 1 -

© May : 73 . - - - - - - -
June -~ 1973 15 6 3 - 7 6 20
July 1973 . =~ - 1 - 1l - -
August © 1673 . - - - - -1 - -
September 1973 . 1 - - - - po- -2-

October ~ 1973 . = - - - - 1l
November 1973 : = - - - = 2 9
Total 47 12 9 3 23 14 76
Identifiad 3msll snd
Msrginal fzrmers 5608
sntitled to receive
benefits

{continued)
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Table 21 : (continued)

- e me m = m m e e e = mm e m e . e e e e e em S o= o = -

Pstan - MFAL

Month and New  Repeirs 0il &lec- Water Land Land
‘yesr of wells to old engine tric Supply, Level- Improvz~
loan issue well motor Pipe-~ ling ment
) : - stc. line
etc.
March 1971 - - - - 3 3 - -
April 1971 - - - - - - 8
May - 1971 - - - - 2 - 2
June - 1971 - - 1 - - - 6
July 1971 - - - - - - ~
August 1971 - - - - - - -
September 1971 - - - - - - -
October 1971 - - - - - - -
November 1971 1 - - - - - 1
7 - 1 2 5 2 8.

December 1971

Januery 1972 2 1 1 1 2 2 2
Februery 1972 2 1 3 1 2 2 14
March 1972 1 2 1l - . 6 L 29
Lpril 1972 3 - - - - - 7
May 1972 - - - - 2 - 1
June 1972 1 1 - - 6 () 21
July -1972 - - - 1 - - -
August 1972 1 - - - 1 2 2
September 1972 - - - - - - -
October 1972 = - - - - - -
Novembar 1972 - - - - - - -
December 1972 - - - - - - e
January 1973 1 - - 1 - - 3
February 1973 3 1 - - - 6 16
Merch = 1973 = - - - - 3 12
%pril,,‘ '%gzg - - - - - - 2
May T - - - - - - =
Juna - 1973 19. 3 7 - 12 10 53
July 1973 - - 1 - - - e
August 1973 - - 2 - - - -
September 1973 i - - - < - -
October 1973 - - - - - = 7
November 1973 - - - - - 2 28
Total L2 9 17 6 41 42 222

Identified Small and .
Marginul Farmers 32560
entitled to receive

ben:zfits
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their title to the land, in spite of repeated reminders.
There were a féw cases where the loan amount sanctioned by
the bank was less than the applieant asked for. The lesser’

- amount -sanctioned was on account of inadéquate security and
in some cases on account of lower repayment capacity. The

~financing institutions made a few suggestions and explained
the difflculties in sanctioning-and disbursing loans as
below." .

(1) Small farmers are not coming forward for loans

of their own accord and constant persuasion is necessary

" évén t6 follect applications., In view of this the bank and
so also the B.D.0O,.s find it very difficult to complete the
loan appllcatlons in all respects. Presently the Gramsevaks
are askedto look after the collection of applications and
at times individuals oblige the Gramsevak with an applica-
tion but then rejéct the loan when sanctloned The Gramsevak -
thus fulfils his target. '

(11) Sqmetlmes owing to inadequate security and in-
adequate repaying ‘capacity the farmer ¢annot ‘get loan for
development purpose. In order to help such farmers, the
bank would sanction and disburse loans to the estimated cost
of development and the agency should make good to the bank
the difference between the estimated cost of development and
loan admissible as per Rules of the Bank.

(iii) In order to lower the burden of repayment
instalment the period of repayment should be 15 annual ,
equated iristalments in place of present 10 such instalments,

These suggestions have been made at various times
durlng the Agency meetirig but 50 far nothing has happened
about it and the work continues as was’ prev1ously the case,

Lifting of second instalment of the loans was 53 per
cent in Mahabaleshwar and Jawali and 45 per cent and 46 per
cent in Patan in regard to small and marginal farmers
respectively. Major items for lifting of Second instalments
were 'New Wells' and 'Land Improvement and Development' in
all the three talukas, Detailed information in respect of
lifting of first and second instalment was c&llected for
small and marginal farmers in Patan and for &mall farmers in
Mahabaleshwar and .Jawali. Table 22 gives information regard-
ing 1ifting of second instalments in respect of 'New Wells!'
for all the three talukas in respect of small and marginal
farmers. In majority of the cases the work of digging 'New
wells' was started well in advance of receiving the first
instalmeng of the loari and hence compaFatively short interval
between lifting of first and the second instalments, -the
shortest and the longest interval, in respect of small
farmers, being two months and 20 months respectively. What
has been said in respect of the small farmers holds good
for marginal farmers too, the work of digging new wells

. having been started qulte in advance. The shértest interval
between lifting the first and the second instalments was
only a few days, both the instalments having been 1ifted in
the same month and year, The longest interval happened to
be eighteen months. The importance of time interval between
the two instalments lies in the fact that the due date for
repayment of first instalment of principal hies between

- thirteen. and. twenty-four months as per rule but the due
date for ‘all repayment having been fixed at 318t March it
may not always be as far away as twenty-four months, If
lifting of second instalment is delayed beyond the due date
for repayment[before the invketment has come up to workable

[of first instalment of principal, the furmer will have to
start repayment



Table 22 : Monthwise Distribution of lst Instalment x 2nd Instalment in respect of 'New Wells' for
' Small and Marginal Farmers

October 1971
November 1971
Décember 1971
Januery 1972
Februsry 1972
sarch 1972
April 1972

3;££ary March --;;ril, Mey Augu;t _September
_ -1275 o 2922_ ) -13734- ) _1373 _ -1273 1973 .
- - - - 1 -
- 1 - - - -
- 1 - - - -
1 - - - - 1
- 1 1 - - -
- - 1 1 - -
- - - 1. - -
- - - 1 1 -
1 3 7 2 3 2 1

. October
1973

Total

- e s e m wm om e m e e e om = oeom oW e

(contirued)

192
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Table 22 : (¢ontinued)

- : . Jaoli - Small.Fermcrs

1st instelment Nove Fobe slore &pr. May dune  duly  Jome  Har.  dune  July Totel
: \ ' 1971 1972 1972 1972 1972 1972 1972 1973 1973 1973 1973 _
May 1971 l - = - 1l - - - - - - 2
December 1971 - - 2 - - - - - - - - 2
Jenuery 1972 - 1 2 - - - - - - R L
Fébruery 1972 - - - 1l - - - - - - - 1
Merch . 1972 - . - - 1 1 - - - - - 2
foril 1972 - - - - - 2 - - - - - 2
Moy 1572 - - - e . - 1 - - - 1 2
June 1972 - = - - = 1 2 .. 1 1 - 5
July - 1972 - - - - - - - 1 - - 1 2
Totel 1 1 L1 2 % 3 1 1 2 2 22

- em @ m e m W e W W E e m moEm W eo@m oW ™ Om e W m o e

(continued)
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Table 22 : {continued)

Paten - Smgll Fermsrs
50 (- e -
1st instelment . f‘eb. Maf. Apr. . 1\712; June July _Feb.-"Mar; June Oet. Nov, : Totel .

- 1972 1972 1972 1972 1972 1972 1973 197 1973 -1973 1973 )
December 1971 2 1 - L - - - - - - - 7
Jenusry 1972 1 1 1 1 ‘- - - - - - - L
Februsry 1972 - 1 1 3 l ¢ - o - - - - 6
Match = 1972 - - 11 2 - - - - - : L
kpril 1972 T - -« - 1 - 1 - - - 2
June i972 - - - - - - 1 - - - - 1
Jenuary | 1973 - - - - - - - O | - - 1
Februsry 1973 - - - - - - - 2 - - 2
Werch 1973 = = = = - . T oL 1o 1
June 1973 - - - - ..-" - - .3 - i 4
Totel 3 3 3 9 3 1 1 1 6 1 1 32

LL



Table 22 : (continued)

Putan « Merginel Fermers

. . = ' ?nd instslment
1st instalment e L b - ——— —————— Aemeescccemcsaccc e e ——— ememm——
: , Febe Mer, Apr. Mey June Julv Sept. June Oct,  Nov. Totsl
1972 1972 1972 1972 1972 1972 1972 © 1973 1973 1973
/r;;mber 1971 1 - - - - - - - - - 1

Dacember 1971 2 2 1 1 1 - - - - - 7
Jenuery . 1972 - - - 2 - - - - - - -
February .1972 - 1 - 1 - - - - - - 2
Merch 1972 - - - - - - - 1 - - 1

april 1972 oA - - - - 1 3 2 - - 4
June 1972 - - - - - - - 1 - - 1

" bugust 1972 - - - - - - - - 1 - 1
Jenuery 1973 - - - - - - - 1 - - 1.
Februery 1973 - - - - - - - 1 - - 1
Juna 1973 - - - - - - - - - 3 3
Totsl ‘ 3 3 1 A 1 1 1 6 1 3 2}

8L
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stage'and in many cases might run into overdues as a result
of non-payment of dues and thus be unable to get the second
instalment of the loan for completing the work undertaken.

Another main item, for which second instalment of
loan was lifted, was 'Land Improvement and Development',
Table 23 gives information regarding lifting of second
instalment for all the three talukas in respect of small -
farmers and in Patan taluka in respect of marginal farmers.
The nature of work undertaken in majority of the cases was
expected to,be completed in about threc months period and
that needs to be borne in mind when considering the interval
between lifting of first and second instalment. The
‘shortest and the longest interval between lifting of first
and second instalments was two months and seventeen months
respectively. In spite of the time required to complete -
such land improvement works not exceeding more than three .
or four months why lifting of second instalment required such
a lonig interval was not inquired by the bank or the Agency
eithér. Only in a few cases it was reported that second
instalments were not lifted earlier or as yet becduse the
necessary inspection of the work completed had not been
carried out by the proper authority and hence utilization
certificate relating to first instalment of the loan was not
available and until such utilization certificate is produced
second instalment of the loan is not released by the bank.

As stated earlier in respect of 'New Wells' the importance
of the interval between two instalments lies in the fact that
the due date for repayment of first instalment of principal
~in respect of 'Land Development! works is as short. as four
months, irrespective of whether both the loan instalments
have been lifted or not, and as long as fifteen months. Any
delay in lifting the second instalment, beyond the maximum -
period, would run the farmer into overdues or he.may have
to pay such instalment out of current income to avoid overdues
rather than out of the incremental income that is to be
generated as a result of the investment in land development,
Another alternative to avoid overdues is to reschedule the
repayment and what must have happened in these cases needs
to be looked into. Table 24 gives demand, recovery and
overdues from 1970-71 to 1972-73 scheme-wise and purposewise
in SFDA and 'MFAL area of the district. There were no overdues
in the year 1970-71 and only 4.8 .per cent and 10.8 per cent
of demand in the year 1971-72 in SFDA and MFAL respectively.
The proportion of overdues to demand under SFDA mounted to
30.2 per cent in 1972-73 from the previous year's 4.8 per
cent., 1In respect of MFAL the proportion of overdues had
fallen to 0.73 per.cent in 1972-73 from the previous year's
10.8 per cent. Rising overdues under SFDA and falling
overdues under MFAL need to be looked into especially when
small farmers are better endowed with resources than the
marginal farmers. .

Loan Disbursement and Identified Beneficiariés

Since inception the banks had disbursed loans (long
term) to 87,173 and 186 small farmers, i.e. under SFDA, in
Mahabaleskwar, Jawali and Patan talukas of Satara district
upto end of November 1973, During the same period 379
marginal farmers in Patan taluka lifted the loans. Informa-
tion about these farmers' land holding was -available in
respect of 64, 127 and 141 small farmers in Mahabaleshwar,
Jawali and Patan talukas respectively and 270 marginal
farmers in Patan. Small and marginal farmers in this. project
were identified on the basis of land holding 'as recorded in
Village Form 8A and the information on land holdings in
respect of these loanees pertains to the same. .



Table 23 : Monthwise Distribution of lst Instalment x 2nd Instalment in respect of 'Land Improvement' for
8mall and Marginal Farmers ) . .

Mahabaleshwer - Small Farmcrs

o o 2rd instelment
15t Instalment Moy | Tul  ove deme  Febe  Sepe. dame Mere hwme ume
v o BB 3931..,_1?73 (TR MR ISR 19 19T 131 91
Mgrghi* 1971 é = - - - - - - - -
June 1971 ) - 1 - - - - - < - -
Jaly 297 . & - . 1 1 - - . oo o a
Debémber\;97i“7' - - - 1 1 1 - - - -
Junuery '-1972  ‘ - - < - - 1 - - - -
Febfuary‘ 1972 - - - - - 6 - - 2 1
Harch 1972 - - - e - 6 - 1 2 1
Juna T 1972 - o - - - - 1 - 1 -
Totel - 2 1 1 2 1 14 11 5 3

Aug. Nov, Total .

1973 1973

L L I T e

- - 2
- - 1
1 -
- - 3
- - 1
- - 9
- - 10
- 1 3
1 1 3

(continued)
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Table 23 : (continued)

Jaoli - Small Fermers-

2nd instalment

e D o S S G G T g S T i M D TR S BT S R G D G o T D G T T G G TR D SR e e W

1st instelment Jund Nov., Jen, Feb, Mar, dug, Sept. Dec,
1971 1970 1972 1972 1972 1972 1972 1972

Lpril 1971 1 2 1 - - 1 -
Mey 1971 - - - 1l - - - -
June 1971 - - - - 1 - - -
December 1971 - - - 1 2 1 - -
Jenusry 1972 - - - - - - - -
February 1972 e - -
iarch 1972 - - - - . - -
april 1972 - - - - . - - - 1
Mey 1972 e e e
sugust 1972 - - - s - - - -
Total 1 2 1 5 5 2 1 1

E;;:- Ma;:---gune Au;. Total
1973 1973 1973 1973

- - 2 - 10
- - - - 1.
- - - - 1
- - - - 4
1 - - - 1
- - 2 1 6
- - b - 1
- - 2 - 3
- - 1 - 1
O L
l 1l 8 1 29

{continued)
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Table 23 .: (continued)

Patsn ~ Smell Furmers - T
"""" B
4pril ay September Octob:zr Janusry Februsry June August Septeubéer November Total
1972 1972 1972 ‘1972 1973 1973 1973 1973 1973 1973
cember 1971 1 1 - - 1 i 2 1 2 - 9
Januery 1972 - - - - - - 3 - - - T3
Februery 1972 - - - L T ey - - 1
Merch 1972 = - 1 2 - - 1 - - - 4
April 1972 - - - a7 - - 1 2 - ! L
Moy 1972 - - - - - - - 1 - - 1
Juna 1972 - - - - - - E - 1 - 2 3
Total 1 1l 1 2 1 1 8 5 2 3 25

{continued)
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Table 23 : (continued)

Patan - Marg1nel Farmers

2nd- instalment

1st instalment ——— ——— - SR S S — Cmrmmn————— -

June August October November Decembetr February Msy June September October November December

1971 1971 1971 1971 1971 1972 1972 1972 1972

April 1971 1 1 1 “ 1. - - - K
May 1971 - - 1 - - - - - -
June 1971 - - 1l 2 - - -, 1 -
November 1971 - - - - - h - - -
Decembar 1971 - - - - - 1 - - -
Jenuary 1972 - - - - - - - - -
Februsry 1972 - - - - - - 3 1 -
Merch 1972+ - - - - - - - 1l -
April - 1972 - - - - - - - ' - 1
May | 1972 - - - - - - - - o
June' 1972 - - - - - - - - -
August 1972 - - - - - - - - -
January 1973 - - - - - - - - -
Februery 1973 - - - - - - - - -
Merch 1973 - - - - - - - - -
April 1973 - - - - - - - - -
June 1973 - - - - - ® - - - -
Total 1l 1 3 2 1 2 3 3 1

1972 1972 1972

- - 1
1l - -
1l 1l -
- - 1
-1 - 2
3 1 2

- wowm w m m e ow W oemm oweom .

(continued)
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Table 23 : (continued)

April 1971
- hay 1971
June 1971

Noyember 1971

December 1971
Januery .1972
February 1972
Msrch 1972

April 1972

Mey 1972
June 1972
August 1972
Jenuery . 1973
Februsry 1973

Msrch 1973

April - 1973

Juna 1973
Total

Jsnuar:

1973

“Februsry HNorch Hay  Juns  August September
1973 1973 1973 1973 1973 ,1973
: 1 - 17 2 -
S - S
1 - - - - -
Y - P 2 2 -
1 2 1 7 3 -
4 1 - 1l - -
- 1 - 5 - -
-> 2 - - - -
- ; - - 2 - ) l
- \_ - - 5 l -
- - - 3 - 1
- - - 1l - -
- e e ee meeem e e S wm® ® oaEm e ®m ® e e w ® = o o
3. 8 27 7 2
- .-f‘ - LI T TR Y ; - Em e e W e W w m m e e w =

L N L L

October November Total
1973 - 1973

- 1 5
- - 2
- - 6
- - 1
- - 7
- - T 1
- - 8
- - 19
1 - ]
- - 2
- 2 10
- - A
- - 3
- 1 7
- 2 6
- - l
- L L
- .. L I R I L .
1 - 10 89

1



Tgble 24 : Stetement showing Demend, Recovery end Overdues from 1970-71 to 1972-73 Schemewise ¢nd Purposewise
in 5.F.D,A, and M.F.A.L, area - .

A 1970-71 » 1971-72 _ _ 197273
urfose B;mand Recov: ry_gver- Deménd Recovery Overdues Demsnd Rec;ve;y.- Overdues
ues : : - '
S.F. D A, Scheme
‘1. New Well’ - - - 2,641.09  2,500.19 140.90 31,159.2L 22,731.48  8,427.76
;. g: alrsito 0ld well - I 1‘2%5.23 L ggg.ig 116.24 g,gig,tg i'381'§2 . gg% .18
» ngine - - ’ - ; . . - . 25- 5 530
4o Blactric Motor - - - 25h.23  2shie3 - 3,117.0h  1,740.56 1)376.48
g. i:ﬁg igziﬁizzgn Scheme NCIRRLC - 1,%%8.?3. g%g.gg 205,51 19,332.32 11.?32.?8 7, 268 gg.
: g ggﬁgngxglgpm:nt 8.37  8.37 - A,aiglzg ""’fﬁ':ig 50.14 15%3%319.3 ‘11’339:58 3, 801:67
KD pose - Cw- - . . - . »
Total 8.37 .37 - 10,6447k 10,131, 55_ " Ts12.79 79, 573 Eo' 55,801, 53 T 28,173.97
. M.F.A.L. Scheme
1, New Well - - - 727454 27. - Ol. 611,1 .
'§. gefelrs to 01d well - - - . lgg.zs . Zgg.ig - ;:g%g.gg f:212.9g gg.§§
3. Oil Zngine - - - ,168, ,168. e 16773 3,677.32 -
4, Electric Motor - - - 643,70 643.70 == 2,080.72  2,080.72 -
5. Lift Irrigstion Scheme 10+36 1036 = 2,27h.94  2,120.64 150. 30 10,945.25 10:945.35 -
6. Lend Levelling LoBL 4.8 - 453,82 195,32 258,50  °2,339,15 2,339,15 -
g. Lend Development F.21 7,21 - 2,255,65 1,828.37 ' 427.28 -11,880.67 11;705.8)- 183.83
» Other Purposes - - - 1#9 23 ~149423 : P 856 79 2,856.7

Total » 22,41 22,41 - 7 739 16 6,903, 08 836 08 39, 826 12 39, 529,12 297,00

$8



Table 25 : Long Term Loan Disbursement to Small and Mstginal Férmers acc'ording to Size of Holding

Mahebeleshwar - SFDa . " Jawall - SFDA o
-Size of I-\I;; :tepafx.‘sb 01l Wator-'“-i;r.n-i“”'"f;;;z ;I;w Repag.;;- 0il Weter Land Total
holdin wells to old- enging, supply - develop- . © wells to old engine, supply develop-
(acres wellg’ Elec.. ment . : " wells Elec. : ment
. motor . -motor ' \.._'
Less than 1.0 - - - - - - - . - 1 1
© 1.0 to 2e4 - = - - - - - - = 1 2 3
2.5 to 49 5 - - - 8 13 L1 4 3 20 32
50%0 7.4 2 = 1 - 6 9 6 3. 3 " 9., 1 35
7.5t 9.9 3 - - -9 12 b 1 N/ L 16
10,00 1204 3 - -+ . . - 14 6 1 - SR
12.5 0 149 - - 1 - 3 ke -y 2 .1 13
150t029.9 & - o . g 12y 1 1 1 7 1
30.0 to 499 - - - - - - - - - 1 - 1
50 end asove - - - - - - - - - f‘v‘ - -
’IZO;ai """ 15"2':"2""-"'15"'"'8["50"'5"'iz'"isf"ia""ﬁf'

N . . ' (continued)
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Table; 22 (contlnued) )

T T T g
. 8ize ‘of New " Repeirs ‘0il -\;ater Land Total ~New ) R;;;;rs oil’ Water Land“-‘ - 'i'.o;;-ai -
holdin wells to old engine, supply deVelép- -wells to' old - engine, supply develop~ :

(acres? ‘ wells Elec. " ment - > _wells’ Elec.. ent

; motor S ; motor

Less -ij;han 1.0 - - - - - - - = - - 6 - 6
1.0 €5 244 - . - - y 6 1 1 N3 L2 53
2.5 to 4.9 - 1 e B8 “iy 6 6 7 97
5.0 to 7.k 3 1 2 7. 10 23 6 -1 6 - 13 32 58
7.5t 9.9 . 9 2 R T O T S S ST 29
100 0 12,4 - 3 2 31 8- -1 33
12.4 éoflh.’f) Ts 2 - a0 a7 3 - 1 -2 6
B0 99 123 1 2 W w1 - - 6 & B
30,0 %0 49.9 6 2 -1 o g 1 . - 1 - - 1
50 end Ebove - - - . - - o - - o " s

Lg
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Table 25 gives the long term loan disbursemént accord-
ing to size of holding. The floor and ceiling areas for ’
small and marginal farmers have been given in Chapter II.
'Warkas! land was the least productive land and the ceiling
for this category of land for inclusion in the scheme was
30 acres and was the maximum amongst all the categories of

lahd. The ceiling for the marginal farmer as.per definition
was 10 acres of 'Warkas' land or its equivalent in‘ other
categories of land. If it is assumed that all the holdings
were of 'Warkas'land then any farmer who has a Holding above
this area will not be éntitled to receive benefits under the
schemes. As the Table shows one small farmer in Jawali and

éve small farmers in Patan had been able to get loans under
SFDA in spite of their holdings being beyond 30 acres.
Actually 'Warkas' land. in Satara district does not constitute
a significant proportion of cultivable area. Had 'Warkas'
been accounting for significant cultivable area of these
three talukas then Maharashtra Agricultural Lands (Ceilings
of Holdings) Act, 1961, would have taken note of-it and
prescribed the ce111ng in terms of 'Warkas' area as was done
in respeét of Ratnagiri district. 'As a result of non-
prescription of ceilings in terms of 'Warkas! land in the above-
mentioned Act for any of these three talukas the ceiling
limit of 30 acres of 'warkas' land for a small farmer becomes
more or. less inoperative such land being not in-existence

in significant proportion. As a result of this the operative
ceiling will be 22 acres of unirrigated or dry land the
next category of land. It is really not possible to -
visualise that majority of the holdings, which are; constituted
as :a result of very many small plots, will be wholly of an{
given, category of Kand. In fact, most of the hoddings wil
be -so, mixed up that each category of land could be present in
each hold1ng and hence it is impossible to decide one way or
‘the .other. Univrigated or dry-and-is the most predominant
category .and 22% acres of such land will be the effective
ceiling for a small farmer eSpecially when the definition of
'Irrigated Land' under B.T. and A.L. Act, 1948, has been
accepted by the agency. For want of information regarding
the composition of the holdings, in respect of various
categbries of land, it is not, possible to state how many
from the holding group 15.0 to 29.9 acres will be ineligible
to secure benefits under the scheme. It might be fair to
assume that at least half of the beneficiaries-in the above-
mentioned holding group will not be entitled to receive
benef1tst1frthe composition of their holdings’is, taker into
consideration for the purpose of calculating equivalerit area
ih terms of 224 acres of unirrigated land. )

. The floor area for a small farmer has been prescribed
at 2,5 acres of perennially irrigated land or its equivalent
in other categories of land. As stated above the composition
of these holdings in respect of categories of land.is not
known and even then any holding less than 2.5 acres just
cannot be expected to secure benefits under SFDA specifically
in Patan taluka where such holdings would be entitled to
receive benefits under MFAL. There are four such eases in
Patan taluka and their presence under SFDA cannot be explained.
In respect of other two talukas, Mahabaleshwar and Jawali,
marginal “farmers as per vaernment ‘of India's concession
were entitled to receive benefits under SFDA -and: hence their
presence in these. talukas is- qu1te natural.

- What has been said above in respect of small farmers
is true in respect of marginal farmers too, with the variation
in the ceiling area which is lower at 10 acres of "warkas'
land. If this was to be an effective ceiling then 27 farmers
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will not be entitled to receive benefits under MFAL. But

a8 said earlier the:.effegtive ceiling in reéspect of marginal
fardiérs too will be in terms of unirrigateéd or dry lard -
and as-per Agency's definition it is 7% acres. If this is:
made efféotive, for reasons stated earlier, quite a few of
‘the twefity-niine farmers in the holding group 7.5 to 9.9
‘acres’will not be entitled to receive benefits under MFAL.

© 47 Identification of small and marginal farmers was done
on the individual holder basis as per VF-8A and not on ‘the
family basis. Table 25, therefore, represents the distribution
of land holders and not families. As per fresh instruction,
detailed out in Chapter II, the 'Master Lists' of small and
marginal farmers are to be scrutinized and corrected and
family operational holding will be the basis for such
identification. As 2 result of the proposed scrutiny how
many of the present loanees will be eligible to receive ’
benefits from whichever of the schemes will have to await
'till the fresh 'Mastér Lists' of small and marginal farmers
are available, - C :

Some Matters Relating Subsidy

-..,. ..Jhé objective or goals of SFDA and MFAL are twofold:
jone is the economic efficiency of. the activities financed
by existing financial institutions-and the other %o, serve
the hitherto’'neglected section. of the rural population,
These can be réeferred to as pursuit-of .efficiency .and équity.
Subsidies and aids given to small.and marginal farmers. are
elther ‘an equity measure or an efficiency and equity
measure. The project report states, that since the économic
base of the small and marginal farmers is narrow, they may
not be able to bear the full burden of the schemes, Their
economy cannot generate enough surplus. So, for sometime,
they will find it difficult to meet the full cost of capital
investment. Therefore, they will have to be propped up by
subsidies which will help them also to obtain loans from'
institutional agencies by enhabling them to meet the gap in
security. How the subsidy is expected to meet the gap in

.. 8ecurity is not at all clear. Had that been the main purpose
of the subsidy, in a few cases, at least, the loans not
available on account of inadequate security should have been

.. sanctioned and advanced by the banks. In a list of rejected
loan applicatioris (rejected by the bank and also by the
farmers when much less funds were sanctioned than necessary)

~ there are many instances of rejection on account of inadequate
security. To add to it, the Maharashtra State Co-operative
Land Development Bank Ltd., Branch Office, Satara, states
that owing to:inadequate security and/or owing to inadequate
repaying capacitz the farmers cannot %et loans [for develop-
ment purpose. The bank, further, states that in order to .
help all the farmers, the bank is quite willing to. sanction
and disburse loans to the extent of estimated cost of
developmént and-the Agency should make good to the ‘bank the
difference between the estimated cost and loan admissible
as per Rules of the bank to the farmers. As put by the
bank the difference, between the estimated cost’ &f develop-
ment and the:loan admissible as per Rules of the bank, is
definitely not the subsidy. Subsidy, as proposed ‘in SFDA
and MFAL,. is a. definite proportion related to the cost of
- investment;, the maximum amount of such subsidy payable under
each scheme having been laid down, and not the loan amount.
Under ‘the; circumstances the difference that the bank would
like the :Agency to make good would happen to be an outright
grant not related to the cost of the investment proposed.
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The bank wants the Agency to make good the difference,
firstly, on account.of inadequate security and secondly, on
account- of -inadequate. repayment. capacity. Had repayment
capacity not.come:into the picture the bank would have
asked: for a guarantee in respect of the excess fundd -~ ~
'grovided and not. asked the agency to make good the difference.
he bank: is, obviously, more concerneéd with the :institutional

viability and,. therefore, will always select the more .
established farmers in order to' increase the probabilities that

., its books look good, thereby insuring its survival. The
-bank's risk now is limited to the estimated cost minus the

- difference made good by the -Agenty i.e. the loan admissible

~ as.per Rules of the bark and .the question of .subsidy to

~ farmer remains unanswered unles$ this very difference made
goed by the Agency to the bank is to be considered as
subsidy which will form a part of the cost of development
but: not the part of loan amount. Firstly, such a subsidy
would not have necessarily the wame relationship with the
cost, of development'as prescribed by the Agency and secondly,

‘.it, will set a double standard, in respect of some farmers
‘belonging to’ the set of farmers for.whom the programme is
being implemented, by paying subsidy before’ the development
has been completed in one case and by denying the subsidy to
others till the development propéSed has been completed and
duly certified. The bank, as such; is not much Eonczrned
about the subsidy to farmers since it does not look upon the
payment of such a subsidy as making up the gap in security
or the gap 'in repayment capacity either. The role of subsidy
is to lessen the burden of repayment of loan in the early

period and not to‘meep‘the gap;in'security or the gap in

repaymgnt capacity.

Another matter relates to payment of subsidy on the
cost of land development and improvement. The Agency
‘prescribed a rate of Rs. 250 per acre for loan and the

* maximum cost -of development per acre eligible for subsidy.
‘The subsidy payable was prescribed at 25 per cent of cost
of development or Rs. 250 whichever was less. It was the
general complaint that this limit of Rs. 250 per acre for
land development was inadequate and needs to be reconsidered
" taking into consideration the cost estimates for such work.
Subsequently, the limit per acre for land development was
raised to Rs, 1200 per acre in November 1973 by Agency's
‘Resolution No. ‘230, The issue of inadequacy of loan for land
"development was raised -in the Agency meeting ‘ds early as
January 1971 and in spite of the advice:of the:Divisional
“S0il Conservation Officer, Satara, supporting the plea for
enhancement of the loan: per acre the Agency took almost
three years. to- arrive at.a decision to enhance the per acre
rate to Rs. 1200.  As per the Agency Resolution No. 230 this
-enhanced rate.per acre, for the purpose of subsidy; was-
applicable to. loaneces after 30th January 1973 and not to
others previous to this date. - Agency reports that the banks
in'guite a number. of cases, previous to. January 1973, had
advanced funds in excess of the previously prescribed rate of
Rs. 250 per acre. The banks, too, had complained about the
inadequacy of this per acre rate but had sanctioned larger
funds taking into consideration the security offered, -
Iepayment -capacity and the estimated cost of such land'~
development work with full knowledge that forthe purpose
of the subsidy the cost of such works will be limited to
Rs. 250 per acre. As a result 'of enhanced per acre rate,
.from Rs. 250 to Rs. 1200 for. the purpose of maximum . cost
;and eligible amount for the purpose of calculating subsidy,
it should be deemed .necessary to pay the subsidy to loanees
previous to the date of Resolution No. 230 onm the enhanced

.



Table 26 : Loan Per Acre of Land Held x Loan Per acre of Land Developed or To Be Developed

Small Farm:rs

----,---..—--——--_-_-4--—---------——---—---------------—---

Loan per cCre 0f eemcrcccmccenecae mrmcdete et nta s s e n e G, S e — e a e m e n e e s em - — . —————————————————
%and)developed Ugto 101-150 151- 200 261- 250 251-300 301-350 351-&00 401-500 501-600 6&01= 750 Totsl
t‘sl

@ W mom s W M A e wm @ e W wm e o wm W m o wm e om M m W o m o wm e m a - - EmEmm ® E wm e B m B e EmewmemEm W = o= o= - - -

Upto 100. 1 - - - .- - - - - . - - 1l
101 - 150 - - - - - - - - - - -
151 - 200 2 - - - - - - - - - 2
201 - 250 1 2 2 1l - - - - - - [
251 - 300 4 - - 1 - - - - - - 5
301 - 350 - 1 1 - - 1 - - - - 3
351 - 400 & 2 - 1l - - - - i - 8
401 - 500 3 4 4 3 - - - 1 - - 15
501 - 600 3 2 - - - - 1 - 1 - 7
601. - 750 1 1 - 1 1l - 1 - - - 5
751 - 1000- 5 5 1 4 - 2 2 - - - 19

1001 - 1500 3 - 3 - - - - - - 1 7

1501 - 2000 3 1l 2 1 1l 1 - - - - 9

2001 - 2500 2 - - - - - - - - - 2

2501 -~ 3000 - - - - = - - - - - -

3001 -~ 3500 1l - - - 1 - - - -t o 2

3501 end more 3 2 - - - - - - - e 5

Totsl 36 20 13 12 3 4 4 1 2 1 96

D . U I e A . e L CEL N L I A e R R A R R R R R R R )

(continued)

16



Lable 26 : (continued)

" Losn per acre of

-Marginsl Farmers o . T

land developed (ks.) Upto 101- 151~  201- 251l- 301~ 351- -AOI- 501~ 601~ 751~ 1001- Total
100 150 200. 250 300 350 400 500 . 600 750 1000 1500

Upto- 100 - - -
g§01 - 150 - 2 -
“151--. 200 2 |
201 =--, 250 - 2 1
~251--+ 300 1 1 1
301~ -350 - 3 -
351 - "4LOO 1 - 2
k01 - 500 2 3 2
501 - 600 - 3 -
1601 = 750, - 1 -
- 761~ 1000 - 1l -1
1001.~ 1500 1 - 2
1501 ~ 2000 - . - _—
2001_- 2500 - - C -
2501 - 3000 1. - .
3001 - 3500 - - -
Totsal 8 16 10

E1L P T LN LT

- - - - - - - - - 2
- - - - - - - - A
1 1 - 1 - - - - 6
- 1 - - - - - 1 5
o - - - - 1 - - A
1 - 1 1 - - - - 12
1 1 - 3 S 1 - - - 10
2 - 1 - 1 2 1 - 8
6 - 1 1 2 3 5 - 20
- - 1 1 1 z i 1 9
1 - - "1 1 1 1 1 .6
-~ - - - L 1 o=
= - - - - - - - 1

26
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per acre rate or the actual cost whichever is less,

Table 26 gives the distribution of loanees, who had lifted
loans for land development, according to amount of loan
sanctioned per acregof‘land held and the amount per acre
of land developed or to be developed. The number of
loanees refers to the period ending June 1972 whose claims

-for subsidy were forwarded by the Land Development Bank,
Satara, to the Agency. It is obvious from the Table that’

as per Agency Resolution No. 230 only nine small farmers
and the same number of marginal farmers will be eligible
for subsidy on the full cost of land development, the.per
acre finance in these cases being limited to Rs. 250 per
acre as per initial proposal. If the enhanced rate of

Rs. 1200 per acre is made applicable in these cases the
full benefit of subsidy will accrue to 71 and 74 small and
marginal farmers respectlvely. It will be' fit enough if _
the enhanced rate per acre is made applicable to all the
loanees, since 1nception of the programme, for the purpose
of. subsidy. ; .

The question of adjustment of subsidy to the loanne's

account had nét been resolved-upto end of November 1973.
The Agency wants the subsidy to be adjusted to the loan
amount rather than the repayment instalment. The bank,
naturally, prefers the subsidy being adjusted against
repayment instalment that being the normal practlce. By
_end of November 1973 the bank had claimed subsidy in 825
‘cases and of these only 8Q cases have peen granted subsidy
on both the instalments (long term loans are paid in’two
instalmentsy the-sécond being paid after geétting the
necessary utilization certificate for the first instalment):
-amounting to Rs. 38,218 paise 75 only. In other ‘73: cases
subsidy amounting to Rs. 32,2L7 paise 17 only has been
granted on the first 1nstalment ‘anly. All these amounts
need to be adiusted against the loanees accowit and for
want of any clear directive in respect of procedure to be
adopted. for such adgustment remain unadjusted



CHAPTER IV
THE SAMPLE BENEFICIARIES

Previous three chapters dealt with the proposed schemes,
under SFDA and MFAL, for the economic uplift of small and
marginal farmers, the proposed criterion esnd the identification
of the eligible beneficiaries and the progress of verious
schemes since inception upto end of November 1973, A detailed
survey was undertaken in 1972-73 with a view to évaluste and .
assess the impact of the various schemes, expected to genercte
additional employment and incomes, proposed in the Project.
The area selected for the survey was Paten taluka of Setara
district where both SFDA asnd MFAL schemes were operative.

The starting of the SFDA-MFAL Agency was to be from April
1970 but was delayed for about six monthg and ultimately the
Agency started functioning from October 1970. During the year
ending March 1971 very little progress wds reported even in
respect of disbursement of loans for various activities :
proposed in the programme. By the time, i.e. July-dugust 1972,
the survey was started the schemes were functioning in the
area for one year-at least. At thé time the survey was
decided”upon it was deemed that sufficient time hes elapsed
since the inception of the schemes and it would be worthwhile
to underteke. a somewhat detailed study of the working of the
Project and the -impact of schemes on individual beneficiary
cultivestors. It was noticed during the course of the survey
thet barring investment in milch'-animals other items of
investment, especially long term investment, had not made eny
worthwhile progress.. Even investment in miich animels wes far
behind expectations snd the assessment of impact might be a
little premature. Long term investment in land can yield
results only when the prdposed investment has been completed
and. the subsequent crop:plsn executed, Extended employment
opportunity and thé resulting rise in income needs some.minimum
gestation period before yielding results. So long as:the
investment has nét materialised-any rise. in-employment and
income could not be expected. To an extent the same is true
in respect of intensive cultivation scheme. While no long or
medium term investment is involved, investment in the nature
of fertilizers, improved and HYV seeds etc. in current inputs
on a continued basis will be necessary to show results in
regard to rise in employment and incomes. Investment in
milch animels alone could be expected to yield results in so
short a period of one year as the investment is complete when
the eanimal has been purchased. Even these results asre likely
tq be in income from milch animals and not necessarily in terms
of employment which itself is very difficult to sssess. In
short any chenges in employment snd income cannot be expected
in so short a period and as such the present survey will not
come out with any significant results in terms of such cheanges.
The present study, therefore, might serve as a bench-mark
survey for further study around 1975-76 by which time it is
expected that some incomplete investments in land etc. woulq
bé completed end then the proposed crop plan etc. would be in
sxecution to assess the results.

~

Sampie of Benefiqiaries*

INitially it was proposed that the sample will be
distributkd in ten villages belonging to south-sastern part of
Patan tzluXa where both SFDA and MFAL schémes were operative.
Subsequentllyy, the sample ares had to be chsnged for want of
sufficient Aumber of beneficiaries. Some genersl informestion

9%
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about the villages from which the sasmple was selected. is
given in Teble 27, The sres is generslly hilly being on the
eastern slopes of Sahyadris. The extent of forest (mostly
revenue forest) land barring in one or two villages is quite
meagre end the extent of culturable waste and land not
svailable for cultivation was significant. Unirrigated land
is predominent irrigstion being largely limited to wells and
lifts opersted on the river. "Kharif is the important season
and the stsple food crops sre Rice snd Jowar. '

The Ministry had proposed that the sample be drawn of
fifty cultivators for éach item of jnvestment under long term
and medium term loens. This sample size was suggested for both
SFDA and MFAL programmes. However, taking into consideration
the loans lifted by end of June 19%2, it ‘was not possible to
draw such a sample in respect of almosgst all the items under
long term loans. Such a sample size would have been possible
in respect of milch animals, covered under medium term loans,
but that would be. distributed in too many villages snd would
have been difficult to manage. As a result of these diffi-
culties it was, therefore, proposed-that the sample, for want
of sufficient number of beneficiaries, should cover both
beneficisries and non-beneficiaries to make up the sample size
of fifty cultivators for SFDA and hundred cultivators for MFAL
programmes. Subsequently, with the change in the initially
selected villages, the sample plasn was changed to include the
beneficiary cultivetors only. The size of the sample was
decided upon fifty beneficiaries under SFDA and hundred bene-
ficiaries under MFAL. The list of villages from which the sample
has been drewn send the number of beneficiary families covered
under each of the two programmes is given below.

SFDA 4 MFAL

L.T. M.T. Total' L.T. M.T. Total

1. Saikade 2 - 2 L 5 9
2, Manewadi 1 - 1l 3 7 10
3. Gudhe 1 -1 2 - 10 10
Le Urul - - - 8 - 8
5. Vihe 3 - 3 2 - 2
6. Navadi - 6 6 - 11 11
7. Nisare - 5 5 - 11 11
8, Mandrul Heveli 1 - 1 3 - 3
9. Sangawad 1 7 8 3 8 11
10. Sonawade 5 2 7 6 5 11
11, Marali 3 1 L - 10 10
12 . Adul - 8 8 - - -
13. Mhavashi - 3 13 16 7 4 11
Total 20 43 63 36 71 107

(L.T. = Long term loan. M,T. = Medium term loan.)

All the medium term loans were for purchase of milch
animels. The purpose for which the long term loans were
disbursed under SFDA and MFAL is given Bpelow.

No.of Beneficiery cultivetors
Purpose -
SFDA . MFAL
1. New Wells ; 5 3
2. Repairs to old wells 1 2
3. 0il engine, Electric motor etce. 1 1l
4. Water supply, Pipeline etc. 5 8
5. Lend levelling and development etc. _8_ 22
Total 20 36



Table 27 :;Some Genersl Informetion regerding Sample Villages
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. No. of Total Forest Irrlgated land by source (acres) Unirri< Culti- Mot Staple food

- Villege : house~ area bt il e S —— - —————— gated = vable - availeble crops
CoEh s ! holds Well River Canal Other Total area - waste for

1971 | f irri- - : . .. .cultive=- -
Census C . gated tio
i (acres)(acres) . - (acres) (acres)(acres)

1. Mhaveshi - 453 2875 - 13 6 - - 19 1929 T1 216  Rice, Jower
2. Adul 456 1967 156 3 9 - -7 12 1612 17 170°  Rice, Jowar
- 3¢ Urul . 281 1894 522 15 - 6 - 31 1227 8 106 Jowar

ko, Nisara 24, 1358 34k 52 - . - - 52 790 6 166  Jowar
Se Mﬁggrg% 935 2957 620 9 - . - 23 122 ' 18 25 296 Rice, Jowar

o 720 _ : o g .

6. Navedi 500 2406 168 7 - - - 73 - "1808 28 329  Rice, Jowar

7. Vihe © 62 2415 260 hk 32 - - 76 1769 L2 268  Jower
- 8. Sangawad L60 1817 60 29 41 - - 70 1462 17 208 Rice, Jowser
9+ Sonawade 706 3275 - 143 302 - - b5 2153 380 297 Rice, Jowar
10. Mersli L66 2426 995 84 120 - - 204 1482 128 120 Rice, Jowar
11, Seikede and 575 2078 = 379 Ly 17 - = 61 1305 169 164 Rice, Jowar

Manewadi ) . i

12, Gudhe 432 1483 - 291 7 - - - 17 915  127. 133  Rice, Jowar

96
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¢ When: thei field work was started it:was found that'some
of the gelécted beneficiaries had lifted losns for other
investments included under th2 progremmes., While the sample
size remained the seme the number of beneficiery families under

each item chenged and the same is:. given below. -

' No.of Beneficisry Cultivator

Purpose @ =000 e;cccecceccccsgeas—csmnee——e-
' SFDA © MFAL
1. New wells v ) 4 3
2. Repairs to old wells" . 1 2
3. 0il engine, Electric motor etc. 1 1
4, Water supply, Pipeline etc. 5 8
5. Land levelling snd development etc. 10 21

6. Milch animels 47 : 78

The selection of villages was based on thesé being in a
comparatively compact ares, availability of ssufficient number
of beneficisries and comparatively easier accessibility for
most of the period of the survey. - :

] The selection of beneficisries with long term:loans wes
with refpect to loans (at least first instalment) lifted upto
31st July 1972. Since the referénce period for the survey was:
to :be May 1972 to end of June 1973, and the field work was to
stgrt in August. 1972 it was found convenient to consider the
beneficiaries who lifted loans upto 31st July 1972, Benefi-
ciaries under medium term loans for purchase of milch animals
were taken into account for the period ending March 1972. .Fresh
proposals for purchase of milch animals under medium term losns
were to be considered after September 1972 and would-be behe-
ficiaries on the score of an application for such a loen were
not considered. The number of loans disbursed under SFD& wasg
quite small and as a result the selection of cultivators -under
SFDA amounts to a census of beneficiaries, both undér long term
and medium term loans, in the selected villages. As:regerds
MFAL, the cénsus of beneficisries was in respect of long term
loans only, the medium term loan beneficiaries being; selected
to make up the sample size of hundred beneficiaries thoukh in .
the process the sample was effectively increased to one hundred
and seven beneficisry families. At the time of the selection
of the sample beneficiaries it was presumed that at a time one
farmer will be entitled to benefits under one-of the items only
and the selection was made on that basis only. “As stated
earlier some of the beneficisries hsd lifted, loans for some
other item of investment besides the one on the basis of which
these beneficiaries were selected. ’ A

Land Holding of Sample Béneficieries

Taeble 28 gives the distribution of small and .marginal
farmers sccording to size of, operasted holding. As statéd in
Chapter II, the 'opersted' holding was not defined by the
Secretaries committee nor by the Agency. 'Operated! holding
had been defined by various centres for the purpose of Farm
Mansgement Studies in various ways and the Ministry of Agri-
culture hed not suggested which of the definitions was
acceptable to it. The ‘operetionsl' holding as defined for the

urpose of the survey includes 'Net Sown Area' plus 'Current
Fallows' only. Since no large scale land reclamation

programme was mooted by the programmes this definition of
‘operational! holding was deemed: fit.for all practical purposes.
The cultivated area in each size group is nearasbouf the same

as the owned area, though for the total-sample ss such it is



Teble 28 :

3ize of
operated
holdin
(acres

More thun
20.01

15.01 -
20,00

10,01 -
15.00

7051 -
10.00 '

5.0 = .

7.50

2,51 -
5.00 .

1.0l -
2,50

Upto 1.00

- - e - -

Total

19
18,

)
Ry

3mell Farmers

Distribution of Smsll end Hergingl Fermcrs sccording to Size

of Opersted Holding

1971-72 Noof; 1972-73

- -- ' e 0ld= ‘=mmsmmmea . ‘
Area Ares Area Culti- Operated ings ‘Area Area’ Ares
owned lessed leased vated @area’’ ovned leagsed leaged
’ , in out areas ' v in out

AI. Gl -ﬂlio G- Ao Gu A. Gl A, Gp An G?: A. G' A- 'Go

30-18 - - 30-18 ' 22-18 1 30-18 - -

18-13% - - 18133  18-133 A 184133 - -

70-37 - - 7037 49-00 L 70-37 - -
107-17. - 1-20  105-37  78-21 9 107-17 - 1+20
159-37 3300 536 157« 1 12h-l4 19 159-37 . 3-00.  5-36
118-21% - 17-15  101- 63 67~ 18 % 118-21% - 17-15

27:20 - 3413 2- 7 15-16 8 27.20 - 343

10-26 - 9- 5 1-21 1-21 3 10-26 - '9{ 5
543-30 3-00  37-9 509-21 377-\75 63 543-30 3-00

vsted
gres

105-37

157- 1

101~ 63
2h= 7

12

{continued)

. Culti~" Opersted
ares

238
18-133
49-00
.78-21
1414
6724

15-16

86.



Tsble 28 : (continued)

opersted
holdin
(acres

No.of
hold=" = b - ===
ings Area Area Culti~ Operested
owned lessed veted : -area
in area’ .
L, Go  A. Gs Ao Gu A, G
5 39- 53 12-00 51- 5%~ U43-35%
6 -3 0-20 39- 5% - 36-253
36 147-20% 11- 4 149-39% 129-38
KO, 90-11 T 1-30° 87-1 73~ 1
17 7 17-9 - 15-31" " 12-10
3. 6ezh - R
107 © 342- 14 25-14 23-33  343-22} 295-30

«MerginélAFarmeré

37

39

1972-73
- 4rea Area Cultie “Oper;téd
.owned lessed vated area
: -out ares
A. G. A. G' A. G. AI G.
39-5%- - 515} 43-35% .
41-113 2-26 39~ 5% 36-25%
150-35% 737 154- 2} 133-26
$9-18" 5-20.  85-28 © T1- 1
16-20 1-18 © 15- 2  11-21
58 5- 8 « -
342-183% 345= 3} 296-29

66
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somewhat less in case of small fsrmers and only slightly more
in respect’ of merginsl farmers. Cultivated area for .the two
years 1971-72 and 1972-73 is the same for small farmers end
only nominazlly more in the second year, i.e. 1972-73, in
respect of marginal farmers. The opersted area has sunk
substentially to 74 per cent of cultiveted area in respect of
small farmers. The operated area in respect of, merginal farmers
was around 86 per cent of cultiveted eérea. In some cases of
leasing out of land the leasing out is not genuine but only a
clandestine loan operstion. In such cases land hes not remained
in the possession of the borrower, though he hes the legal
title to that piece of lend, but in possession of the money-
lender who cultivates it. to & large extent the seame is -
observable in respect of leased. in land. It isg only for the
sake of convenience that such lands have been shown as leased in
or leased out lands. :

Table 29 gives irrigeted ares, dry area -etc. in each
size of operated holding. Area under irrigestion is quite small
in case of both small and msrginal farmers the bulk of the
operated srea being dry land. There is only a slight increase
in the irrigeted erea in the second year, 1972-73, in respect
of both small end marginal farmers. When this increase in
irrigated area was checked back to the individusl farmér it
was found out that this increase had not resulted as-a result of
long term loens, for 'New wells', 'Repairs to' 0ld Wells'! or
'Water Supply Schemes' etc., received by the beneficisry farmers.
This increase in.irrigated area was independent of these long
term investment in irrigstion end in most csses was reported by
farmers who had not sought any loan under esny of the items such
as 'New Wells', 'Repairs to Old wWellsg'!, or 'Water Supply'! etc.
What was said in Chapter III in respect of second instalment of
long term loans, for the above-mentioned items, in regard to
Patan taluks, holds good here too. In majority of the cases
second instaiment has been difted (the second instalment here
refers to items related to irrigstion only) between April 1972
and January 1973 end in no case the work had been completed by
the end of field-work. ) ' ‘

- Some explanation about the size groups of beneficiaries
will not be out of order. The meximum area that a small farmer
could hold, for being eligible to participate in.the: programme,
was stipulsted at 7.5 acres of 'perennially irrigated' lend, the
best category of land, or 30 acres of 'Warkas' laend, the coarse
category of land. These two limits to area held belong to two
extreme cétegoriés of lend and the maximum for other categories
lies in between these two extremes. For marginal fermers the
maximum was prescribed at lower than the minimum limit, for
various categories of land, for the small farmers. Conversion
retios for verious categories of land were decided in terms of
tWarkas' land as no farmer can be expected to hold land under
any one category only. The holding groups in the Tables
represent the actual operated area irrespective of the category
of land held and if the conversion ratios were to be epplied in
respect of this operated area a few of these cultivastor familizs
will not be éligible to participate in tha progremmes.- This is
so on account of teking into consideration beneficiery culti-
vators. family land rather than the individumael beneficisry's
land. Even if ownership of land as per Villege Form 8A was the
criterion for identification of beneficieries, the Agency
should have provided for the following provisos. " '

(i) Members of the family sﬁaying.and'cultivating lands
as a single énterprise, should not be treated as small or
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Teble 29 : Irrigeted Ares, Dry Ares etc. in bEgch 5iz3 of Opervted Holding
Small Farmers
;i;e-oE o io:o; TSttt o 1§3i:é5 ---------- No.of - 1972-73-
-opersted hold- ===-- —— ] - . hold- - mmmemesmaan ——
holdin ings Culti- Of Col: Of Col. Of Col. Opzarsted ings Culti~ Of Col. "Of Col. Of Col. Opersted.
{acres veted 3 irri- 3 dry 3 perme s&reas veted 9 irri- 9 dry 9 perm- area
: area geted area gnent (Cols, area geted eres anent {Cols,
rea fallow L+5) area o fellow 10+411)
(1) (2) (3) (L) 7 (5) (s) (7) (&) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13)
e G he Go B, G. by Ge L. G. sy G Ay Go Ao G Ao Go AL G

M th : . ‘ ‘ : _ .

281.‘81 = _ 1 30-18 - 22-18 8-00 22-18 - 1l 30-18 1-00' 21-18 8-00 22-18
15.03-20.00 1  18-133 3-00  15-13% - 18-13% 1 18-13%  3-00  15-13% - 18-13%
10.01-15.00 &4 70-37 3~37  45-3 | 21-37 49-00 4 70-37 3-37 45- 3 21-37 49400

7+51~10.00 9 105-37 8-30 . 69-31 27-16 78-21 9 105-37 11-30 66~-31 27-16  78-2L

5i01-=7.50 19 157-1 11- 5 113-9  32-27 12414 19 157- 1. 12-39 111-15  32-27 124-lh

2,51- 5.00 18 101- 6% 5-38  61-26  33-22} 67-z4 18 101~ 64 5238  61-26 33-22& 67-'24 '

1,01- 2,50 8 24~ 7 0-39  14-17 8-31  15-16 8 - 7 0-39 1417 g‘..;l 15-16.
Upta 1.00 3. 121 - 1-21 - -2k - 3 1-21  0-25 ”0-36 cay 1
Totel 63 509-21  33-29  343-18% 132-13% 377- 73 63  509-21  40- & 336-39% 132-13% 377 73

(continued)

To1



" "Tgble 29 ¢ (continued)

Size of No.of
opersted hold-
holdin ings

(acres

(1) (2)

7.51 an& 5
more

5.01 = 7.50 6
2.51 - 5.00 36
1.01 - 2.50 40
Upto 1,00 17
Nl 3
Total 107

197172 No.of
T T S —— hold-
Culti~ Of Col, Of Col., Of Col. Opersted ings
vated 3 irri- 3 dry 3 perm~ area
area guted  areai. anent - (Colse
. . &rea fallow L+5)
(3) (4) (5) ~(8) - (7) (8)
A. G- éhe G_o A.G- ba G. 1‘.. G.
51- 5% 3-22  40-133  7-10  43-35% 5
39- 5% 3-39  32-263 220  36-25% 6
149-39% 12- 2 117-36  20- 13 129-38 37
87-21  4-25  68-16' 14=20  73- 1 39
. 15-31 0-18 11-32 3-21. 12-10 16
- - - - - L4
343-22%  24-26 271- 4 47-323 295-30 107

Mergingl Fermers

- 1972-73
Culti- Of Col. Of Col. Of Col,
veted 9 irri- 9 dry 9 perm-
area geted area anent
" areéa fallow
(9) (10) (11) (12)
A-' G: A" G’l . Gl An G‘o
51- 53  3-22  40-133 7-10
39- 5% 4-39  31-263 220
154- 2%  1h-34 . 118-32 20-163
85-28 7-36  63- 5  1L-27
15- 2 0-32  10-29  3-21
345- 33 32- 3 264-26 .48-143

Opersted
area .
(Cols,
10+11)
{13)
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marginal farmers even if the individual landhoiderﬁqualrfies
on the basis of prescribed land holding for identification
but the totel land held by the family does not qualify.

. {ii) Land held outside the village by a given farmer
should be taken into consideration for ddciding the eligibility
of the fermer and if such asrea (within the wvillage plus
outside the village) excecds the prescribed limit that farmer
should be excluded from participating in the programme.

(iii) As a converse to (i) above, if members of a given
family were -steying separately and cultivating lands indivi-
dually, they should be identified as small or marginal farmers
if their individusl area held falls within the prescribed limits
even if, as per land records, land held by such individuals
appears in the name of a single member,

The 'master lists' of small snd marginal farmers in this
Project were based on the individual owned holding as per the
revenue record. ‘If this record was to be wholly relied upon,
lands held in certain cases of beneficiaries,would be much
larger. Landholders below 2.5 acres of 'perennially irrigated!
land or 10 acres of 'Warkas! land would not be expected to be
enrolled as small farmers but. such cases do exist specifically
because the land is jointly owned by two or three brothers etc.
and only a single memberfs name appears on the record. In fact
the beneficiary is entitled to his proportionate share, and in
some cases at least this could have been verified from the
Village Primary Co-operative Credit Societyy; and actually owns
and cultivates that much area only. Invariably the individusl
lsndholder has been assumed to constitute a small or a marginal
farmer's family which need not and is not necessarily the case.
In some cases in the sample it was found that the small or the
merginal farmer happened to be one of the landholders in the
family and the family holding was much largér when compared
‘with the screage stipulated for a small or a merginal farmer.
As a metter of fact.the family cultivates all the lands of the
individusl landholders as a single family enterprise and the
records seem " to be in view of the Maharashtra. Agricultural
Lands (Ceilings on.Holdings) Act, 1962, The cropping for such
individual landholder is really a part of the crop plan for
the family lands and not independent of the femily land.

Since our interest in the small or the muarginal farmer is in
terms of an 'economic! entity rather than a 'legal'! entity
it was deemed fit to consider the total family holding rather
than the individual beneficiary's holding. In fact the whole
femily benefits &s a result of the individual's inclusion in
the programme rather then -the individual alone.,

Asset Holding, Cropping Pattern snd Income

Table 30 gives the asset holding of beneficiary culti-
vators, small and marginal, according to size of operated
holding. Total assets in sgriculture were by far the most
important, The average asset holding of the smsll farmers was
more than twice the asset holding of marginal farmers. Even ~
if the last five groups,i.e. 7.5 acres—10.0 acres to upto 1.0
acre, are compared with those of the marginel farmers we find
that the average asset holding of the marginal fermers was only
a little more than half of the average asset holding of the
small farniers in these size groups that are common to both
small end merginal farmers. These differences arise not only
on account of category of land held but also- on account of other
assets held such as machinery and implements, livestock etc,
Inveriably the small fermer's aversge asset holding was larger:
in all these respects than that of the marginal fermers.



Tgble 30 : Asset Holding eccording to Size of Opersted Holding

'Small FarmerE‘ . ‘
, (Velue in Rs.)

,Size of No.of Vslue Mechi- Live- - Cattls Total Shares Invest- Other, Totel  Aversge Certsin asssets as on

joperated hold= of nery stock  shed assets eand ment in houses, Assets ass ts 30th June 1973
holdin ings lend and and in -  depo- non~sgri, et¢c. @ pPEr = ececceccccciaccace-ee
(acres§' owned imple- Poultry sgri- sits occupa~- holding Machi= Live- Sheres
C ments culture tion nery, stock, and
‘ -imple= poultry dapo-
) ments sits
- - m e w e o o= - ‘41——--’--------—----9 ------- R R B S - e W W W e m e = - - e
ﬂggrglthan 1 L8050 545 6410 1500 54505 L975 - 800 60280 60280 545 6865 4,800

%3:8% - 1 29760 3545 4150 - 37435 ';055 15000 000 62490 , 62490 3005 4050 1055 "
%g.gé - b 102510 5832 'li245 6000 125587 w0 - 6300 136857 34214 5860 L35 5660 ¥
‘~13 5l - 9. 163025 21782 26242 9500 0549 9875 325 26000 256749 28528 13525 23580 8515
3:?3 - 19 251825 26922 43110 23100 344957 22660 - . 54900 422517 22238 26972 41840 23055
§:g<1) - 18 166852 5877 37024 19050 228803 19295 L50 L0100 288648 16036 . 5534 36385 19620

L. 8 39995 890 9855 9000 59740 2790 - 8300 70830 8854 890 8985 2805
Upte 1.00 3 20366 110 4525 1500 26501 170 - 2800 29471 98z, 110 3805 170
Total 63 820363 65503 142561 69650 1098077 65790 15775 18200 1327842 21077 56441 140255 65680

(contlnued)



Teble 30 : icontinued)

3iza of No.of - Value
operated hold- . of
holding ings‘' 1land
(acres? owned
More then 5 58290
5,01 = 6 60165
<7.50 : ,
Za51 - 37 241612
5.00 ;
1.01 - 39 138797
2450
Upto 1.00 16 24705
Nil 4 8360
Totsl 107 531929

Machi=-
nery
and
imple-
ments

Live=~
stock

and
Poultry

11415
59096
52524

19829
3271

Cattle
shed

Marginal Fermers

{Velue in Rs.)

Total Avarage

Total

Shares Invest-

assets end

in
agri-
culture

354748

230205

56061
14639

. depo=-
‘sits

Cther,
ment in houses
non-&gri. etc.

occupa=~
tion
- 30600
- 13100
300 70300
5900 47100
- 17600
- 4500
6200 183200

Agsets assets
per
house-
hold

108683 21737

106154 17692

443608 11989

294755 7558

76946 L8O9
19564 - 4891
1049710

Certein gssets es on
30th June 1973

Machi- Live- Shares
ner stock, end
imp{e— poultry deposits
ments
2538 10805 5230
13244 11525 3455
19792 53960 18590 g
588L 46490 11840
827 17615 3390
8 1980 L25
42293 142375 L2930
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Of the other assets, excluding those in sgriculture,
residentisl houses comprised the major share of the asset
holding. Under shares and deposits it was meinly the ghsdre-
holding in the primary co-operastive credit socicties and in s
few ceses the shareholding in Co-operative Sugar Factory at
Mareli in Paten taluka.

Changes in asset holding ere given in respect of
machinery and implements, shsres and deposits snd livestock
and poultry. These were the assets held as on 30th June 1973.
The sverage holding of these assets, both in respect of small
and merginal farmers, has come down but only marginally. .There
was almost no addition to machinery snd implements during the year
of survey. The livestock held by both the sets of farmers had
only slighitly increased and the net lower asset value was
largely a result of lower valuation of older livestock held.

Table 31 gives the cropping pattern of small and
marginsl farmers according to size of operated holding-for the
two years 1971-72 and 1972-73. The important crops were Rice,
Jower end Groundnut. Variation in acreage under various crops
is a normal feature and nothing more need be said about it.
The gross cropped area was slightly less in the year 1972-73
than in 1971-72 &as was the double cropped area. This is
observable both' in respect of small snd marginal farmers. Only
feature worth mentioning is the increase in area under sugar-
cane which has been sttracting cultivetors lately. The '
sample farmers, by and large, do not report use of any other
variety of seeds for Jowar, Rice etc. than the local ones or
the ones that had been in vogue for quite sometime. As the
cropping pattern for the two yesrs reports there was no instance
of HYV paddy snd only three or four instences of HYV Jowar
accounting for an insignificant proportion of the totel serea
under Jowar. The HYV seed has not made any dent in the
cropping pattern for whetever reasons.

Tables 32 and 33 give total income by various sources of
income for small and marginal farmers and for the two years
1971-72 and 1972-73 respectively. The average per femily income
wes much larger in respect of small farmers than merginal
farmers for both the years. Average income per femily has
almost remained at the same level for the two yesrs in respect
of both the sets of farmers. The rise in total income in 1972-73
over 1971-72 was essentially the result of rise in income from
agriculture over the previous year. However, this rise in
income from agriculture was essentially the result of rise in
harvest prices of vesrious agricultural produce and not the
result of rise in production. The rise in gross production
was reported only in respect of sugarcane and Gur menufectured
on the farm., Gross production and its value at harvest prices
for the two years 1971-72 and 1972-73 is given below.

_'Small Farmers

1971-72 1972-73
aross Velue Gross Value .
production (Rs.) Production (Rs.)
in Qntls. ' in Qntls.
1. Cereals end Millets 1005.65 76,379  590.42 75,633
2. Minor Millets - 1,610 - 1,252
3. Pulses -t 3,669 . - 1,886
L. Oilseeds 554,85 75,039 329,55 58,846
5. Sugarcane .875.00 ) 24,276 1980.50 } 86,474
Gur 52.00 ) 9.366 154.90 7.236
6. Other C - 2
71 Fodaer T - 170337 - 59,013

TOTAL _ - 2,07,676 - 2,90,340



Teble 31 : Cropring Puttern accoraing to Size of Opersted Holding

Smell Fermars
—_— {Ares in acres)

Size bf - Operated Current Rice Kharif- - Rabi HYV Wheat Minor Urid Other
opersted Yesr aresa fallow ) Jower Jowar Jower millets pulses
holdin IR . - o

(acres A. G, A, Go' A. G. Ao Ge - Av Ge . A, G, A Go A, Go_ A. G, Ao Gn
More then  1971-72 22418 - 4~60 4,-00 6-18 - - 200 - -
20.01 1972-73 22-18 5-18 5-00 ,~00 1-00 - 1+3 1-00 - -
15,01 =  1971-72 18-133% - 2-00 6-13%  2-00-., = © 1-20 - 2.00 =
26.00 1972-73  18-13%1 228  1-00 8-00 - C. - - - -
10401 ~ - 1971-72 £9-00 - 10-11  20-%3 5-00" 0-10 1-12 1-00 1-00 0-
15.00 1972-73 -+ 49-00 - 7-17  12-30 - - 1-9 - 1-00 1-00 o-%g

Te51 = . 1971-72 . 78-21

- 24=35 1720 8-00 0-10. 3-20 2.00 1.26 -
10«00 1972-73 78-21 - 6-00 17-26  16-35 1-00 1-00 515 - 1-80 2-36
5.0L = 1971-72  124-14  1-20 - 30-39 23= 3 20-14 0-30 - 2222 2 -
7.50° ©1972=73  12h-lhk . 0=21 29751 28-22 5~-10 3-30 g—lg 3-00 3-%8 8-52
2,51 - 1971-72 67-24 - 19-29  10-30  12- 4 - 1-18 . 3= 3.2 -
5,00 - . 1972-73 67=24 1-15 19-32 11-28 320 - 4-20 g-ig ‘i-lg 8-%2
1.01 - 1971-72  15-16 - 6-21 ' . 217 2 2 - 1-00° | - - -
2.50 . 1972-73 15-16 - T 5a21, 227 1-15 - 1-16 ~  0-34 0-20 -
Upto 1671-72 1=-21 - 1-00 - - - - - - -
1,00 1972-73 1-21 - 0-15" "~ = - - - 0.21 - -

{continued)
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Other

Groundnut Sugercesne Vcgzteblas Crops

Low G

Size of
opersted: : Yeer
holdin? Ce
{acres
- More than 1971-72
20,01 1972473
15,001 - 20.00 1971-72
1972-73
10.01 = 15,00 1971-72
o 1972-73
" 7451 - 10,00 1971-72
1972-73
5,01 = 7.50 1971-72
) 1972-73
2,51 - 5.00 197172
: 1972-73
101 = 2,50 1971-72
) 1972-73
Upta 1.00 1971-72.
- 197273
" Totel 197172
1972-73

13-00 °

22~ 3
2200

- 25-00

53-13

L4-21 |

2418
23-19

6- 8
. o=34

130-39
132-37

Fruit Gross - Double
end cropped cropped
orchurds
. IA. G. 1‘;. G’. J’;. G.'
- 22-18 -
- 20-23 3<23
- 21-13 % 3-00
- 15=25% -
- 56=-21 7=21
- 52~ 4 3- 4
0-10 87- 1 8-20
0-10 81-12 8-31
0-23 145-36 23~ 2
0-23 147-11 23-18
- 79-19 11-35
- 75=27 9-18
- 19- 2- 3-26
- 19-22 4= 6
- 1-21 -

—----——----—_—.--—---——----—-----------—_--

0-33 433-1131 57-24
0-33 413-25 52-20

--.-—---__-__--_——--——---——-—-—'—.----—_-—--_-_-.._---—

(continued)
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Tuble 31 :

size of ~ Osératad Current
fullow

siza of
opzreted
holdin

{continuad)

area

Marginel Fermers

-Rabi

Jowar

Whest

(4rea in scres)

Other
pulscs

- im em M o M G M m T m e W e W @ @ M M T o T W W e m T om e W E e B A S W m e M G @ s Em % e e W oy B e m e

More then
7.51

5 .01 - 70'50

2 [ 51' - 5 u'OO'

1.01- - 2,50

Upto - l .00

1971-72
1972-73

1971~72
1972-73

1971-72
1972~73

197172
1972-73

197172

1972~73

129-38 -

133-26

73-1
71-1

.12<10
11-21

.--——------------—----—---—------------——----‘—-‘-------—--

1971-72

1972-73

2-00 2=20 0-36
3-00 0=20 1-10
- 3- 3 0-22
- 5+25 -

2-36 . 4-20 0-27
2= 5 F2=35 0-15
l1- 8 1-18 0-13
2=23 1l-12 0-26
- 1=14 -

- 0-22 -

6= 4 12-35 2-18
7-28  .10-3% 2-11

\
{continued)
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Teble 31 : (continued)

Size of ' Other Fruit Gross Double
operated Yeur Groundnut Sugarcene Vegztables crops and cropped cropped
holdin orchards
(acr’-es . ive G P G’. Ay G. die Ga. . Le Ge lie Ge {'nc Ge
More then = -~ '1971=72  12-29 . . . 1-20 - - by 1i 1-16
751 1972«73 10-20 - 21.7 0-35 T - . - . h5-32 »L737
5.01 - 7.50 1971-72 13- & -0-35 . 0-34 0-20 - 42-323 6~ 7
- 1972-73 11-15 3-00 0-10 - - . 3927 413
2,51 = 5.00 1971-72 48~ 7 1-23 1-37 0-25 1~ 7 145-10. 16-39
1972-73 42-21 10-33 2~ 7 .- 1- 7 142-28 11- 4
1.01 = 2,50 1971-72  20-14 - - 0=25 . 0=31 0~20 82« 4 9~ 6
1972473, 24-39 5-20 ‘1.1 0-20- 0-20 81-21 10-20
Upto 1,00 197172 5220 - - - 0-10 13-32 1-22
1972.73 2-20 0-38 0-8 - - 0-10 1324 2- 3
Total 197172 99-34 2-18 k=36 1-36 137 32800  35-10

1972-73 © 91«35 22-18 - 4=21 0-20 - 1=37 323-13 29-37

ott



Table 32 : Total Income by Sources of Income (1971-72)

Smzll Fermers
(Income in Rs.)

Size of No.of agri- Animal Sauleried Non-Agri. Agri. ond  4gri. Remi - Total Aversge
opzrautz hold- culture Husbandry Services Occupa~ Non-Agri. Kent ttances Income. income
holdin ings tion Labour etc, par
(acres . _ o » household
More then "1 7059 575 3000 ¢ - g = - 10634 10634
20.01 . _
15.01 ~ 20.00 1 6836 385 - 600 - - - 7821 7821
10.01 - 15.00 4 10646 2229 - 1500 - - 300 14675 3669
7.51+= 10,00 9 28537 5079 1740 500 - - 3300 = 39156 4351
5.01.= 7.50 19 45598 10649 6672 - 600 - 1240 64759 314,08
2,51 - 5,00 18 18723 6551 15216 500 600 1023 2300 44913 2495
1.0l - 2,50 & 4315 3076 3480 1200 1300 - 1300 14671 1834
Upto 1.00 3 476 1252 - 500 1500 - - 3728 1243

{continued)
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Tuble 33 : Totel Income by Sources of Income (1$72-73)

No.of Agri-.

3ize of

Animel .
culture Husbendry 3ervices

Occupa-
tion

Small Fermers

Non-Agri.
Labour

Remi-
ttances

{Income in Rs.)

 Totel
Income

_Averege
Income
Per

. Housshold

e el e a e e e afeeeeamesmme st ece .-

opersted hold~
fihy e
ggfglthan 1
15.01 - 20.00 1
10.01 - 15.00 &
7451 - 10,00 9
5,01 = 7.50 19
2,51 = 5,00
1,01 - 2.50 8
Upfovl.ob 3
Totel 63

Y

14643
6031
19695
47060
56493
47324
12741

3567

- E e e W S m ™ W ™ m W W e ™ o W W o M e ® m owm 8 om ™ S oo & W e W o o w oW o owm -

(continued)
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Teble 33 ¢ (continued)

Marginal Farmers

3ize of No.of Agrl- Animul

operated hold- culture Husbandry Services COccupa=
holdin . ings tion
(acres), - '

More then

7.51 5 1L892 =396 3600 1600
5. 01 - 7450 6 8362 -484 - -
2. 51 - 5, 00' 37 50071 w26l 21468 4940

1,01 ~ 2,50 39 . 34247 459 2280 8640
Upto 1.00 16 8348 1446 1860 3397
Nil L - 131 - 250 1600
Total 107 115920 892 29458 20177

(Income in Rs.)

aaleried Non-agri. Agri. snd Agrl;" Remi~ Total Average

Non-Agri. Kent .ttances Income Income

Lehour etc. Per
Household

1335 - 500 21431 4286
399 - 3300 18577 1929
2882 - 8L60 87557 = 2366
11895 306 54,00 63227 1621
5015 - 6500 26566 1660
274 755 600 3610 902

11T
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Marginal Farmers

1971-72 : 1972-73

Gross Value Gross Value
Production (Rs.) Production (Rs.)
in &ntls. , in Qntlse.
1. Cereals =nd Millects 704.66 57,033 407.71 55,183
2., Minor Millets - 833 - - 700
3. Pulses. - 4,320 .- . 1,939
b, Oilseeds 284.19 54,600 245.90 143,301
5. Sugarcene ) 1 130.00 ) 5,993 990.00 ) 59,581
Gur v ) 17.00 ) 112.65 ) -
6. Other Crops : - 7,751 - 5,850
7. Fodder - - . 15,575 - 60,655
TOTAL - 1,46,105 - 2,27,209

The rise in production of sugarcsne and its processed
product Gur was the result of increase in area undeéer sugarcane
which had been lately attrscting the farmers. There was a
fantestic rise in value of fodder and this was the result of
poor rains during the year 1972-73 both in respect of its:
distribution and total precipitetion. A4s a result of this
production of &ll the crops suffered and was slightly more than
50 per cent of the previous year 1971-72.

The rise in prices of fodder was felt on the income
from milch animels. Table 34 gives the production of Milk and
bggs and sales of the same. While there is.a small rise or
fgll in milk production the s@les have more or less remained
at the previous level i.e. the year 1971-72 and so azlso the
consumption by the fermer's femily, Milk sales to co-operative
milk society have gone down only in cese of small farmers. The
fodder prices pushed up- the muintenance cost of milch animals
and at the same time the price per litre of milk sold to socisty
remained the same as in 1971-72. This was a major factor,
besides other fuctors such as animsls in milch during 1972-73,
their yleld end the total period for which these were in milch,
etc., that adversely affected the income from milch animals.

Income from wage labour was an importent source of
income in respect of marginsl fermers only. The rise in
income from wages wes to an extent the result of rise in wage
rate per day and algo the larger number of wage earners in
1972-73. Remittences received had remained slmost at the ssme
i8;§17gith only e marginal increase in 1972-73 over that in

Borrowings during 1972-73 and Outstending Loan on 30th June 1973

Table 35 gives Outstanding as an lst July 1972 and
Borrowings, Repayment during the year 1972-73 and Outstandings
as on 30th June 1973. Short term outstandings on lst July 1972
represented borrowings for the crops .to be grown during the
crop year 1972-73. Repayment of the previous year's dues
starts sometime in January-Fehruary and the fresh advances ware
sanctioned and lifted within a very short period, at times
within a matter of eight-ten days of repayment, for the next
year. 4s a result of this the repayment during 1972-73
represents repayment of outstandings on lst July 1972 and the
borrowings during 1972-73, therafore, are largely fresh
advances for the year 1973-74. Similearly, outstandings on
30th June 1973 represent mainly borrowings for the crop year
1973-74 and only a small emount by wey of ‘outstendings from



Teble 34

operetad
holdin
(scres

20,01
end more

15.01-20,00 _
10.01-15.00 .4
7451=10.00 9
5.01= 7.50 19
2.51- 5,00 18
1.01a-2.56'_ 8
Upto 1,00 3

Milk ond bgg Production snd Ssles of Milk and Zggs

SmelT Farmers

Milk
yield
May
1972
to

April

1973

Litres Litres
6 7

Litres
8

"Total Of Col.
8 to
coop.

Litres

---------_------—-—--—---—----,-—_---—-—-—-----

Repayment of loen
end of April 1972

d w w wm - wo-

Milch Buffs- Milk Of Col.k seles
Animsls loes yicld mimcccniccmnaaa
------------ pur= Ma Total Of Col.
Buffe- Cows chssed 1971 . 5 to
loes agoinst to coop.
M. T. ~ April
loan 1972
Litres Litres
1 2 3 5
2 L - 850 175 -
2 - - 360 - -
7 A 2775 1000 569
I8 3 9 5420 2605 1947
31 7 12 10490 4820 3531
30 8 14 7330 4520 3709
10 1 3171 1891 1696
5 - 3 1740 950 795
105 26 47 32136 161/1 12247

Cash MilK

and sslds
Subsidy

Hs. Rs,
10 11
263 392
1755 1707
1282 2013
1857 2793
1229 1318
324 379
6710 2602

Inte-
rest
peid
»Total end
of
157"
ks, g,
12 13
i -
655 66 o
3462 208
3295 503
L650 633
2547 249
703 109
15312 1768

(continuad)



Tubls 34.: (continuad)

Sige of Repsyment of loen Interest Balance Poultry
operatad May 1972 ~ April 1973 peid out- = mmmae e —————— et e m——a——————
holdin - = : Mey 1972 stending No.of Lgg yield Of Col.20 Egg 'yield Of Col.22
(acres Cash &nd Milt Totel to 4pril 1st May poultry Msy 1971 Sales May 1972 Ssles
’ Subaidy sales 1973 1973 to April to April
Rs. Rs. Rs. Rs. Rs. 1972 1973
. 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23

20.01 end

mors - - - - - 2 125 - 110 -
"15.01 - 20.00 - - - - - 10 400 - 355 -
10.01 - 15.00 708 893 1601 70 813 18 1125 L - 775 -

7.51 - 10.00 1313 2059 3372 226 2537 23 1085 - 982 -

5,01 = 7.50 2827 2316 5146 454 4370 . 86 4700 1000 3265 300

2,51 - 5.00 2329 2041 4370 525 6043 51 2775 800 1955 275

1.01 - 2.50 1169 851 2020 202 1882 21 - 1050 300 890 180
Upto 1.00 746 1008 1754 68 720 L 250 100 190 135

e e e S —'—n—y—————--—'——'—--—-—-—-—P-“dﬁ"r‘w\-——-— ———————— -~
Totel - 2092 9171 18263 1545 16365 215 11510 - 2200 8522 890

------------------- LM e En m m R o w e S m gm me Em e o e S e MM e B e ke e e e s wm ew e e m

* {continued)
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Tuble 34 : (continued)

Margingl Farmers

Size of No.of ¥Milch Buffa- Milk Of Col.k sales Milk Of Col.7 sales Repsymant of losn end  Inte-
operated hold- Animals loes yield cececaccmcaaaa yield ~emacccccmacena of April 1972 rest
holdin ings eececcace=s pur=-  May Totel Of Col., May Totel Of Col, -~ — psid
{acres Buffa- Covs chased 1971 5 to 1972 8 to Cesh . Milk Totel end of
" loes against to. co-ops to co-op. eand sales April
M, T. April April Subsidy : 1972
loan 1972 - 1973
Litres Litres Litres Litres Litres Litres: Rs. Rs.: Rs. Rs,
1l 2 3 A 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
7.5 ) _ o
end more .5 5 4 2 2370 1110 843 2130 645 367 568 126 994 30
5.0}=7.50 6 7 3 4 1920 570 180 1660 599 416 240 126 366 86

81T

2,51-5.00 37 46 16 23 13365 6377 5153 14458 6825 L146 4360 2670 7030 517
1.01-2,50 39 48 11 30 13675 6841 5677 15391 8259 6662 7808 3488 11296 §h6

Upto 1.00 _ 16 23 3 17 6801 3801 2879 7378 4309 3532 3499 1588 5087 280
Ni) 4 4 - L 1530 820 682 840 442 318 1321 362 1683 56
Total 107 133 37 80 39661 19559 1541k 41857 21079 15441 17796 8660 26456 1615
..................... LT U (OO

{continued)



Table 34 : (continued)

Size of Repsymznt of Losn - Interest Balance E . Poultry
opereted May 1972 - April 1973 peid oub= = emseeseee -_._---'- --------------------------------
holdin _ : e . Hay 1972 stending .No. of g yisld Of Col,.20 Igg yleld Of Col.22
(acres Cosh snd  Milk Total to 1st poultry May 1971 Sales May 1972 Sales
Subaidy Sales April Msy 1973 to April to April
C 1973 _ 1972 , 1973

K. Rs,. ‘Rs. Rs. - Rs. R

15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23
7.51 ‘end more 280 469 ThY 3 257 31 1520 200 1025 150
5.01 = 7.50 1370 377 1747 112 2022 26 1125 L. 900 -
2,51 = 5.00 4945 4609 9554 505 7055 113 5570 750 4160 05
1.01 - 2,50 352, S5M55 8979 1026 10322 123 5080 1600 42400 - 1140
Upto 1,00 3589 3629 7218 477 4930 32 1650 550 1725 415
Nil 65 28 929 141 1387 5 285 - - 265 - 50

611



Teble 35 : Borrowings, Repoyment snd Outstanding Loens (Short, Medium snd Long Term) for thz Yser 1972-73

3mell Fermsrs

021

Size of No.of v Short term - Crop Loan Ifedium t»rm Loan = Milch iinimsls
opersted holde = ~=ccmmes e e c e s e e e e . L - ——
holdin ings -Out- iiepayment - - Borrow- Out- ' Of Col. Out- nepayment -Borrow- Out- Of Col,
(acres stand=- 1972-73 ings stend= 5 amqQunt stand=- 1972-73 -ings stend- 11 emount
ing  ememccnea- ~== -during -ing overdue ing ———ec s mee—— ‘during ing overdue
1st Prin- Inte- l97¢-73 30th 1st Prin- Inte- = 1972-73 30th -
July cipal rest © 0 Jurie - July cipal rest
1972 , 1973 , 1972 1973
1 2 3 L 5 - 7 8 9 10 1 12
20.01 1 7650 5339 45h 4050  4LO50 = - - - - - -
and more . ¥ 2311 .

15,01 - 20,00. 1 - - - - - - - - - - - -
10.01 - 15.00 4 7803 7803 - 633  SL08  9.08 - 1234 1543 49 1000 ng -
7.51 - 10,00 9 17038 15979 1686 - 19993 *lgggg - 4,582 2085 92 - 2546 -
5.01 - 7,50 19 24641 23608 1919 26650 #2§ggg - 7958 3891 103 - L4437 -
2.51 - 5.00 18 16394 15818 1178 19180 R I 9041 3421 - 61 - 5582 -

1.00 -2.50 8 5208 5208 . 424 . 5158 5158 - 3121 1462 - - 1935 -
Upto 1,00 3 1350 - - - 358 1708 - 2041 1305 - - 736 -
Total 63 80084 73755 6204 84797 Jfur - 27977 13707 305 1000 1595, -

(continued)



Tuble 35 : (continued)

3ize of Medium term -

opersted Coop.Shsres

holding =eecee=a
(acres) Out-
stend-
ing
1st
Jul
197
13

20.01 3000
and more

15-01 - 563
20.00

10,01 - 1500
15.00

7051 - 3750
10,00
- 5,01 - 9000
7.50
2051—F 8375
5.00
1.0l - 750
2,50

Long term Loen - SFDA

= Non-3FDA insti-
-------- s=meeee tutionsl Remark
Out- Out- Borrow-
stend- stend- 1ings
ing ng
1st 30th
July June
1972 1973
22 23 24 25
- - -~  #B5,2311 oustending from
previou= year not yet du
2075 2075 - Of Col.23 overdue
‘ Prin|813; Into 97r
2022 1822 3000 *#R:.1059 outstending from
, previous year not yet du
Of .Col.23 Overdue
_ Prin. 374, Int. 82,
320 320 6500 *Bs,1033 outstanding from
_ previous yecer not due,
) Of Col.23 overdue Prin.3
400: 400 5000 *Rss576 outstending from
previous year not dus.
- - 4500 . '
- - 9500 - .
4827  L617 28500

..... Out- Repayment Borrow- Out- Amount
Out- stand-  1972-73 ings stand= overdue
stend= ing  eeceea- weme=  during ing  cescecesccan--
ing 1st Prin- Inte- 1972-73 30th Prin- Inte-
30th July cipal rest - June cipal rest
Jgne 1972 1973
1973
TiL 15 16 17 18 19 20 21
3000 3902 99 135 - 3803 174 216
189 3500 = 320 3500 7000 - -
1500 6280 - - = 6280 219 504
3750 9737 287 338 - 9450 395 523
9000 34861 695 1570 = 34166 882 1438
8375 13334  AL8 - 354 750 13636 165 740
750 - 58, 27 38 375 932 1& .21,
26564 72198 1556 2755 4625 75267 1883 3442

= e e m e S oa m e m ™ o s S o e m e M o e e W m e o e e e e am me

(continued)



Teble 35 : (continued)

ﬁarglnalfFarmers Ty

(continued)

22T

________ . 'Q'.’-_-----*----.%'-----..-...'...-__---..--.,_..-___-_-----..---_-_.._
Size of No.of ’ Short tern - Crop Loen Medium term Losn - Milch snimals
.operatad hold~ --- em———— —————— — e ca——— -
holdin ings Out- Repayment Borrow= Out- Of Col. Out- Repayment Borrow~ OQut- Of Col,
(acres stend- 1972-73 . ings = stends.5 emount stand- 1972-73 ings stend- 11
, ing = cecmmecaaa- during ing overdue ing  —cecacmcmaa.a “during ing -  amount
ist Prin-  Inte- l97¢-73 30th 1st, Prin-  Inte- -1972-73 30th overdue
© July cipal rest : ‘Juhe July cipal  rest ‘ e June
1972 . 1973 1972 _ 1973
1 2 3 h‘ 5 6 7 8 9 -10 11 12
More then 5 5164 3165 533 2500 2500 - 517 261 - 1. - 256 -
7.51 oo¥ 1999
5.01 -~ 7.50 6 3383 3383 366 4328 4328 - 2350 1340 L0 1000 2050
2,51 - 5.00 37 16959 15928 1749 18144 liégﬁ - 12163 5412 316 - 7018 -
»
1.01 - 2,50 39 16674 13915 1180 15685 *lgggg 1839 13774 5935 614 2000 10139 -
“Ypto 1.00 16 2895 2445 . 202 3182 . 3}}% - 8399 4771 311 - 1000 4681 -
M1 4 650 L50 26 75 75 - 1908 522 135 - 1386 -
- * 200 )
Total 107 L5725 39286 3556 h3914 43914 1839 39111 18541 1417 LO00 25530 -



-ublz 35 : (continued)

3ize of Iledium term - Long term Loan = MFAL )
2d CoOps Sheres =~ -=moce~accmcemcano cm—- —- --
ggiaignd -Sgg----iffi- “Out= -‘Repeyment  Borrow- Out- Amount
(scres Out- Out- stend- 1972«73 ingg §band- overdue -
stend- stend-  ing m=memee=ce=s  during ing me—Eeeecen- -
ing ing 1st Prin- Inte- 1972-73 lst - Aprin- Inpe-
1st 30th July cipsl rest July ‘cipal rest
July June 1972 1973 .
1972 1973
13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21
siore thsn : .
751 3000 3000_ 10500 - 205 10500 21000 - 829
5.01=7.50 1500 1500 14577 - 210 3000 17577 765 : 1089
.51-5,00 9000 9000 35082 655 898 500 34927 781 2019
1.51-2.50 2750 2250 21686 102 141 1300 22884 785 1270
Upto 1.00°:1500 1500 - = - - - - -
Ni} - - - - - - - - -
Totel 17250 81845 757 1454 15300 96388 2331 5207,

' Long term Losn Non-

» = Non-MFAL institu-
................. tionsgl Remarks
Out- Out-  Borrow=
stand- stend- dings
ing ing
1st 30th
July June
1972 1973
22 23 2L 25
-*Rs.1999 outstending from .
- - = previous 'yesr not due.
- - 600 - d
2008 2008 15300 *Rs,1031 outstending . from
previous yeer not due.
500 500 12000 *Of Rs.2759 outstanding
i from prev1ous yeer
, » Rg.920 not due.
673 673 2850 *Rs.450 outstmmding from
previous year not due.
340 340 7000 #*Bs,200 outstanding from
previous year not due.
1902 1902 37750

.
- o w ® e e me
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the previous period. No overdues were reported except in two
cases of marginel fermers and this amount was overdue for last
snr year. There was only a small rise in short term borrowing
for the crop yeer 1973-74 over that in 1972-73 end this is
observable in respect of both small end meprginal farmers.
Majority of the smsll end marginsl farmers were members of tha
Primary Co-operative Credit Society and hsd lifted funds for
crops. The average borrowing per household was low st Rs. 410
for marginal fgrmers as compasred to Rs. 1346 for small farmers.
Nearly 85 per cent of the loan lifted represented the cash
portion of the total loan sanctioned, lifting of fertilizers,
pesticides etc. being quite mesgre. '

Medium term loesns ére for two different purposes, namely,
purchase of milch enimels and for purchase of Suger Factory
Shares. Of these two medium term loans only losns for milch
animals formed the pert of the SFDA-MFAL progremme. Loans for
Sugar Factory Shares are advanced, as per Reserve Bank schems,
to cultivators to become the members of the sugar factory in
the co-opegrative sector. The would-be member besrs the one-
fourths cost of purchase of such a share snd the balance three-
fourths is advanced by the D.C.C. Bank as a medium term loan to

.~ the cultivator. The repayment period for -such advances is five
years the repayment being effected in five equal annual instel-~
ments plus interest due for the period. Barring e single small
farmer no repayment of this loan, though due, has been reported
resulting into Outstanding on lst July 1972 and 30th June 1973
being almost equal in respect of both smell and merginal
farmers. These edvences seem to have been rescheduled, except
for interest due, and the recovery of principal is to start
after the first crushing of cane at the Co-operative Sugar.
Factory, Marali: (teluka Paten). The Agency has e proposal to
advance one-fourth wvalue of such Sugar Factory Sheres ss
interest-free loans to small and marginal farmers and the
sdvancés as reported in Teble 35. are not the result of such a
proposal but are previous to it. The details of the Agency's.
proposal have been discussed in Chapter III. i :

Supply of milch animals was an importsnt item of both the
programmes end since inception 47 small and 78 merginsl farmers:
had- taken the advantage.of the medium term loan facility for »
purpose of milch snimals. Only in two cases of merginael farmers
second milch animal was purchesed against the loan but only
‘after fifty per cent of the, principal and interest due to date
had been repaid. Under the scheme the beneficiery farmer can
get a maximum of three milch animals, one at a time end not &ll
together, if the beneficiary at the time of applying for loan
for a second enimal has clesred fifty per cent of prinecipal and
interest due to date. All the three milch animals purchased as
per rules are entitled to subsidy at 25 per cent and 33 1/3 per
cent of cost for small and margingl farmers respectively.

The amount outstanding on lst July 1972 is the result of
various periods of repayment as will be seen from the disburse-
ment of loans given below: .

Month "Small ‘Marginal
1. November 1970 4 : 1
2. January 1971 10 b
3. September 1971 1 16
4. November 1971 11 12.
5. December 1971 8 29
6. January 1972 - 9
7. February 1972 12 5
8. November 1972 1 : 2

Total - . L7 - 78
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Of these advances for milch animals 27 advances to
small farmers snd 19 to marginal farmers were by the Commercial
Banks end the rest by D.C.C. Bank, Satara. The outstanding on
1st July 1972 is the result of miik sales to co-operatives by
the beneficiaries end the subsidy paid on cost of milch animels
by the Agency, the subsidy being only in respect of advances
from D.C.C. Bank end not the Commercial Banks. Subsidy to
loanee beneficisries of the Commercial Banks was paid - in 1972-73
and is included in repayment for that year. -

Borrowings {fresh) during the -yesr 1972-73 were in respect
of one small farmer and two marginal farumers., In addition to
this two marginal farmers hed secured loan for second milch...
animal having satisfied tihe conditions laid down by the Agency.

Repayment during the year 1972-73 was less than fifty.
per cent of outstanding on lst July 1972. There scems to be a
possibility thet quite a few loanees might run into-overdues
specially when subsidy has; slready, been accounted towards
repayment- and the balance outstanding end interest. due thereon
has to be repaid through milk seles only. The balance of
repayment period to maturity of-loan veries from barely four
months for advances in November 1970 to thirty months for
advances in November 1972. The details will be discussed under:
*Investment in Dairying' subsequently.

As in case of medium term loans, long term loans have
been given in two separate parts, long term loans under SFDA-
MFAL forming one and the other long term loans previous to.
inception of the programmes, A total .of 20 .small farmer
families had lifted 24 loeng under long term investment in land
for verious purposes. Number of loans being more than the
households has resulted from the criterion adopted for identi-
fication of beneficisries the sole criterion being land held as
per Village Form 8A. In one case the same beneficiary has been
granted two ldoans one for tNew Well'! and the other for 'Repairs
to 0ld Well', In the other case a single family had four
beneficiaries -identified as small farmers and each of them had
lifted loan for 'Land Development'!. In respect of marginal
farmers thirty-six families had been granted advences for
investment in New Wells, Land Developmen: etc. However, one
of these families did not make use of the facility made
available. In this particular case the beneficiery was granted
loan for purchase of en Oil Engine. The beneficisry expected
to gét cash ss a result of the loen being sanctioned and the
necessary loan deed completed. The beneficiary intended to
dispose off his previous oil engine and purchase a second-hand
machine by way of replacement out-of the funds made available
by the bank. As is the normal practice the bank declined to
pey cash end was willing to make the payment for a new oilk
engine on production of a receipt from the authorised dealer.
The beneficisry ultimstely did not purchuse the oil engine and
requested the bank to cancel the loen deed. During the survey
it was brought to notice thet this particular beneficiary
relented his ‘previous decision and applied afresh for the loan.
The loan was sanctioned sgein end the purchase of an o0il engine
hed not materialised by the end of the field-work.

The outstending emount on lst July 1972 is the result
of 24 losns for 20 smell farmer femilieg and 35 loens for 35
marginsl farmer families. The emounts are also the result of
differing periods of: loen issue and repayment of principal
folling due. The outstanding as on 30th June 1973 have
increased as a result of lifting of second instalment of the
loan during the survey period. The investment works proposed
have not been completed and some of the beneficisries have run
into overdues, the itemised overdues being as given belows
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No. of -No Overdues on account of

Item " ' 'benefi- over- R -
: ‘ ciary = dues First Second -
- families instealment ingtelment

Small Farmers

l. New Wells - [ 2 - I
2. Repairs to Old Wells 1l 1l - -
3. Water Supply etc. . 5 2 2 1
4o 0il Engine etc. 1l 1 - -
5. Land Development 8 3 b 1

Total 21 9 6 6

Marginal Farmers

1. New Wells ‘ 3 1 - 2
2. Repairs to Old Wells 2 - - 2
3. Water Supply etc. 8 3 - 5
L. Land Development 22 5 9 8

Total 35 9 9 17

The difference in the number of beneficiary families
under small farmers arises as a result of’.one family. having
lifted loan for two items., Proportionately larger number of
marginal farmers' families have run into overdues as compared
to small faermers' families. .Beneficiwries who heve run into -
overdues after having lifted only the first instalment of the
loan may have to face difficulties in completing the proposed
works as"second instalment of the loan will not be available
until the overdues are cleared or the instalment overdue has
been redchieduled. : »

-‘Loans from non-institutional agencies are few end in
most cases the land -has been the security in possession of the
moneylender, cultivator etc. These lands have been shown as
leased ‘out lsnds but .really represent a clendestine loan
oparation. ’ ' .

Employment for Sample Households

The semple households were 63 and 107 for Smell
Farmers' and Marginal Farmers! schemes respectively. Teble 36
gives the family members, earners and occupationsl distribu-
tion of earners. The totel population of small snd marginal
fermers' households was reported at 509 snd 683 respectively.
Economically active populetion was reported at 223 in respect
of smell farmers' households end 294 in respect of merginal
farmers' households, the sexwise distribution being 2s follows.

' Smell Farmers . Marginal Farmers
Sex - Total ‘Working Total Working
Popula- force Popula~- force
i tion ) tion

Male Adults ‘19 - 123 - 182 141
Female Adults L, 97 - 217 151
"Male Non-adults . - 116 X . 144 1l
_ Female Non-adults - 100 2 - 140 . 1

Total - - 509 223 683 29



Teble 26 Family Members, Earnars and Occupatlonal Distribution of Earn=rs according to Size of Operated Holdlng

"Small Farmers

§1§e'o§ ;p;r;t;d-N;.;£-F;mzl; ﬁe;b;r;*- -N;.;f.E;r;e;s; T Wo;kin; ;n.-oal; Tt T 1'1 3 T 1 : 3 ) -1.;ri:
holding hold= ' == - - —-——- - —,ameae - mcecme
ings - 1 3 Ky
(Acres) ‘ Agri, Sela: Fon- ege
ried egri. Labour
MA MNA FA FNA MA NNA FA FNA .ﬁ-"ﬁ_ ™ F M FM F M F M F N F
sore than 20,01 1 7 8 8 6 5 - 6 = L 6 1L e e e e a - - - - - -
15.01 ~,20.00 1 L 3 3 3 bk e - - e m e e e e a1 a2 - oa
10.01 - 15.00 L 18 12 14 2 13 - 100 - 9 10 1 = = e = . & o 3 = - -
) - A ) ‘ s
7:51 - 10.00 9' 2 8 28 20 22 - 19 1 17 18 2 - 1 = = = 1 - = - 1 1 3§
5.01 = 7.50 19 L1 34 39 22 34 1 25 - 30 22 3 - - - - - - - - s 2 73
2.51- 5.00 18 32 37 36 30 27 - 25 ~ 182 4 = 5 = < = 1 - 1 = 3 3
1.01 - 2,50 8 19 6 12 10 1 =~ 101 Lk 5 2 - & o < < 1 o« 1 = 6.5
Upto 1.00 3 I T T S LT S S
Total T 63 19116 m; 100 123 1 97 R A I T e U S S PR

* MA = Male Adults,

MNA = Male _‘NQn-Adplts.

FA = Female Adults.

‘ . _ (continued)
FNA = Female Non-Adults.



Pable: 36 (contlnued)

’ Marginal Fermars C -
------------- .ﬁ';-'-‘---------—----—-—--------"ﬁ-“—------_. - - m m o Fe e
bize of opnrated No.of Famil No. of Working in - -only 1 +.2. i +3 1+4
holding ‘hold- Members* Bgrners* -- - eeerman commcr emcee -

ings e e n——— - i v e o e e e 1 2 - 3. b -
~ lAcres) .. Agri, Sala~ Non- Wage
a o . ried: egri. Labour S
! MAMNA FAFNA WAMNA FAFNA M F N F M F M F ,M F .M _.F M F
791 erd more 5 19 14 18 12 - -: 9 1-= 1 = « = « « 1.« 2 2
©5.017=7.50 6 10 9 14 -9 . 8 - =10 - - - e e e e e e e e e 1
2,517 5,00 37 75 55 8L A6 55 -1 51 - 37 5 6 = 4 - - = 1 - 3 - 5 6
CLOL - 2560 39 sk 4L 71 61 48 - 551 1625 4 - - - - - .3 1 -7 1 18 29
Upto '1.00 =~ 16 19° 23 29 15 15 <« 23 = 5 A P I S 4L 12
il L 5 2 4 4 3 - 3 - el e e e e e 1 - e o1
Total W7 122710 UL 12T 1 72 96 12 - 6 - - - .6 1 16 3 30 52
"% MA = Male Adults, MNA = Male Non-4ddults, FA‘= Femele Adults, FNA = Femsle Non-adults.

8T
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Non-adults, both male and female, formed en insigni-
ficant proportion of the working force. Numerically femsles
formed a larger working force in respect of marginal farmers
though as a proportion to total females it was lower than that
for the males. The working force includes all those engaged
in some productive activity other than domestic work.

Out of the total working males thirteen and twelve,
respectively from small and marginel farmers' households, were
solely engaged in salaried services and did not work in, the
family enterprise such-as agriculture, animal husbendzy etc.
Three meles, from small farmer houséholds, mainly engaged in
salaried services worked in the family enterprise. Similarly
six males and one female, from marginal farmers' households,
maeinly engaged in salaried services worked in femily enteérprise.
For all practical purposes those engsged solely in salaried
services might be left out. The rest of the working males,
females and male and female non-adults were engeged ‘either in
agriculture, animal husbandry, wage labour or non-sgricnltural
occupation etce The distribution of male and female workers
in agriculture, animal husbandry etc. is ¢iven below. Since
the number of working non-adults was insignificant these have
not been shown separately but. are included in respective
working -force. ' ‘ B

Smell Farmers Marginal Farmers
Male Feiiale  Male Female

Agriculture 109 97 S V3 149
Animal Husbandry 21 23 - - 30 61
Wage Labour ' : ¢ 15 14 30. 52
Non-ggricultural Occupation 8 . - 26 4

Totel | 153 134 207 216

The total number of workers under agriculture differs as
a result of animal husbandry not having been seperately treated
in Table 36. The rise in the number of workers in non-agri- .
cultural occupations is on account of four males and one
- femgle working in more than two occupations. and :these have
not been separstely shown in Tsble 36. :

Self-Emplqypent in Apriculture -

The actual days of employment in femily egriculture
are given in Teble 37. Reference period for employment is
May 1972 to end of April 1973. :Tobal employment: i.e. noh-wage
employment' in agriculture consists of labour input on own
ferm and lebour input on other's farm in the nature -of an:
exchange labour. There is a widespread practice of .exchange
lgbour, both human and bullock, in the region and since all
the families report having received exchange labour this
labour input needs to be considered- as family labour input on
the farm. Employment on own farm thus calculated was 64.25
and 62,18 dsys for males and females respectively for small
farmers., This aversge employment per Worker in agriculture-
refers to the twelve month period steted esrlier and as can
be seen is quite poor. The average employment per male and
female worker did not differ significently in the first six .
'size groups of operated holding. In the last two size groups,
i.es 1l.1=—2,5 acres and upto 1.00 acre, the asverage employment
comes down substantially especially so in respect of femaie
workers. ’ : : s -



Teble 37 Monthwise_Employmenp inlAgyiiulpure‘ !

 8mell Fermers 'f.

Month = May 1972 e June 1972

July 1972
Sex No. of == .y - -
Size.of ' Workers Own As ex- Totsl Avorage Own -As ex- Total Averege Own As: ox~ Total Average
opereted . - ferm change {Cols. per ferm change (Cols. per farm chenge (Cols. per
holdin labour 1+2) workér = labdur 1+2)  worker lebour l+2) worker
(ecres (1) (2) (3) (4) (1) (2) (3)- : 1) (2) (3) (4)
e e B R R T == TTAmy TSI AT e s e st e
More then M ‘4 22 - 22° 5,50 19 - 19 4475 53 - 53 13.25
20,0. . F 6 9 - 9 1.50 300 - 30 5.00 20 - 20 3.33
15.01 - M 4 2L, - 25 .. 6.00 - 12.25 2. - 2 23,00
R B T R L I R I Y
10,01 = M 12 27 13 40 3.33 82 55. 137 11l.41 159 65 224, - 18,67
15.00 F 10 25 - 25 2425 - e - - 12 25 37 3.7
7.51- M 19 51 21 72 3479 135 84 219  11.52 230 80 310 16.31
110,00 F 19 b3 - 43 2,26 & 10 1, " 0.73 3 45 79 4,15
5.0l = M 32 1oo:'~3- 100 | 3.12 %237 108 345  10.78 475 130 605 18.90
7.50 F 25 52 ‘= . .52 2,08 79 16 0.64 75 105 180 7.20
2.51 = M 23 sl - 5L 2,21 145 102 247 10.73 | 275 130 405 17.60
5.00 F 2 sk - 54 2.25 K2 10 - 52 2.16 83 100 - 183 7462
1.00 - M 11 11 . '11° 1400 34 20 54 L.91 80 73 153  13.90
2,50 F 10 10 - 10 1.00 5 5 10 1.00 34, 30 L 6ol
Upto 1.00 M 4 26 - 26 - -6.50 12 - 12 3.00 21 - 21 5.25
F 3 13 - 13 4,33 2 - 2 0.66 5 - 5 167
Totel M 109 312 34 346 3.17 713 369 1082 9.92 1385 478 1863 17,09
F 97 206 - 206 2.12 90 34 124 1.27 263 305 568 5.15

(continued

0T



Table 37 {continued)

No.of : August 1972 beptemb?r 1972 October 1972
S 0e0]  eacercosccccvmecsccnccscnaan ----iv-q-- - e e n % e T R D R e -
Size of ex"lorkers Own As ex- Totel AVcrage Own AS ax- Total Average Own As ex--Totel Averege
operated farm chenge (Cols. per ferm chenge (Cols. per . ferm change (Cols, per
holdin labour 1+2) worker v labour 1+42) worker lsbour 1+2) worker
(scres) (1) (2) (3) (%) (1) (2) (3) (4) (1) (2)  (3) “{b)
More'then M 4 25 - 25 625 7. - 7 0195 12 - 12 2.00
20,01 .. F 6 85 - - 85 14.17 45 - 45 7.50 5 - 5 0.83
15,01 - M. &4 35 - 35 8475 11 - 11 2475 11 < 11 2.75
20,00 F - - - - - - - - - - - - -
10,01 - M 12 109 20 129 - 10,75 62 - 62 516 20 - 20 1.67.
15,00, F 10 147 55 202 .20.20 67 40 107 10,70 26 - 26 2,60"
7.61.- M 19 134 = 134  7.00 40 -~ 40 - 2,05 7 - 7 3,89,
10.00... . F 19 334 120 L5 23,90 180 25 205 10,79 59 - 59 3.10
5,00.- M 32 311 21 332 10.37 14 - 14 440 78 - 78 2.43.
7.450. F 25 419 135 554 22,16 .. 223 25 248 9.92 43 L3 1,72
2,50 = M 23 17 - 147 6439 63 - ' .63 2.73 60 = 60 2460
5,00 F 2L 399 160 559 23,206 238 20 ._ 258  10.75 L9 - 49 2,04
1,01 - M 11 38 - 38 345 12 - 12 1.09 7 - 7 0,63,
" 2.50 F 10 115 80 195 19,50 54  10° 64 6440 . 7 - 7 - 0470
Upto Mo L Ly & 14 3,50 5 - 5 1.25 7 = 7 175
1.00 F 3 10 - 10,7 '3.33 6 s 6" 2,00 5 e 5 1.67
R N ] --i-' ----- - —T--- - e e = e oeo- -n--‘-,_,,;g— - - .- e mm w o - - Pcﬁ--.'_-jp—,_——
Tot.al M 109 © 813 Y <854  7.83 - ,-:314.1 34) 3,12 269 - 269 v ‘2;456'
N F 97 1509 550 2059 21,22 813 120 933 N 9.61" 194 - 194 .. 2.00

(eontinued)
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'l'abla 37 : ‘(continued)

'Mbnth - ST T T T Novenmber 1972 - December 1972 . January 1973

. Sex No.,of .= - cesmsesceescersesccanes m-e- c—m—- ——————
‘Size of Workers Own As ex- Totel ‘Aversge. Own As ex- Total Average Own As ex- Total Average
" opersted feorm change (Cols. per ferm change (Cols. per " farm chenge {Cols. per. -
holding lebour 142} worker " lebour 1+2) worksr . labour 142) worker
(acres) : (1) (2) (3) (4) (l) (2) (3) ‘ (4) (1) (2) (3) )
More then . M A b - 46 '11,50 51 - 53 ,12‘.75 9 - 9 2,25
20,01 F 6 102 - 102 17.00 62 - 62 10.33 M - 1l 0.;}7
15401 = M L 28 - 28 7.00 16 - .16 4.00 15 = 15 3.75
20,00 F - - - - © - - - - ~ - - :»: - ~
10,01 = M - 12.. 1100 - 110 9.6 66 -~ 66 5.0 15 .~ 15  1.25
15.00 F ‘10 133 - 133 '13.30 L7 - Y B W [ 3 - 3 0.30
7.51- M 19 157 - 157 8.26 92 - 92 L84 11 - 41 2,15
10,00 .. F 19 - 163 - 163 8453 101 - 101 5,31 15 - 15 0.79
5,01 - M . 32 303 - 303 9.36 201 - 201 3.28 65 = 65 2,03
. 7450 F 25 256 - 256 10.24 140 - 140 5.60 38 - 38 1.52
5400 F .2, 204, = 204 8,50 126 - 126  5.25 7 - 7 0.29
1.0l - M. . 11 68 - 68 6.18 49 - . .49 L5 8 - 8 0.72
2,50 F 10 59 - 59 5490 64 - 64 6.b0 .. 9 - 9 0.90
Upto N M4 8 - 8 200 1 = b 0.25 - - - .
1.00. F 3 7 - 7 2.33 - =l - .= . ;"- - - - _
'Toia'i- T T M 109 924 - 92 8.k 617 |~ 617 | 5.66 190 - 190 . 1.7%
: F 97 924 - 924 9452 540 - 540. . 5.56 73 . 737 0.75.

(continued)
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T.ble 37 : {continued)

€E€T

------------------- ST T T T T T T T T T T Yotel May 1972
Month ,..s . . .February 1973 Merch 1973 ., . April 1973 to April 1973
Size of Pox Wg;kgrs Own As ex- Total Average Own As ex- Total Aversge Own As ex- Total Aversge Total Aversge
operated farm chenge {Cols. per ferm change (Cols. per farm change (Colsg. per {Colg. per
holdin lebour 11+2} worker lsbour 1+2) worker . lsbour 1+2) worker 1+2) worker
(acres] (1) (2) (30 () (1) (=2) (3) _ 1) () (3) (%)
More then M L 5 - . 5 .25 17 - 17 425 & = L 1.00 270 67.50
20,01 F 6 R 21 - 21 3.50 - - < - 380 63.33
15.00 - M & - = - - - - = - - - - - 281 70.25
20.00 F - - - - - - - ’. . - 7y . - N [y - - -
10,01 - M 12 15 - 15  1l.25. 23 - 23 1,92 13 e 13 1.08 854  71.16
15,00 F 10 4 - & 0.40 15 - l5' 1.50 b - &4 0.40 603 60,30
7¢51 = M 19 47 - L7 2.47 60 - 60 3415 ey - 8 0.42 1254 66.30
10,00 F 13 25 - 25 131 73 - 73 3.8, 1. - 1 - 1232 6L.84
5, - M 32 59 - 59  1.84 64 & 68 2.15 3 - 3 1,06 2331 72.84
2,51 - M 23 57 - 5T 247 39 - 39 1,69 25, - 25 1,08 1476  6L.17
5.00 F 24 34 - 34 l.41. 6L - éb 2.67 14 - 14 0.58 1604 6683
2.50 F 10 3 - 3 0.30 26 - 26 260 11 ‘- 11 110 522 52,20
Upto M I3 . - T e - - e - e e < - 9L 23.50
+00 F 3 - - .- - - - - - - = - - 48  16.00
Totel M 109 W < g 178 2 "y 233 210 91 = 9L 0.83 700k  6b.25
' F 97 .88 - 8 0.90 2L - 264 277 - 59 - . 59.. 0.0 6032 62.18

'(continued)



Tuble 37 : (continued)

Merginal Farmers

L I R R R T T T

Month = s Yo of " May 1972 - - June 1972 ' ; July 1972
: ex Os O =mosmacdcmcmmcacancncnnnn  wcne- tndaie bl b LA Dl L P T
Size of Workérs Own -Ag ax— Total Average Cin As ex~ Total Aversge Own As ex- Totsl Average
operated farm chenge (Cols, per -farm chenge (Cols. per. fdrm change(Cols., per.
holdin _ .7 lebour 1+2) worker - labour 1+2) worker lebour 1+2) worker
(acres (1 ()73} ) (1) (2 (3) (h) (1 (2 (3) ()
Zslend M 10 36 10 46 4,60 79035 1 M40 U2 61 203 20,30
more F 9 30 - 30 3.33 16 5 21 2,33 19 26 45 5.00
5.00- M. 8 22 - 22 2.75 69 40 109 13.62 135 65 200 25,00
7.50 F.oo10 15 - 15 1.50 11 - 11 1.10 6 7 7 7.70
2,50 - M 46 144 19 163 6.54 326 199 525 141 633 261 894 19.34
5400 F. 51 109 10 119 = 2,33 66 132 2.58 167 263 430 8,43
1.0 - M 4y -12, 26 150  3.40 228 134 362 8.22 437 229 666  15.13
2,50 F 56 122 - 122 2.17 3k 56 90  1.60 100 247 347  6.19
Upto- M 13 25 - 25 1,92 53 L0 93 7.5 78 48 126 '9.69
~1k._!oo‘ F 23 2, - 2, 1.04 23 10 33 ld3 k0 72 - 112 - . 4,87
Nil M - : ‘-. - - - - - — I - . - e - ' -
F - - - - - - - - - - - . ;- ~.1’. ;‘
e - - - - . o e ] R hova,
Total ~ M 121 = 351 357 106 3.35 755 AL8 1203 9.9, 1425 664 2089  17.26
Fl9 300 10 310 2,08 150 137 287 192 332 679 1011 6.78

(continued)
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Teble 37 : (continued)

--------------------------- e m m e e e ™ B EmeeEmeeeE e e M emeoEmeomeE ™ e oeeom oW

Month - . , August 1972 - ’ September 1972 ‘ October 1972

Sex No. of = R - " ———
3ize of o 'wgrk:rs Own As ex- Total Aversge Own As ex- Total Aversge: Own A4s ex- Totel Average
operated farm change -(Colsspexr farm change :(Cols. per farm chenge (Ccls. per
holdin labour 1+2) worker labour 1+2) worker labour 1+2) worker
(acnes (1) " (2) (3} - (&) (1) (2) (3} . (W) (1) (2)‘ (3). (&)
7.50end M 10 56 1I 67 6.70 35 - 357 3,50 19 - 19 1,90
more F 9 153 56 209  23.22 86 5 91 0. 16 - 16 . 1.77
5.01 - M 8 62 20 . 82 10,25 15 = 15 1.87 . 29 - 29.-  3.62
7.50 F 10 111 8 ° 192 19.20 20 - 20 2,00 20 - 20 2,00
251= M 46 378 50 428 9,30 + 108 - 108 234k 98 - 98 2,13
5.Q0 F 51 763 380 . 1143 22.11 357 49 406 7.96 96 10 106 2,07 §
1.01 ~ M. 4 320 70" 391 - 8.99 112 - 112 . 2.5, 97 = 9% 2,20
2.50 F 56 655 391 1046 ' 18,67 235 23 258  L.60 91 L 95 . 1.69
Upto M 13 74, 10 84 . 6.6 21 - 21 . 2.6l 22 - 22 1,69
1.00 . F 23 165 85 250 10,87 - 60 20 80 347 21 - 21 0.91
Nil M - - - - - - - - - - - - -

F

-—---—----'---—---‘.-i--“---"-'—-—'n-“ﬁ"——‘-—'-h-—t—-ﬁ‘q&.h-l—‘-i,---

1052 .8 - 291 240 268 =265 2,19
149 1847 993 28L0 19.00 758  97' 855  5.73 24k 1L~ 258  1.63

.......
T e T Em s see e S e EenEaE S eam e e meE e W oaeeoeme W E m Em o ™ oaom om om om o o o m oem m om s

{continued)



fomh - 77T T T avkaber sz T bdamer T T Tamary o T

. ex O« O e D e o e e T e TR e e e o 48 e i e e o o o e O | e emenewe . ot - -
Size of . Workers Own As ex- Totsal Average Own,WAé‘ex- Totel Average Own As ex- Totel Average
opersted farm chenge {Cols. per ferm chenge (Cols. per farm change (Cols. per
holdin . lsbour 1+2) worker _ labour 1+2) ‘worker lsbour 1+2) worker
{acres . (1) (2)  (3) (4) (1) 2 (3) (4)- (1) (2) (3) (4
7.5 end M 10 111 - 111 110 46  ~ b6 460 6 - 6  0.60
more F 9 117 - 117 13.00 38 - 38 4,22 8 - 8 0.89
5,01 - M g 8, = 8 10.50 51 - 51 6437 2L, . - 2, 3.00
7.50 F 10 . 93 - 93 9430 35 - 35 3.50 7 - 7 0.70
2251 - M 46 3% = 394 8.52 247 - 247  5.23 89 1.93
5.00 F 51 387‘ 10 397 7.78 225 - 225 Lol 40 - zg 0.80
1,01 - M 2903 - 293 6.65 205 - 205 4,66 82 - 82 1.86
2.50 F 5 311 - 311 5.55 165 - 165 1.94 29 - 29 0.51
Upto Mo 13 60 - 60 46l 39 - 39 3,00 12 - 12 0.92
1,00 F 23 63 - 63 2.73 32 . - 32 1.39 13 - 13 . 0,56
Ny M - - - - - - - - - - - . -

F - - - - - - - - - - - -

Total M 1zl 42 - 9L2 7.78 588 - 588 4,85 213 - 213 1.76

{continued)
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Table 37 : {continued)

. March 1973

Size of
.operated
holdin
‘(acres

7.51 and
more
5001 -
7.50

2.51 -
5.00

1.01 -
2.50

Upto
1.00

Nil

Sex No. Of =ww=a
Workers

February 1973

ferm chenge (Cols. -per
v laForr 1+2) worker
2

(1)

5
12

15
12

67
0
60
52
12
22

(1) )
10 6 6  0.60
‘l' . lf - ll- o-hll'
8 25 - 25 3,12
10 22 - 22 2420
46 6y = 64, 1439
51 52 = 52 1,00
75 - 75 1.70
56 70: - 70 loZA
13 7 - 7 0453
23 - - - -
121 177 - 177 1l.46
149 1.8 - 148 0.99

(2)° (3) (4)

- 5 0.50
- 12 1,33
- 15 10'87
c- 12 1.20
- 67 145
- l&O 0'80
- 60 136
- 52 0.92
- 12, -0092
- 22 0.95
- 159 1,31
- 138 0.92.

ferm change (
labour (%32)

Total Ma{ 197:

to Apri

197:

(2)
i
- 13
- "3
- 59
- L2
~ 32
- 35
- 6
- 3
- 112
- 83

Cols. per

Own As ox- Total Average Own ,As ex- Totsl Aversge Own A3 ex- Total Average Totsl Average
1 ferm change {Cols. per
‘lebour 142) worker”

{Cols, per
worker 1+2) worker
(%)
0.20 660 110.00
- 591  147.75
1.62° 669 83,73
0.30 507 50.70
1.28 3136 68.17
0,80 3132 61.41
0,72 252 57.38
'0062 2628 hél%g
00‘06' 507 39-09
0.13 653 28.39
0.92 7497 61,95
0.55 7503  50.35
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) In case of merginal fermers, employment on family farm
was 61.95 and 50.35 deys per mele end female worker respec-
tively. There ig, almost, no consistency in the aversge labour
days per male and female worker between various size groups.
The differences arise not only on account of the category of,
land held, irrigestion facility etc. but slso as a result of
wage labour employment availsble during the year. Thig is
particularly importent in respect of marginal farmers as
earnings from wage lsbour was-an important source of cash
income for qujte a few households, .

_Kharif is the most important season and the employment
during the six month period. May to end of October was at the
highest, employment in the subsequent six months November-April
being generally at a low level. The seasonal pattern is
equally clear, the average per acré labour input rising upto
end of July and August in respect of both males and females and
then once again going down. July and August were the peak
periods of employment for males and females respectively and
the average employment per worker during this period was 17.09
end 17.26 days per male worker in respect of small and marginsl
farmers respectively. The average labour input per female
worker. during the month of August was 21.22 and 19.00 days in

_respect -of 'smell and merginal fermers. On the whole females
‘partic¢ipated in family agriculture almost equally with the maleg.

Tzble 38 gives the average per acre employment of feamily
and hired lsbour for various size groups. There sre variations
in per acre lsbour input of family and hired lsbour. Hired male
labour was quite meagre at 2.49 days per acre and was inverisbly
less than the average for family male labour. The average in
respect of female labour was exactly opposite of that in respect
of male lsbour, the hired labour input being 21.46 days per
acre to 15.99 days per acre for family labour, This was so in
respect of smell farmers. In respect of marginal farmers per’
acre input of hired male and fema{e_labour wag generelly less.
The average per acre input cf male labour (family plus hired)
was almost twice in respect of marginal farmers as compared to
small farmers, the average per acre femele labour input being
nearabout the same for both the sets of farmers. The reasons
leading to that are difficult to explsein except that ‘the
marginal farmers' cultivation had to be more ‘labour intensive-
for. want of adequate machinery and implements.. However, this
does not sufficiently explain the facts and needs a little
more probing into the matter. -

Emplqyment~in Animal Husbandry

. Monthwise days of employment in Animal Husbandry sre
given in Table 39. Total employment for the twelve-month
period May 1972 to April 1973 for males and females happens
to be as below. .

Total Average per
Total Workers- Employment (days) worker (days)
Small Farmers
Male 21 ‘ 2,743 T 130.61
Female ' 23 : 2,749 119,52
Marginal Farmers
Male 30 3,124 104,13

Female . 61 7,346 ;20.#2



Table 38 : Per Acre Employmant of Family and Hired Labour in Agriculture

Small Farmers

Size of Operasted: Sex Family Hired ' Tot;l. ) hA;e;'a;e-p;r-—a::r-e _A;e;a;e-p;r_a;r; -A;e;a;e- )
operated area labour labour - labour employment of smployment of per acre
holdin . employed employed employed famil¥ labour hired lebour emfloyment
(acres] (acres) (days) (days)  (days) days ' (days) days)

. th - 22-18 Meale 270 10 280. 12,02 Ould 12.47
ggfgl = " - . Female 380 245 625 16.92 ‘ 10,91 27.86
15.01 - 20,00 18-1 Mele 281 43 324 15.32 2.34 17.66

2 _ 3 Female - 269 269 - , 14.66 14.66
10,01 - 15:00. 49-00 Male 854 55 909 17.42 1.12 18,55
i 2 ? Female 603 - 1023 1626 12,30 ‘20.87 33.18
7.51 = 10.00 78-21  Male 1254 245 1499 15.96 3.12 19.08
o - Female 1232 1782 3014 : 15.69 22,69 38.38
5,01 = 7.50 124-14, Male 2331 451 2782 18.74 3.62 22,37
~ Female 1643: 3243 4886 13.21 26,07 . 39.28
2,51 ~ 5.00 67-24 Male 1476 122 1508 . 21,83 1,80 23,64
: Female 1604 1359 2963 23.72 20,10 43,82

: . . . |
1.01 - 2.50° 15-16 Male Lhd, 2 L6 28.83 0.13 . 28.96
: - Female 522 158 680 -~ 33.89 . 10.25 LL,5
Upto 1.00 -~ 1-21  Male 94 - 13 107 61.64 i 8.52 70.16
Female 48 18 66 .31.47 11.80 43.27
Totel 377-07%  Male 700 UL 7945 18,56 . 2.49 21,06
o N Female 6032 _ ‘8097 1h;29 15 99 2L.46 37445

‘--_—‘-q-"'--'-- ---------

(continued)
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Table 38 : (continued) ) .
: Marzlnal Farmers

Size of o Operated S : '.Famlly Hired : Totgl— B -A;era;e-p;r-azr; -A;e;agé-p;r_ézf; _A;e;a;e-
operated ’ area labour: labour labour employment. of . employment of per acre
holdin ‘ employed employed employed femily labour hired labour employment
{ecres ~ lacres) P (dayq) (days) (days) . (days) (days) ays%
7.51 end 43-35% .Male 660 53 - M3 . 15.03 1.20 - 16,23
more: Fenmale 591 786_ 1377 ) 13,h6 17.90 - ©.31.36
5.01 - 7.50 36-25% Male 669 . 45 714 . - 18.22 122 19.45
y Female 507 AL 923 . 13.83 ¢ 11.35 25.18
2.51' - 5,00 133-26  Male  313€ 367 3503 23.46 2.7 26,20
~"Female 3132 2507 5639 23 .43 18.75 42,19
1.01 - 2,50 71-01  Male 2525 9l 2619 35.49 1.32 36.81
_ Female 2620 1076 . 3696 _ 36,90 15.15 52.05
Upto 1.00 11-21  Male 507 14 521 . 44.08 1,21 45,29
Female 653 87 . 7[}0 56078 7-56 6[}-35
Nil T Male - - - - - -
Female - - - - - -
Total 296-29  Male 7497 573 .. 8070 25,26 19.30 Lo 58
. Female 7503 4872 12375 25.28 16,41 ﬁl.gz

ot



Touble 39 : zmployment in Animel Husbandry

Smali Farmers ‘ u
f&o;tﬁ - -N- -; - M-ay 1-975 B June 1972 o Jﬂly 1972 August 1972 -Septem;)er 19-72 O-ct.ob-er- 1-97.2- -
Sex No.o

Size of workers Work Average Work Ave rage Work Average WOrk Average Work Average WOrk Average

operated days per . days per . deys per days per- days per days per

holdin . worker worker- worker workaer worker worker

{acres . . o ‘ ’ A

More than M - - - - - - - - - - - - -

20.01 F - bt - . - - - - - - - - - -

15,01 =~ M 1 25 25.00 10 10.00 - - - - 20 20,00 21 21.00

20.00 F - - - - - - - - - - - - e

10,01 - M 2 10  5.00 15 7.50 15 7.50 20 10,00 - 20 10.00 30 15.00

15,00 . F 2 51 25.50 60 30.00 46 23}00 31 15,50 L5 22,50 Ll 20,50
Te51 = M 5 - 72 1hL.40 65 13.00 67 13.40 68 13.60 60 12.00 62 ‘12.40

10,00 : F 5 15 3.00 20 4,00 - - - - - - 30° -6.,00
5,01 & M 7 128' 18,28, 110 15.71 98 14.00 92 13.14 125 17.85 127 - 18,14
7.50 F 8 9k 11.75 83 10.37 78 9,75 62 7.75 120 15.00 123 15,37
2,51 - M 1l - - - - - - - - - - - -
5.00 F 3 .15, 7.5,00 20  6.66 32 10.66 40 13,33 20 6.66 20 6.66
1.0l - M L 31 7475 30 7.50 31 7.75 31 7.75 30 7.50 31 7.75
2,50 F 2'*~ 21 10.50 15 7.50 2L 12,00 16 8.00 15 7.50 16 8,00

Upto M 1 - s - A . :
1.00 F 3 61 _20.33 .. 50 l6.6§i s 31 10433 26 8,66

----- E L ST R B N I - e - -- L I I . I

Totsl M 21 266 12.68 230 ‘10, 95 211 10.04 211 10.04

- m- e e o= - e @ o wm m e = - e @ o a w mm = ™ eoem o e W e ® BT E 8 m oW e EmE W o -

(continued)
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Tsble 39 : (continued)

--------- L I R T T I I R I T T T S S I
, _ 1 R S - S - o Total May 1972
Yonth W November~1972-Decembgr:l??Z Jenuary 1973 Februery 1973 March. 1973 April 1973 to April 1973
Sige of Sex No. of Work Aversge Work Average Work Average Work Aversge Work Average Work Aversge Total E;;fage
Eperated Workers -days per dayg per days per deys per dsys per, ° days per - work per
olding. .+ sorker - ' worker - worker worker " worker. worker  deys worker
(acres] ; - : RS . . . .
‘Morpfthan M - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
20.01 F - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1500~ ¥ 1 - - - - - - - - - - 76 76400
20,00 F - - - - - - - - - - R - -
10,01 ‘= M 2 30 - 15,00 20 10,00 15  7.50 21 10,50 15 7.50 15  7.50 226 113.00
15,00 F 2 . 40. 20,00 L6 23.00 46 23,00 43 21,50 50 25,00 50 25,00 549 274.50-
7:51 = M 5 60 12.00 56 11,20 L0 8,00 40 8.00 51 10,20 50 10,00 691 138,20
10,00 F 5 L= - - - - - - - i5 3,00 15 3.00 95 19.00
50, - M T - 100- 14.28 86. 12,28 77 11.00 86 12,28 96 13.71 95  13.57 1220 174.28
7.50 F 8 85 10,62 86 10,75 96 12,00 78 9.75 90 11,25 80 10,00 1075 134.37
2,51 - M 1l - - - - 20 20.00 ° 20 20,00 - - - - °  LO 40,00
5.00 F 3 50 16.66 35 11,66 50 16.66 - 55 18.33 33 11,00 .36 12,00 406 135.33
1.01 - M 4 " 40 10.00 L1 10.25 ° 41 10.25 38 9.50 31 7.75 30 ., 7.50 405 101.25-
2.50 - F 2 30 15.00 35 17.50 30 15.00 28 14,00 15 7.50 15  7.50 260 130,00
Upto M 1 10 10,00 15 15.00 20 20.00 20 20.00 10- 10.00 10 10,00 85.00
1.00 F 3 15 5.00 : 16 533 20 6.66 25 33 20 6.66 20 o 364 121.33
Total Mi 21 20 11.42 218 10.38 ' 213 10.14 25 16;71 203 . 9.66 200 9.52 2743 130.61
F 23 220 9,56 218 947 242

.10.52 29 9.95 223 9.69 216 9.39 27L9 119.52

(continued)

|
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Teble 39 : (continued)

Month - "My 1972 June 1972

Merginsl Fermers

-l m ®eee e e w mmalT e m e e e W om m ow e e

. dJuly 1972  August 1972 September 1972 October 1972
Sex MNoe. of == - - - - = o : -
8ize of . .. Workers iork Average Work Avcrage fWork Aversge Work Average Work Average Work Average
operated days per days’ per deys per days per days per .deys per
holdin . worksr worker worker *~  ‘worker * worker worker
(scres
7.51 end M 2 3 1,50 - - - - - - - - - -
more - F 4 48 12.00 70  17.50 46 11.50 41 10.25 55 13.75 51 12.75
5,00 - M 4 10 2,50 - - 14 3.50 32 8.00 20 5,00 30 7.50
7.50 F 4 56 14.00 69 17.25 56 14.00 21 5.25 45 1l1.25 55 13,75
2,51 - oM 12 14} 11,75 90 7.50 18 4,00 125 10.41 86 7.16 85  7.08 -
5,00 - F 21 275 13,09 243 11.57 204 9.71 162 7,71 230 10,95 237 11.28 5
. - ) ) Lo . o - C. :
: 1,01 - M 8 94 11.75 119  14.87 87 10.87 164 20.50 90 11,25  .102 12,75
2,50 - F 20 . 256 12.80 210 10.50 156 17.80 121 6,05 1156 7.80 161 8.05
Upto M4 76 19.00 60 15,00 61 15.2 70 17.50 .60 15,00 55 13.75
1.00 F 9 173 19.22 139 15.44 104 11.5 81 9,00 85 9.4 86 9.55
Nil M - - - - - - - - - - - - -
F 3 46 15.33 40 13.33 4L 13.66 51 17.00 50 16.66 50 16.66
Total M 30 32, 10.80 269 .96 210 7.00- 391 13.03 256 &.53  272. 9.06
61 854 14.00 771 12.63. 607  9.95 477  7.8L 621 10.16 640  1.49



Table 39 . (continued)

‘ ' Total Mey 1972
Month - “November 1972 December 1972 January 1973 Febriatry 1973 March 1973 April 1973 to April 1973

. 88X Noe Of @ womcmcemcmcce’ cecctmccmmace cemeeemmccee  cmma—— -— ——— ——— ——

Size of * workers Work Average Work Average Work Average Work Aversge’ Work Average Work Average. Total Averegs
opersted. . days per dyas per days per . days per " deya par - deys per - work per
holdin ' worker worker worker _worker worker, worker days worker
(acres? ' '
7,51 and M 2 - - - .- 25 12,50 28 14.00 8 4,00 10  5.00 74 37,00
more F 4 40 10,00 51 12,75 56 14.00 55 13.75 47 11.75 50 12,50 610 152,50
5,01 - M I - = 10 2.50 10. 2,50 5 l.25° 5 1.25 e - 136 34,00
7.50 F L 35 8.75 30 7.50 55 13.75 47 11,75 35 8.75 35 8.75 g 539 134.75
250 - M 12 117 9.75 . 125 10.41 119 9,91 113 9.4 92 17.66 105 8.75 1246 103.83
5.00 - F 21 222 10.57 224, 10.66 231 11.00 213 10.14 195 9,28 195 9.28 2631 125,28
1.01 .- M 8 65  8.12 10 1.25 50  6.25 60 7.50 71 8.87 61 7.62 973 121.66
R.50. F 20 110 550 135 6.75 147  7.35 158  7.90 156 7.80 130 6.50 1896 94,80
Upto. M 4 43 10.75 2 13.00 50 12,50 50 12.50° 59 1475 59 1475 695 173.75
1.00 F 9 60 6.66 65 7.22 65.. 7.22 63 7.00 70 7.77 70 7.77 1061 117.88
Nl M - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

. F 3 55 18.33 56 18.66 56 18.66 53 17.66 56 '18.66 55 18.33 609 203.00

AY

Total M 30 225 7.50 197  8.56 25L  8.46 256

53 235 7.83 235 7,50 3124 104.13

_-.._---......_-_------_-------_-___-_---------,---------. ---------



145

Proportionately larger number of workers, both male
and female, to total workers were employed in enimal husbandry
amongst mdrginal farmers than small fsrmers. .This has -
affected the average per worker employment of msles, the
everage employment being 130.61 days for small farmers as
against 104.13 days for merginal farmers. Average employment
of femsle workers was the same for smasll and marginal farmers.
The prospects for additionsl employment resulting from supply
of milch animals are difficult to judge. After sll majority
of the cultivstors have some livestock znd an additibn- of one
or two more animals is not likely to add much to the existing
employment thet ‘can be really observaeble and assessed. .Thus,
any perceptible addition has to be largely ruled out so lpng
ag the cultivator has not taken to dairyving and enimal husbandry
as an occupation snd an’ equally important source of income and
employment as agriculture. In the short period of theé field-
work the changes in income from dairying will be observable
either in terms of cash income resulting from sele of milk and
milk products or by way of increased consumption of these
.products. ~ As noted undsr 'Sources of Income' even rise in
income has not matérialised, for reaséns stéated, and the
" consuniption has -remained almost at the previous year's level.

Wage Labour Employment

. A - .

Monthwise wage labour employment in respect of small
and marginal farmers is given in Table 4O. Amongst small’
farmers all the size groups did not look upon wage labour -as a
"source’' of income end- only the last five size groups, i.e.
7.5-10 acres to Upto 1.00 acre,; report employment in wage
labour. All the size groups report wage labour as g source of
income in respect of marginal farmers. Wage labour employment
was &n important source of cash income for marginal farmers
even though the addition to total income from this source was
not much. Total employment for the twelve month period, May
1972 to April 1973, was as given below. :

. . T Total employ- % Avérage emg;qy-
Totual workers ment (days) . ment (days

Small Farmers

Male 15 - o 1687 . 112.46

" Female 14 1434 “ 102.42
Marginal Farmers

. Mele 30 3696 123.20

Female 52 6403 123913

The employment in wege. labour is essentially need
baused resulting from lack of alternstive self-employment
opportunity. Larger number of workers amongst marginsl
farmers getting more average per worker employment, as wage
lsbourers, is therefore guite obvious when considered in

- relation to thé résources the marginal farmers command.

Employment in Non-Agricultural Occupatioens

‘Table .41 gives .employment in non-agricultural occupa=-
tions pursued by small and marginal farmers. Most of the.
households represented here belong to .artisans such as black-
.smiths and carpenters etc. the rest of the occupstions such

as grocers, tailors etc. being meagrely reported.. Toval
employment for the twelve month period, Mey 1972 to April 1973,
was ‘reported as -belowr .



Table 40 : Monthwise Wage Lebour Employment

Small Fsrmers

[ . T T T e R L I . T T e S S ) B e . T T

Month - Mey 1972 - : - June 1972 ' © July 1972
'Size of Sex. No. of Work Aversge Wsges Average VWork Aversge Weges Average -ﬁ;;;-i;;;;;;-ﬁ;;;;--z;;;gég'
operated workers  days per recei~ weges . days per | recel- weges deys per recei- wages
holdin : worker ved per " worker ved per ‘worker ved per .
(scres . ' v worker . worker worker
Rs,h, Rse o . Rge - R3e ' Rs. Rs.
More than M - e A - - - - - - - - - A
20001 F - - - -, - . - A.‘ - - - - - -
15501 - IVI -- ' - - - - - - - - - - - -
20.00 F - - - - - - - - - - - - -
10,01 - M - - - - - - - - - - - - -
15.00 ) F — - - - - ' - - - - - - - -
7451 = M 1 - ~ - - - - - - - - - -
10.00 F 1 - - - - - - - - - - - -
5.01 « & 2 25 12,50 65 32.50 20 10505 50 25.00 25 12,50 60 30,00
750 F 3 1k 466 21 7.00 28  9.33 42 14,00 4O 13.33 50 16.66
2,51 - M 3 30 10,00 90 30.00 23 7.66 69 23,00 4 1.33 12 4.00
5.00 F 3 2.66 12 4.00 16 5.33 24, . 8.00 23 7.66 33 11.00 .
1,01 « M 6 k2 7,00 126 21,00 35 5,83 100 .16.67 3L 5.67 87 14450
2.50 F 5 5 1,00 7 1.40 30 6.00 40 8,00 45 9.00 59 11.80
Upto .M 3 45 15,00 90 30.00. 42 14,00 18 28.00 35 11.66 70 23,33
1.00 - . F 2 10 5,00 15 7.50 30 15.00 45 22.50 30 15.00 45 22.50
Total M 15 142 9.6 371  24.7% 120 8.00 :303  20.20 98 6.53 229  15.26
F 14 37 2.64 55 3.92 104 7.42 151 10,78 138 9.85 187 13.35

(continued)

Mt



Tesble 40 ¢ (continued)

Month = August 1972 - ' September 1972 ‘October 1972
S . of o : ——— - mesmeceo - ——————— -
Size of ~ ox ﬁgrkgrs - Work Averesge Wages Averege Work Average Weges Aversge  Work Averege Wages Average
opersted days per recei~ weges , deys per recel- Wages days per - recel- wages
holdin worker ved per . worker ved per worker .ved per
(acres worker worker _ worker
. ‘Rse - Rse. -, RS . Rs. Rs. Rs .
B m e m e o ow o= o= - = w m e w emoweo- 4"—;--——‘ ------- =R -_-7--f-‘—-.——.—-——gn-'i.-—d_- -v--
More then M C - - = Co- - : - = .- - . - - - -
20,01 - - - L - - ‘ - - v - - o - - - -
15.01 = M - - - - - - - - - - - - -
20.00 F - - - - - - - - - - - - -
10,01 - M - - - - - - - - - - - -
15.00 F - - - - - - - - - - - - -
7+51 = M 1 - - - - - - - - - - - -
10.00 F 1l - - - - - - - - _ - - ‘ - -
5,01 .= M 2 25 12,50 50 25.00 25 12,50 - 50 25.00 . 18 9,00 36 18.00
7.50 A F 3 40 13.33 50 16.66 40 13.33 - 53 17.66 30 10.00 30 10,00
2451 = M 3 14 4.66 32 "10.66 28  9.33 64 21,33 2L, 8.00 52 17.33
5400 , F 3 20 6.66 26 8.66 30 10,00 -39 13.00 33 11.00 42 '14.00
1.0l - M 6 43 7.16 104 17.33 41 6.83 90 15,00 50 8.33 112 18.67
2,50 F 5 40 8,00 51 10,20 - 43, 8.60 55 -11.00 53 10.60 67 13.67
Upto M 3 27  9.00 60 20,00 2y 8,00 60 20,00 25 8.33 63 21.00
1.00 F 2 . 35 17.59 52 26.Q0, 30 10,00 L3 _ 21.50 - 28 lh.QO' 40 20.00
Total . M 157" 109 7.26 2k6- - 16,40 118 7.86 264  17.60 117 7.80 263  17.53
. F 14 135 -9.64 179  I2.78 143 10,21 190  13.57 144 10,28 7179 12,78

W m e W m m e m o om 8 om om om e owm o ow = - s om = om CE - w e o e ow — = - e wm e m m mom omomeoEm = wm o= o= - = s e m wm om =

A {continued)
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Teble l;O"-’!v'. -(continued)

Month -~ 7 November 1972 o December 1972 C Jamvery 1973 T
ex No. o - * - -
Size of workers Work Average Wages Averuge Work AVerage Wages Average Work Average Wegas Aversge
operated . days per Tecei~ wages . days per * recei- weges days per - recei- wages:
holding- - i worker wed per. 1, worxer ved per R worker ved per
{acres , worker . . worker worker
.- RS- RSQ Lo ) ,l‘,RSn Rse . "_ . _RSQ Rse ]
More than M - - - ' L - - - - - - - - - -
?O 01 F - - - ’ - ) - T - - - .- - - - -
15.00'- M - - = - s Toe - - - < - - -
20.00 ) F - k - T - - - - - Y - - - -, - -
10.01" = M - - - - - Y- - - - - - - - -
15.00 F - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
751 = M- 1 - - - - - 8 8,00 2F - 24,00 110 10.00 30 30,00
lotoo : F 1 - - - S - 8 8.00 12 12 .00 . 8 N ‘8.00’ 16 16000
5401 = M 2 23 11.50. 61 - 30.50 * 18 4,00 16 8.00 18 9,00 4L - 22,00
7.50 F 3 3k 11.33 46 15.33“ 16 5,33 28 - 9.33 22 7.33 38 . 12.66
2,51 - M 3 - 14 4466 32 - 10.661, 40 13,33 95 31.66- 45 115,00 115 - 38,33
5,00  F 3 23 .66 30 10,00 35 11.66 65 : 21.66- 3771233 74 24,66
1.00 - M 6 23 3.83 59 9.8Y . -50 8,33 140 23,33 55 9.16 155 25,83
R.50 F 5 . 20 L.00 25 5.00'_" 22 0 hohO 4 8.80 25 5,00 50  10.00
Upto’ M 3 3Q 13.33 90 30,000 30 10.00 67 . 22.33 25 8.33 60  20.00
+1.00. F 2 35 17.50 75 37, 50"*' 15' 7.50 30 7 715,00 " 12  6.00 ‘24  12.00
Total . M 15 100 6.66. 242 16,13 - 136 9.06 342 22.80 153 10.20  ion - 2690
F oo 14 112 8,00 176 12,56 - 96 6.85 179 12,78 104  7.42 202 1heks

{continued)
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Teble 40 : (continuszd)

- e m m m e m W @ oo % W Em E ow oE ® = M o om o m W & om m om W oA o E @ S oW W e m o e W o vE W v e W m o e m e W

Month - _ Februsry 1973 - . March 1973
Sex Noe 0f = =meceado ———— - - e e :
8ize of workers Work 4versge Weges Aversge Work Aversge Weg:g Avaeruge
operatad days per = ‘recei- wagas per deys per racei- wages per
holdin . worker ved worker worker ved worker
(acres _ . (Rso}  (Rs.) . . (Rs.) (Rs.)
ﬁére than M - - - - - - - - -
Ve F - - - - - - - - -
15,01 - 20.00 M - - - - - - - - -
F - - - - - - - - -
10.01 - 15.00 M - - - - - - - - -
F - - - - - - - - -
"7.51 - 10,00 M 1 15  15.00 45  45.00 20 20,00 60 60,00
F 1 10 10.00 20 20.00 12 12,00 24 24.00
5,01 = 7.50 M 2 25 12,50 75  37.50 35 17.50 105 52,50
F 3 27 9,00 54 ;8.00 43 14,33 86 28.66
2,51 = 5.00 M 3 55 18,33 165 55.00 52 17.33 156 2.00
. F 3 30 10,00 60 20,00 35 1l.66 70 23.33
1.01 - 2,50 H 6 52 8,66 144  24.00 73 12,16 204 34.00
. ¥ 5 30 6.00 60 12.00 42 8.40 84 16.80
Upto 1.00 M 3 30 10.00 90 30.00 40 7 13.33 105 35.00
F 2 15 7450 - 30 15,00 - 20 10.00 L0 20,00
Total M 15 177. 11.80 519  34.60 220 1466 630  42.00
F 1 112 8.00 224 16,00 152° 10.85 304 21.71

641



Table 40 : {continued)

Month =~ "_’f’ S N v R Soiic} Ma'y 1972 to hpril. 1973
’ . Sex NO'., - "= eenescrsmpsccmemeecam - —————— -
Size of . wqugra Work Average Wages Average Totsl Average Wages Average
operated - : days per recei- wages per ‘work per recei- "wages per
holdin worker ved worker days worker ved worker
(acres] N (Rs.)  ABs.) (Rs.) (Rs.)
More than M - - - - - - - - -
20,01 F - - - - - - - - -
15,01 - 20,00 M - - - - - - - - -
R F - - - - - - - - -
10_.101 - 15500 M - - - - - - - - -
F - - - - - - '- - -
7.51 - 10,00 M 1 10 10,00 30 30.00 63 63,00 189  189.00
‘ F 1l 15 15.00 30 30.00 53 53.00 102 102,00
5,01 = 7.50 M 2 35 17.50 105 52,50 282 141.00 717  358.50
: F 3 38 12.66 76 25.33 372 124.00 574 191.33
2;51 - 5,00 N 3 L5 15.00 135 45,00 376 124.66 1017  339.00
o F 3 0 13.33 63 21.00 330 110,00 538 179.33
101 =-.2,50 M 6 67 11.16 186  31.00 565 9416 1507  251.66
F 5 . b? 9,80 98 19,60 - 404 80,80 640 128,00
Upto 1.00 M 3 40 13.33 100 33,33 403  134.33 939 313,00
F 2 15 7450 30 15.00 275 137 50 h69 234,50
Total M 15 197 13.13 556  35.06 1687 112.46 - 4369  291.26
F 1) 157 11:21 297 21,21 1434 102.42 2323 165, 92

05T



Table 40 : (continued)
Msrgingl Farmers
Momth - T T T 7T Theyigze T 7T T T T 7T 7 e 1972 July 1972
Sex No. of -——— ————— : - X st . -
3ize of workers work Average Wages Average' Work Average VWages Aversge Work Average Wages - Aversge
opersted days per , recei- wages deys per receli- wages deys per recel- wages
holdin worker ved per worker ved per worker ved per
(acres? worker worker - workar
RS. HS'. RSI RS.- * RS. RS. '
--------- '---—---——-\--—-——---—————-----‘——-—--——.-----—--—-—
7e51 and M 2 25 12,50 75 37.50 "8  4.00 2k 12.00 - - e = -
more ° F 2 18 9,00 27 13.50 16 8.CO 2L, 12,00 - - - -
o
5.01 = M 1 10 10.00 30 30,00 - - - - - - - -
7+50 F 2 io 5,00 15 750 - - - - - - - -
2.5L - M 5 61 12.200 179 . 35.80° 34 6.80° 96  19.20 8 1.60 24 4.80
5.00 F 6 L6  7.67 6 11.50 62 10.33 91 15.16 33  5.50 48 8.00
1.00- M 18 232 "12.89 676~ 37.55 134 7.4k 382 21,22 7% kA1 174 .6
2450 F Zz9 183  6.3: 270 9431 220 7.58 318 10,94 236 8.13 325 13.23
Upto M 4 70 17,50 210 52,50  , 38 9,50 114 28,50 40 10,00 10 26426
1.00 F iz 98 8,16 147 12,25 ‘137 1l.41 199 16.58 152 12,67 20; 17.25
Nil M - « - - - o T= - - - - - 7 - -
F- 1 - - - - 10 10,00 13- 13,00 15 15.00 19 19,00
Totel M 30 398 13.26 1170  39.00 214 7.3 616 20,53 122 4.06 303  10.10.
F 52 355 6.82 528 37.7L. . b45 .- 8455 - 436 8,38 599 11,51

- - o . =, = e e e o e e e -y

(continuad)

1



Tabla 4O :

Size of

operated-

holdin
(acres

e e ® e ®momm m omow ow oW

7.51 &nd

more

e S ee mwmew wm e o

Total

Sex No. of

{continued)

workers
days
] -
2 -
By T -
2 -
5. L0
6 14
18 98
29 188
A L5
12 153
i
30 183
52 370

‘August 1972

per

dork Averuge Wages

'Avérage

‘recel-. wages
worker ved’ -

(RS-)

' per

worker
('Rs.)

L

Work aversge weges Avarage

Octob(r 1972

duys .per
: worker ‘ved

recei- wages

(RS.)

< par’.
worked

“(Rsa)

work Average Wages
" deys "per

387,60,
50 8,33

11.Q5

10.48

Avarsge

.recel- weges
worker ved

106
67

562
401 -

"18%
25

866
696

per
worker }

) (RS.)

25.00

- m o w -
. n

28.86
13.38

(continued)
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Teble 40 @ {continuazd)

............ = m e . ® Em m m M o e m W eom o m m oEmeom = % oamom om W o % omow ®owom =

Honth - Sex Ho. of ‘November 1972 December 1972 Jenuery 1973
ex Oe © —pmrmme—n——— - e - - —————— .-
S8ize of workersg Work Aversge Wages Average Work Avarags wsges Averasge Work Aversge Weges Averags
operatad - . deys per recei- weges ~ days per recei- weges- - - days per racel- wages
holdin worker ved per . = workar. ved per worker ved = per
(ecres) . .worker worker . - . worker
- (RSD) ] (RSt)l . ’ . ) (RSn) (RSAU) oo ,. (RSO) (RS|)
7.51 snd M 2 - - - - 4.00 © 16 8.00 1§ 9.00 L6 23,00
more F 2 - - - - 18 9,00 bl 22,00 20 10.00 50 2%.90
5,01 - M 1 - - - - - - - - - - - -
7.50 F 2 - - - - 8 L.00 16 8.00 20 10,00 40 20,00
2.51 - M 5 38 7.60 114 22.80 58 11.600 164  32.80 65 13.00 165 . 33,00
5,00 F 6 L9 8.16 69 11.50 T 52 8.67 114 19,00 62 1%.67 1hg . %%.33
1,00 = - M. 18 141 7.80 415 “23.05 192 10.66 596  33.11 209 11.61 647 % 35,
2.50 F <9 286 9.86 377 13.00 344 11,86 614 21.17 362 12.48 gﬁg : %i.gﬁ
Upto M L 60 15.00 "165 Ll.25 65 16.25 195 48475 67 6. 2Q1
1,00 F 12 137 1l.41 193 16,08 14, 12,000 276 23.00 1ug 12.32 284 3?:2%
Nil M - - - - - - - - - - - - -
F 1 25 25,00 50 50.00 15 15,00 30 30.00Q- 10 10,00 207 20,00
Totel - M 30 239 7.96 694 23.13 323 10.76 971 32Q37 359 11.96. 1059 35430
. P52 497  9.55 - 689  13.25 581 11.17 ,1094 21,03 6z4 12.00 1182 22,73

€91



‘Teble 40 : (continued)

- . ™ m e E m e m o= o= “w E mom o om 8o om o= LW m e m e e om W™ owm e o om o o o wm o m o = e e - - - - - - - -
Month - Februery 1973 - ~Merch 1973
o Sex No. of e e cncm e e m e r—e, e, . ———— e e
Size of workers =~ ‘wWork -Average ages . | Ahversge ° Work Aversge Wages Aversgs.
operated: : . days per received wages per dsys per - -received wages per
holding - : . .. " worker i - worker .- - worker - worker
(acres - ' (ns'd ARsa) - H (nse) - . (Rs)
7451 und M 2 © 20 10,00 50 25.00 35 17.50 105 52,50
'more F 2 22 11.00 56 28.00 - 30, 15.00 0 30.00
5.01°« 7.50 M 1 10 . 10,00 30 30.00 12 12.00 36 36.00
: F 2 30~ 15i00 180 30.00 - 36 18.00. 72 36,00
251 «.5,00 M 5 55 11,00 - 153 30.60 90 18.00 270 54,00
T F 6 62 10.33 13% 22,67 - 80 13.33 160 26,67
1.01 = 2,50 M 18 217 12.05 672 37.33 2,0 13.33 735 40.83
SR F 29 348 12,00 657 2.65 .- - 326 1l.2h 622 2141,
Upto 1,00, M L 80 20,00 240 60.00 65 16425 195 48,75
_ R F 12 167  13.91 334 27.83" - 180 15.00. 360 30.00
Nilz’!"' M - - - ' - - - - - -
. L F 1 i5  15.00 30 30.00 - 15 15,00 30 30.00
Totel M 30 32 .12.%3 -11as' 38.16 442 1440 1341 4470
A F 52 644. 12,38 1273 .  24.18 667 12.82 1304 22137

e  {contihued)
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‘Teble 40 : (continued)

Month - b' . April 1973 7 Total May 1972 to April 1973

jex Noe O Cm—— - e o 00 e O 2 e B o e
Size of ., workers Wwork Average Wages Average -Totel Average Wagcs Average
operated : . days per . | received wages- per  work per received ‘wagass per
holdin norker T gorker days worker : worker
(acres o , - - Es,) (Rs.) . (Rs.) (8s.)
7.51 @nd M 2 40 20.00 120 . 60.00 172 86,00 490 245.00

" more F 2 - 30 15.00- 60 30,00 182 91.00 356 178.00
5,01 - 7.50 M 1 15 15.000 30 - 30.00 47 47.00 126 126.0Q

F 2 35 17.50° 70 - 35,00 139 69.50 273 136.50

2,51 - 5,00 M 5 -+ 90 18,000 270 © 54,00 612 .122.,0 1736 347420
_ F 6 77 12.83 154 25467 632 105.33 1120 186.66
1,01 - 2.50 ‘M 18 C240 13433 735 40,83 2152 119.55 6263 347.9

F 29 329 11,3} 638 22.00 3461 119,35 5540 191.o§
Upto 1.00 M L 80 20,00 240-  .60.00 713 178.25 2019 . 504.

F 12 198 16,50 396 33.00 1824 '150.33 3009 258.32
N1l M - - T . - - ” - - - -

F 1 . .10 10,00 20 20,00 185 165,00 275 275.00
------------------- -L_.._--------—--——'—.-_-_”--..-...‘__'n—--'-..---
Total - M 30 465 15.50 1395 - .46.50 3696 123,20 10634 354446

F 52 679 |13.05 1338  25.73 6L03 123.13: 10573 203.72

1993



‘Teble L1

Month - ST T ﬁé} 1972
. No.of O o o - -
3ize of Sex Workers Work Average
operated days per
holdin workar
{acres
More than M - - -
20.01 F- - - -
15,01 = - M 1 10 10,00
20,00 . F - - -
10,01 « M 3 43 "1he33
15,00, F . = - e
7451 = M 1 31 31,00
10,00 F - - -
5.01 = M - - -
7.50 F - - -
2,51« M 1 23 23.00
5.00 F - - e
1.00= M 1 25 25.00
2,50 ~ F - - -
Upto M 1 15 15.00
1.00 ‘F - - -
Totel u B 17 18.37

Employment in Non-sgricultural Occupations

Small Farmers

_June' 1972 " July' 1972 hugust 1972 Sepceéié} 1972 Oetober 1972
Work Average: Work Aversge Work Average W;rk Average Work Aversge
days. per days per days per \days per deys per
worker worker " worker - worker worker
' ' ) . i
109:10.0¢: 11 11.00 ‘11 11.00 10 10,00 11 11.00
25. 8330 15 5.00 35 11.66 38 12.66 55 14.33
‘ N ' . - - - . j-- ' K - - H
30 30.00° © 26 26.00 20 20,00 25 25,00 15 15.00 b
20 20,00 16 16,00 26 26,00 20 20.00 . 20 20,00
12 12.00 - - 15 15.00 15 15.00 15 15,00
15 1500 11 11,000 11 11,00 15 15.00 15 15,00

- e e e e w ow

112 14.00

9.87 118 14,75 123

15,37 131 16,37

{continued)



|
T.ble 41 : (continued)

Total Mey 1972

Month - . . Novamber 1972 December 1972 Jenuary 1973 February 1973 March 1973 April 1973 to April 1973
Size of - Work Avergge Work Average Work ‘Aversge Work Avera;e Work Aversge Work Averafge Total Aversgs
opersted . days per - days per days per deys per _days per days -per. work ‘per
holdin workar worker worker worker worker . worker days worker
(ecres) . : ‘ o ' :
More then M - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
20,01 - F ~ - “ o= - - - o - - - - - - -
15,01-- M 1 15 15.00 15 15.00 15 15,00 ‘12 12,00 .15 15,00 15 15.00 150 150.00
20.00 F - - - - - - - s - - - .- - to- -
10.8% - % 3 45 15,00 45 15.00.. 45 15.00 50 16,66 45 ::15.00~ 45 15.00 - 486 162.00
15, 4 - - - ! - - . - < - - - VL - -

7.51 = M 1 20 20,00 10 10,00 - - - - - - - - 77 177.00 &
10,00 F - - - - - - - - - - : - - - - =

5,01 = M - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

7.50 F - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - -

2.(5)%- 1Ivax 1 15 15,00 20 20.00 20 20,00 © 25 .25,00 25 25,00 25 .25.00 255 255.00

5 - - - - - - - - - -, = - = - [

%.% - nllg 1 15 ..15:00 15 15,00 25 25,00 22 . 22,00 2K 24.00 20  20.00 203  203.00
lllpgg — nlg 1 20 20,00 ié'."_lz;»ocx ~ 12 12,00 15 15,00 10 10,00 5 5.00 156 156.00

. - - - - - e - . - - - n = - - - -
fotal ' ¥ 8 130 16.25 117 lh 62 117 1h.62: "1k 15, 50 ‘119 14 87b 110 13.75 1h27 178.37

“leontinued)



Teble 41 : (continued) : : .
) ‘ Margingl Farmers

‘Month»- s N : May 1972 J une 1972 T 3u1y-1.975 N -A:xg-us-t, 19-72_ -Se-pt-em-be-r 19-72- O_ct-ob‘e; 1.97-2.- -
: ex Qe ° - - L T

Siga of Workers Work Average Work’ Average Work Aversge  Work Average Work ‘Average Work ‘Average .

opersted ~days per - days per days per - days per _days per days per

holdin : : worker . worker . worker ) .worker . worker N worker

(acres ‘.

ﬁ;51 end M .. 2 31 15.50 15 7.50 15 7;50 20 10,00 20 10,00 15 7.50

more : F - - - - - - - - - - - - -

5,01 - M - - - - - - - - - - - - -

750" "F - - e el e - - - - - - - -

és'.'gtl)_- lxg 7 158 22.57 155 22.14 121 17.28 125 17.85 140 20,00 168 24.00

1.01 - - M 11 180 16.36 142 ‘12.90 '131 11.90 139 12.¢ 153 13, 7 1 .

BB P M s wamm By u9 e 13 ua 1 1

Upto ‘M A 71 17.75 55 13.75 55 13.75 65 16425 45 11.25 52 13.00°

1.00 » F, ‘2 15 7.50 15 " 7.50 “20 10,00 15  7.50 15 - 7.50 - 15 _7.50

M1 n 2 25 12,50 20 10.00 20 10,00 20 10.00 25 12.50° - ‘25 12.50

Total M 26 465 17.8% 387 14.88 ° 352 13.15 369 14.96 - 383 14.73 -~ 431 16457 ..
) F L 23 575 23 5.75 28 7.00 15  3.75 23 5.75 23 5475

(continued)
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Tuble A1 t (cohtinued)

Month =

Size of
operated
holdin
(acres

- e

7451 &
more

5.01 -
7.50

2051 -
5.00

1.0l -
2,50

Upto
1,00

Nil .

No. Of
Sex Workers

M 2
F -
M -
F -
M 7
F -
M 1
F

M

F

M

F

M 26
‘F [

Work:Aversge Work Average Work ‘Aversge Work Aversge
deys per

dsys per

worker

days per

183
8

- i m e @ owmomom ok

513

475
38

worker

21.00

16.63

~17.50

15.00

20,00

18.26
9450

159
43

80
30

L0

53

worker

21.14
18,09
11.50

20,00
15,00

20,00

- - -

November 1972 December ‘1972 Jandary 1973 Februery 1973 Msrch 1973

April 1973

Totsal May<1972

to april 1973

days per

206
23
‘80
30

L5

workar

«19673
13.25

523

53

20611

13.25

days per

worker

20.19
13.25

days

220
23

90
.30

50

535
53

Work Average -Work aAverage

per

worker

- - . m W m ™ e e eom o=

12.50

21442
20,00
11.50.

22,50
15,00 °

25.00

20,51
13.25

Totel Avarsge

work per

days worker

315

1743

2103

1i8

818
270

385

5364
418

157.50

249,00
191,18
74,00

204,50
135.00

192.50

206,30
104.50

ACT
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Toteal Employ- Average Em loy~

Total Workers_ <_ment‘§dazsl ment days? .

Small farmers
Male 8 1427 178.37
,Female: . -, . . - P -
, Marginal Farmers .
Male = 26 T 536k ' 206.30
Female 4 418 : " 104,50

v Female labour employment in non-sgriculturel occupa-
‘tions was limited to pottery, grocery end tailoring. Except

" "in ‘case ‘of the potter family employment of fdmile labour in
the. other two"occupations was as an occasionedl helper rather
than ag a normel feature, : v S

Totsl Employment for Semple Households

Total employment for the twelve month.pé}iod, May 1972
to April 1973, 'in respect of small and marginal farmers was as
- -given below: - - C v '

‘ , Msale Female
Small Farmers S ’

. Net number of Workers , : ‘ lil 99
Employment in (days):- . .
(i¥ Agriculture . , 7004 - 6032
.« (di), Animal- Husbandry L. 2743 2749
(iii) Wage Lebour 1687 1434
(iv) Non-agricultural Occupations 427 ¢ -
Total (i) to (iv) ~ . 12861 . 10215
Average per worker (days) ' 115.86 103.00
- _Marginel Farmers
' ‘Net'nuhber;of Workers' ' ' Tl 182
Employment ‘in {days): o ,
(i} Agriculture . 7497 7503
* {ii) Animel Husbendry '~ - 3124 7346
(iii) Wage Labour : 3696 6403
(iv) Non-agricultural Occupations 5364 418
Total {i) to (iv) . ' 19681 - 21670
Average per worker (days) @ . 138,68 . 142.56

For the purpose of average employment per worker, the
number of net workers was arrived at after.deducting the
salaried edrners from the working force. .The average .
employment per worker, both male and female, was very low in
respect of small and marginal farmers. The average in
respect of marginel farmers was only slightly better than the
average for small farmers. Total employment slso underlines_
‘the fact that female workers are participating in the economic
activity almost equally as the male workers. - : -

- Investmént in Lend N
' One of thé important measiires proposed was broadening
the base of production'of smell end merginal farmers but
without increasing the extent of physicel areg-in their
‘commend .’ Both SFDA and MFAL, thprefore?‘haﬁ recognised the
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need to help the farmers to undertake necessary investment in
land with a view to improving their resource endowmerit and
then through intensive cultivation -€tc., the resource: produc-
tivity. As a result the Agency in its programme, had proposed
subsidising small end merginal fsrmers undertsking investment
in New Wells, Repairs to 0ld Wells, Land Improvement and
Levelling etc. '

As stated earlier 20 smsll farmer families and 35
marginal farmer femilies had lifted lpans for investment in
New Wells, Land Development etc. Table 42 gives itemised
distribution of long term borrowings for investment both in .
respect of small asnd marginal farmers. All the farmers had not
lifted both the instalments of the lozn by end of June 1973,
the distribution being. as below. - :

o SFDA MFAL
Item ) ist 1st+2nd Total -1st 1st+2nd Total
. : instal- instal- instal-instal-
ment ment ment ‘ment
‘1. New Wells - 6 6 - 3 .3
2. Repairs to 0ld Wells 1 - 1 - 2 2
3. Water Supply etc. 2 3 5 - 8 g
Le Oil Engine etc,: - 1 1 - - -
‘5. Land Improvement etc. 8 3 11 19 12 22
. Total 11 13 . 24 10 25 35

As expleined earlier: the numbers of loans in casq of
. small farmers are more than'the families as one family borrowed
funds in the name of four landholders and one femily had
borrowed for two' items. The Agency had stated that both the
programmes were essentially an experiment in .supervised use
of credit by rendering the necessary extension efforts-and help
the beneficiaries to use the credit effectively to raise.
themselves. However, both the extension effort and the
supervision of the effective use of credit had been }lgx.

It is not possible to understand why dlmost fifty per cent of
small farmer loanees-csnd nearly 33 per cent of marginal farmer
loaneces hed not completed even the first stage of the works
proposed thet was financed by first instalment at the end of
at least twelve months from the dete of issue of loan. (The
field-work was started in August 1972 and the sample included
loesnees upto end of July 1972.) No regularity of -supervision
oft works and utilization of credit had been masintained by the
bank or the Block Development Officer:or his deputy concerned.
At times the reports of these two different supervising
agenciss were at varisnce with each other as can be seen from
the following.

Purpose of loan - Land development and levelling
_Amount senctioned - Rs. 5000/;

Amount 1ifted : _ ‘
1st instelment - Rs. 1500/- dated 8th February 1972.-

2nd instalment =~ Rs. 1500/~ dated 22nd June 1973.



Table 42 : Itémiéed Long Tarm Borrowing‘forvlnvestment in Jdew wells ete.

Item & Yoer end  Amount

Seriel month of sanc- -

No. loan tioned
issue ’

' ﬂ;s .
(1) {2) (3)
New Wellg .

1. Jan. 1972 3&-00
*2.  Feb. 1972 9900
3. Feb, 1972 5300
bo Feb, 1972 ~ 6000
5e Mer. 1972, 6000

s Small Farmers .

Amount 1lifted by
30th June 1973

1st 2nd Tote
instsle instsl-
mant ment

Rse Rs, Rs,
{4) (5} (6)
1700 1700 3400
4950 4950 9900
2650 2650 5300
3000 3000 6000
3000 ;3000 §000
3000 ' 3000

No.5 under wate
neme of same parson in one femily.

16000

r Supply sre two losns in the

Repay-
ment
‘period

Due
date
for re-

_payment

of loan
instale

. ment

10

10

10

10

10 .

Repayment Plen

Date

31-3-72
31-3-73

. 31-3-72
. 31-3=73

313272

- 31-3-73

31-3-72
31-3-73

31-3-72
31-3-73

31-3-72

31-3-73

.Int. only

1st.
instel-
Principal ment of
end/or repay-
Interest ment of
princi-
pal at
the end
of -
(Months)
(11)

Int.only
Prin.+Int.

Prin.+Int.

Int.only
Prin+Int.

Int. only
Prin+Int.

Int. only
Prin+Int,

Int Y Onl
Prin+Int.

- el woae o

No,of
instal-
ments-
for re-
payment.
of
prin-
cipal

(12)

10
10
10
10

10

30

Prin- Overdue 30th
cipal June 1973

out= -
stand-Prin— Inte-

ingh cipel rest
June
1973
Rs RS. Rs,.
(13} (uf (1s)
&
3400 224 299 ®

‘9248 - -

4951 - 194
6000 395 523
6000 395 522
6000 197 479 :
(continued)



Table 42 : (continued)

Water Supply

1. Feb. 1972
2. June 1972
3. Mar. 1972
L., Feb: 1972
5. Jen. 1972
Uil fpgine

1, . Dec. 1971

Land Development

1.

Apr. 1971

Dec. 1971

10000

4500

4000

5700

4000

5000

2250

2850

5000

4500

4000

2850

LO00 -

10

10

10

10

10.

'31-3.72

31-3-73
31-3-74

31-3-73
31~3-74

. 31-3-72
31-3-73
31-3-7L

 31-3-72

31-3-73

31-3-72
31-3-73

31-3=74

-

31-3-72

31-3-72

Int, 6nIy

Int. only
Prin.+Int,.

Int. only
Prin.+Int.

Int. only
Int. only
Prin.+Int.

Int. only
Prin.+Int.

Int. only

Int. only
Prin.+Int.

Prin.+Int.

Prin.+Int.

Prin.+Int.

22

.25

14

o7

12

[

10

10
10

5000

4500

4000

2850

518

(14) (15)

- 343
263 360
- 257
22 25~

€9T



Table 42 ¢

(12)

*1\00 Jan.

11. Mar.

(continued)

(3)
1970 750
1971 750
1971 1500
1971 1500
1971 500
1971 2000
1972 2000
1972 3000
1972 - 1500

~uep irs to Cld ‘‘ell

1. er;

* Nos.5, 6, 9 end 10 under Lsnd Development ere members of the same
Loens have bsen shown se

1972

small farmers.

< 7300

() (5 (6) ()

375 375 750 10

375 - 375. 10

750 - 750 10

750 - 75 10

250 - 250 10

1000 1000 2000 10
1000 - 1000 10
1500 - 1500 10
7500 750 15000 10

3650 . 10

3660 -

(8)

313

31-3

31-3
31-3
31-3
31-3
31-3

31-3

31-3

(e

e  Ces Tes W e wm ee e e e

31-3-72
31-3-72
31-3-72

31-3-72

31-3-72

31-3-72

31-3-72

31-3-73.

31-3-72
31-3-73

31-3-72
31-3-73

N 3!1-3 —7?

31=3~73
31-3-74

TS em cus wm vES s e e . em

Priﬁ.+Int.

Prin.+Int..

Prin.+Int.

v?rin;+Int.

Prin.+Int.
friﬁ.+1nt1

Int. only

Prin.+Int, -

int; only o
.Prin.+Int.

‘Int, only.
Prin.+Int.

-dnt,. only

Int.. only .
Prin.+Int.

(13)

10
0
10

10

10
10
10
10

10

9

698
350
701
701

234

1034
1000

1401

1401

(14)

27 32
54 63
s, 63
18 21
138 17
66 920

ol vl

femily staying together snd cultivsting jointly.

{continued)

parstely though all these represent one cultiveting femily. SFDA enumerates these es four

9T



Tuble 42 (contindedf
Marginal Farmets

Item & Year and  Amount Amount lifted by Repay~ Due Hepayment Plan 1lst No. of Prin- Overdue 30th

Serial month of sanc~ 30th June 1973 ment  date’ ' : instel- instel- cipal June 1973
0. loan tioned =~ period for re- Date Principsl ment of ments oub=’ ercccmeas ———
issue 1st 2nd Total psymant and/or repay- for-re- stend- Prin- Inte-
ifstal- instel- ) of loen Interest ment of payment ing cipal rest
ment ment o instal- - princi- of 30th
) ment o pel et prin- June
t?e end cipsl 1973 )
. : of =
Rs. Rs Rg BRs. (Yeers) * (Months) ] Rs, Rs,
1y (2) (3) () (e} 7 e (e ey 1) Q2) (13) (14) .(15)
1.  Apr. 1972 6800 3400 3400 6800 10  31-3  31-3-73 Int. only 24 9 6800 - 304
A A : 31-3-74 Prin+Int. :
2.  apr. 1972 8000 4000 4000 8000 10  31-3  31-3-73 Int: only ‘24 9 8000 - 619
! ) 7 31=3=74 Prin+Int.
3. , Aug, 1972 7000 3500 3500 7000 10  31~3  31-3-73 Int. only 20 - . 9. 7000 = -
. . ] 31-3=74 Prin+Int. - :
Kepsirsg to Old well
i.  Jen, 1972 2000 1000 1000 2000  10. 31-3  31-3-72 Int. only 15 10 2000 132 163
o ) ' 31-3-73 Prin+int. - ’ -
24 Mar. 1972 3000 1500 - 1500 3000 10 31-3 31-372 Int. only 13 10 3900- 197 250

31-3-73 Prin+Int.

(continued)
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Table 42 : {continusd)

e m M om m ® W oW % o % e ™ W W S oE e m M W e 4 W™ o o M e W N M o W . aw e s m W e e e e - .- "™ mEm e w m m e om e wmm

. ls Mar. 1971 . 7000 3500 3500 7000 10 31-3 31-3-71 Int, only ' 25 ° 9 ° 6682 - 630
' ’ 31-3-72 . Int. only .
31-3173 Prinf+Int.,

. 2. Mer. 1971 5000 2500 2500 5000 - 10 31-3  31-3=71 -Int. only 25 9 L773 - -
. i 31~3-72 Int. only
31-3-73 Prin.+Int.

* 429

3qﬂ.uJanL.i972 5000' 2500 2500 5000 10 31-3 31-3-72 Int. only 27 9  .5000 -
R L 31-3=73 Int. only :
i 31-3-74 Prin.+Int.
L, Feb. 1972 10000 - - = 10000 10 31-3 = 31-3-72 Int. only 14 -9 10000 658 947
. 31-3-73 Prin.+Int. s
5. 'Mer. 1972 7000 3500 3500 7000 - 10 31-3 31-3-72 Int. only 25 9 7000 0 - =
' C B 31-3-73 Int. only . -
- o 31-3-74 Prin.+Int, : ) '
" 6. June 1972 6000 3000 3000 6000 10 31-3 31-3=73 Int. only = 22 9 76000 - = .
ﬁ T . 31-3<74 Prin.+Int. .-~ ,
7. . June 1972 6000 3000 3000 6000 .10 31-3 31-3-73 Int. only 22 9 6000 & = 210
\ ' .7 313-7h Prin.+Int. . ,
8, June 1972 5900 - . = 590 10 31-3 31-3-73 Prin.+Int. 10 10 5900 388 436

(continuéd)

- 99T



Tsble 42 : (continued)

Land Development ) )
1.,' Mer. 1971 1700 850 850 1700 10 31-3 31=-3-=71 Int, only - 13 10 1700 2L - 282

31-3-72 Prin.+Int..

2. Apr, 1971 © 250 125 125 250 10 31-3 31-3-72 Prin.+Int. . 12 10 234 18 21
3.  'Apr. 1971 200 100 - 100 10 31-3 | 31-3-72 Prin.+Int. 12 10 93 7 8
Lo  Apr. 1971 350 175 175 .350. 10 31-3 31-3-72"Pr1n.+1nt, ‘12 10 327 25 29
5. . Apr. 1971 400 200 200" 400 10 31-3 31-3-72 Prin,+Int. - 12 10 344 - -
6. " Apr. 1971 - 200 100 - 100 10  33-3 31-3-72 Prin,+int. 12 10 93 7 8
7. . June 1971 1000 500 500 1000 10 31-3 31-3-72 Prin.+int. 10 10 1006 69 7
8. Dec. 1971 700 350° 350 700 10, 313 31-3-72 Prin.+Int, - 4 10  em 48 56
9+ ' Jen. 1972 2000 1000 - 10000 10 31-3 31-3-72 Int. only 15 10 1000 66- 90

. . . 31=3-73 Prin,+Int, - )

10, Jen. 1972 €00 400 = 400 10 31-3 31-3-72 Int.omly 15  10° 400 26 36

: 31-3-73: Prin.+Int. -

11.° Jen, 1972 750 315 - 375 10 31-3 31-3-72 Int. only 15 107 350 - -

‘ : , 31-3+73 Prin.+Int.- - ; .

12;} Feb. 1972 1200 600 © - = 600 10 . 31-3 31-3-72 Imt.only 14 10 600 40 54

' : 31-3-73 Prin.+Int.

- (continued):
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, Luble 42
(1) (2)
13. Feb.
1k. Fev.’
iS: Feb.'
16. Feb.
17. Feb;
18, Maf{
19. Maf,

| 20,  Mar:
21, Mar,
22, Mer.

{continued)

(3)
1972 3000
1972 2500
1972 1500
1972 - 900
l??2>.>15OQ
1912 1500
1972_: 1400
1972 - 700
1972 1000

450

750

750

250

450

10

10

10

10

10

10

10

10

31-3-72
313273

31-3-72
313273

31-3-72
31-3-73

31-3-72
31-3-73
31-3-72
31-3-73
31-3-72
31-3-73
31-3-72

- 31s3-73

31-3-72
31-3-73

31-3-72
31-3-73

Int, only

Prin.tInt. ’

Int. only

Prin.*Int. ’

Int. only

Prif.+Int, °

Int. only
Prin.+Int.

Int., only
Prin.+Int,

Int. only

Prin.+Int.

Int, only .
Rr;n.+1nt.

1Int. only

Prin.+Int .
Int. only

Prin.+Int.

Int. only .

Prin.+Int.

T
ST
ST
13
13.,

13

13

13

10
10
10
10
10
10
10

10

750
700
677
1000

967

50

46

135

113

125

67

63

g9t
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-Supervisors Report:
lst vieit = - = Work completed as’ per first
‘5th July 1972 instelment of loasn. Estimated
expenditure Rs. 1500/-.

Soil Conservation Officer, Patan. -

2nd visit ~ Work proposed under lst insta®ment
~10th August 1972 of Rs. 1500/~ not completed.
. Notice issued to complete the work
and notify the bank in about a

month.
Bank Sﬁpervispr.'
'3rd visit - Works completed. Estimated
18th March 1973 . cost Rs. 1500/-.

B.D.O., Patan.

" One fails to‘understand which of the report happens to
be-describing the progress of work correctly and possible
within the first instalment of Rs. 1500/-. Even if one is to
agree’ thet the proposed work estimated to cost Rs.. 1500/- was
completed by 18th March 1973, it is difficult to ‘understand
why it took another three months for the bank to release the
second instalment of Rs, 1500/-~. In the meanwhile .the
cultivstor had run into overdues on sccount of repayment of
first instalment of principal and interest due on 3lst March
1973. The cultivstor received the second instalment of the
loan in June 1973. after effecting the payment of overdues.
There are few more cases of this nature znd it leads to the
only conclusion that there had been quite azn extent of
negligence in supervising the use of credit in proper time.

. Another matter that needs to be considered is the period
“*required to complcte the proposed work end time allowed upto
first instalment of repayment of principal. There are wide
veristions in the period allowed for repayment of principsal,
the minimum such period in respect of land development being

" four months and the maximum being fifteen months. The bank
does not prescribe any period for completion of the work
proposed but generally agrees thet land levelling and develop-

. ment etc., should take around two to three months to complete.
In spite of this assessment the bank never made any inguiries
as to why such lend development works are getting delayed.
The repayment has to come out of the incremental income
resulting or expetted from such works snd-the minimum that
‘will be deemed necessery. is to ellow the cultivator at least
one clear secason before the repsyment falls due. This one
cleer season could not be allowed in a few cases (there is
only one such case in the semple) possibly on account of
fixing ‘the due date on 31lst March of every yeer. Had there
been two different due dates, such ss 31lst March and 3lst
December practised previously for verious long term loans, the
cultivator would not be faced with the problem of repayment
before he has a chance to increase his income from the piece

" of land on which levelling etc. had been carried out. This

" problem arises particularly in respect of land levelling and

development works. However, the maximum pericd during which
the works proposed have to be completed secems quite necessary
even in respect of New Wells, Repairs to 0ld Wells, etc.



the existing 10 years.
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As the Land Development Bank reports no subsidies have
so fer been (i.e. end of November 1973) adjusted to losnees
account for went of any clear direction. The Agency wants the
subsidies to be adjusted to the loan account and the bank would
prefer to adjust the subsidy towsrds repayment with interest
rather than the loan amount. The bank, further, states that
adjustment. of subsidy to repuyment is the normai procedure and
this be continued as it will be more convenient for maintaining
the accounts properly. The Ministry of Agriculture, Department
of agricultural Credit, by .its letter No. 22/10/71 lLgri.Credit,
dated 14th March 1973 had suggested that the banks should
sanction the loan amount by taking into consideration the
amount of subsidy due on the cost of the works. 4s the bank
states this is just not possible as the subsidy is to be pald
only after the completion of the proposed work and till then
the benk will have to finance the proposed investment to the
full estimated cost errived at by the bank. Even if the subsidy
amount is paid in advence to the bank, it is:not desirsble to
adjust the subsidy to loanees account because the accounts may
have to be readjusted and rewritten in case the beneficiery
has not utilized the funds properly for the given purpose. One
thing should be clear enough that the maximum benefit of subsidy
has to go to the cultivator and not to the bank as happens under
the present procedure of adjusting subsidy towards repayment,
For this purpose the. subsidy needs to be adjusted to loan ’
account and not to repayment. Such:a procedure may be considered
along with the repayment period after keeping in view that the
cultivstor gets et least one clear season, after completion of
works, before the commencement of repayment of principal and
interest due thereoh in the form of annual equated instalments.
There is no need to change the total period of thé loan from

"Sinc: the commencement of repayment of

principal generally varies between ten end twenty-five months,
depending upon the nature of works proposed and the date of
issue-of loan, the bank should first set the limit to the
period by which thé works must be completed if the cultivetor
is to derive the full benefit of subsidy by adjusting it to
loan amounts Such a period could be stipulated at a maximum
of twelve months for land development works and upto twentyfour™
months for New Wells, Repairs to old wells, etce. Two due dates
for repayment could be prescribed at 31lst March and 3lst
December as was: previously practised. Two dstes will ensure
that no cultivator gets additional period bsyond the maximum
preséribed for adjustment of subsidy to loan account. In cese
of land development works the first year should collect simple
interest on the loan amount end the principsl and interest due

.for the:balance of nine years be collected in nine egquated

annual instalments, after adjusting the subsidy to loan amount.
The same can be followed in respect of New Weldls, Repairs to
0ld Wells, etc. by collecting simple interest on the loen.
amount -£6r the first and the second year and then after adjust~
ment of subsidy the balance of principal with interest due be
collected in eight équdted annual instslments. The bank is

no loser if such a repayment procedure 'is adopted end -the
cultivator would get the meximum benefit only ifi-he completes
and gets the necesssry completion certificate for such work by
the end 'of the stipulated period. Scme minor adjustments

for collection of interest will be necesssry if -the stipulated
maximum period fazlls beyond the due ‘daté prescribed for
colleétion of interest and ‘this will not be very difficult to
msnagé. Thé benefit to the cultivestor, on the -estimated cost
and loan -amount of Rg, 1000 only; -can be seen from the
following. - ' ' ’ . )
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Land Development

1) Loan Amount ~ Rs. 1000

2) Interest @ 9%, Period of loan 10 years.

30.00

1125.90
1215.90

1308.20

92.30

180.00

1084.16
1264.16

1308.20

3) Repsyment: lst yesr only interest on Rs.1000 ﬁs.
L) Subsidy @ 25% on cost of ) Loen Rs. 1000
Rs.1000 to be sdjusted on -} Less: .
completion st the end of ) Subsidy Rs. 250
maximum period of 12 months)
Balance of Principal due _ . Rs. 750
5) Balance of Rs.750 to be )
repaid in 9 equated annual ) )
instalments each of Rs.125.10) Total payment Rg.
6) Total payment by cultivator (3 + 5) Rs.
7) Total payment by cultivator ), Total .
in 10 annual equated instal-; Repayment Rs.1558.20
ments of Bs,155.82 each
where subsidy is adjusted |} Less:
with repsyment, subsidy )} Subsidy Rs. 250.00
being @ 25% of estimated g Rs.1308.20 Rs.
cost of Hs., 1000 ‘
8) Net benefit to: Cultivator (7 = 6) Rs.:
New Wells, Repairs to Old Wells; etc.
1) Loan amount -~ Rs. 1000
2) Interest @ 9%, Loen period 10 years.
3) Repayment: Interest for lst and 2nd year Rs.
4) Subsidy @ 25% of estimated ) Loan Rs. 1000
cost to be adjusted to loan )
amount at the end of maximum) Less: :
stipulated period. ) Subsidy Rg. 250
Balance of Principal due ' Ks.
5) Balance of Rs.750 to be paid )
in 8 eguated annual instal- )
ments each of Rs.l35.52. ) Total payment Rs.
6) Totsl payment by Cultivator (3 + 5) Rss
7) Total péyment byncuitivator ) Totel . '
in 10 equated snnual instal-) payment 1558.20
ments of Rs.155.82 each )
when subsidy is adjusted to ) Less:
Efpaime?t' subgidy being . 3 Subsidy 250.00
25% of estimated cost o
Rs. 1000, - ) 1308.20  Rs.
8) Net benefit to Cultivator (7 = 6) Rs.

 44.0%

The net benefit of ks. 92.30 in respect of Land Develop-
ment might not be very substential in itself, but this has_to
be considered along with the reduction in the annual instalment
from Rs. 155,82 to Rs. 125.10 which no doubt lessens the burden
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of repsyment to & significant extent. The bank, as said
earlier, is no loser as it collects all the principsl and
interast due to it. What the benk does not collect is what is
no more due to it by way of ipterest. When the subsidy gets
adjusted- to repayment the bank gets interest on Rs. 250 of
subsidy which is no more there since the subsidy is adjusted
to loen amount. The seme is true in respect of New Wells,
etc. The cost of a New Well will be in some multiple of

Rs, 1000 and to that extent the benefit will be lsrger slong
with the reduction in annual equated instalment,

The procedure gives esch cultivator at least one clear
season before the commencement of repayment of principsl since
repayment in equated annual instelment starts at the end of
second year or third year depending upon the purpose for which
loan has been disbursed.

Investment in Dsiry

Long term investment in New Wells, Repairs to old wells
etc, takes some gestation period before it csn bestow benefits
on the farmer, With the limited land resources it may not be
possible to improve.the employment and income potential of
these farmers -suffieiently to make them potentlslly viable in
course of time. Therefore, it was necessary to diversify the
activities of the rural populetion by developing supplementary
agricultural enterprises such as poultry and animal husbandry.
As pointed out in Chapter III poultry did not receive any
response in any of the three talukas of Satara district.
Cultivators responded quite energetically to supply of milch
animals in the whole project area. Accordingly, the project
proposed a subsidy of 25 per cent and 33 1/3 per cent on
purchase cost .of the milch animals for small and marginal
farmers respectively. The Agency lsid down foldowing condi-
tions for payment of subsidy ‘and purchase of milch animal,

(1) The milch animel should be purchased outside the
district and should be either ‘'Pandharpuri', Graded 'Surti!
~ or Graded 'Mehsana'. :

(ii) The.purchese of the animel will be supervised by
the purchase committee consisting of the farmer, representative
of the finencing agency, Bistrict Animal Husbandry Officer or
his representetive and the Chairman:of the dairy society.

(iii) Cash to be peid to the concerned society and not
to the beneficiery farmer. Society mskes the cash payment to
the seller on behalf of the purchaser. o

- _(iv) Repayment in 48 fortnightly instalments through
milk sales to Government Milk Scheme or Dairy Co-operstive
Federation. The total loen to be recovered in three years.

As per conditions laid down by the Agency, 47 end 80
milch enimals were received by 47 snd 78 small and marginal
farmers from the sample of beneficisries. As expleined
earlier two families of marginal fermers received two animals
each having fulfilled the conditidéns laid down by the agency
for supply of second milch animal, All these animals were
supplied between November 1970 and November 1972, the detsiled
distribution having been given earlier. Of these enimasls only
14 and 5 animals supplied to small and marginal farmers -
respectively had'been with the beneficiaries for a period of
one year or more by the time the field-work was undérteken.

It means that only 19 animals hed contributed towards income
from dairying in the year 1971-72, the contribution of such
_income for that period in respect of others being much less.



Table 43.:

------ Lo an M e W e W @ m o w m oe o e W e s e e W om ow ow owm

SmallvFarmers

Utilization &nd Repaymont of iedium Tirm Loen for lMilch Animsls

Size of Source Yoer and Duration - Amount Amount Difference Milch Milch
the of 1loean  month of of loan issued spent on  Col.(6-7) animsal animels
ferm finasnce loén issue purchase brought owned by
1 of milch from loan the farmer
acres . Rs. animal finaence inclusive
' - Rs. Rs, . of losn
. _ . animal
{2) (3) (&) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) {10)
9-00 N.B. Nove 1970 - 3 yoars 1000 815 185 1 2
8-00 N,B, Nov. 1970 -3 years 1000 790 210 1 2
2-00 NJ.B, Nov. 1970 3 yeers 1000 735 265 1 2
1-09 N.B. Yov, 1970 3 years 1000 715 285 1 2
7-15 N.Bs Jan. 1971 3 years 1000 950 50 1 2
7-00 N.B. Jan, 1971 3 years 1000 866 134 1 :
6-00 N.B. Jan, 1971 3 years 1000 980 20 1l 2
5~00 N.B. Jan. 1971 3 years 1000 841 159 1 3
4=15 N.B. Jan, 1971 3 years 1000 975 25 1 2
3-14 N.B. Jan., 1971 3 years 1000 825 175 1l 2
3-12 N.B, Jan. 1971 3 years 1000 830 170 ‘1 2
3-00 N.B, Jen. 1971 3 years 1000 866 134 1 2
3«00 NiB. Jan, 1971 3 years 1000 719 281 1 2
1-20 NJB. Jan. 1971 3 years 1000 830 170 1 1
3-00 C.S. Sept.1971 3 years 1000 816 184 1 2
11-00 N.B. Nove 1971 ° 3 years . 1000 979 21 1 3
7-07 N.B. Nov. 1971 3 years - 1000 977 23 1 2
7-00 Ni8. Nov. 1971 3 yeers 1000 1000 - 1 3
7-00. - N.B¢ Nov. 1971 |~ 3 yeers 1000 +1000 - 1 2
Netionelised Benk; C.3., = Co-operstive 3ociety, \(contlnugd)

€LT



T.ble 43 : (continued) °

(1) (2) (3) (&) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)
20 2-20 = 'N.B. Nov. 1971 3 years 1000 843 157 1 2
21 8-25 " N.B. Nov. 1971 3 years 1000 787 213 1 1
22 5-20 ° N.B. Nov. 1971 3 years 1000 . 787 213 1 2
23 © 518 ‘NeB. Nov. 1971 3-years -1000 817 183 1 1
24 0-25 N.B. ‘Nov. 1971 3 years 1000 912 ;88 1l 3
25 ‘0=21 'Nu.B. Nov. 1971 3 years 1000 917 83 1 1
26 0-15 ‘NeB. Nov. 1971 3 yesars 1000 847 153 1 1
27 4=20 ‘NoB, Dec. 1971 3 years 1000 885 115 1 2
28 3-00 ‘NoB. Dea. 1971 3 years 1000 973 27 1l C 2
29 11-00 "C.8, Dec. 1971 3 years 1000 oLl 56 1 2
30 10-00 "C.3. Dec¢, 1971 3 yeears 1000 935 65 1l 2
31 8-00 UaS, Dec. 1971 3 years 1000 927 73 1 2
32 7-00 "C.5, Dec., 1971 3 years 100G 965 1 2
33 9-36 C.S,. Dec. 1971 3 years 1000 781 219 1 . 2
34 5=30 CuS, Dec. 1971 3 yoars 1000 oLl 59 1l 2
35 8-00 Coba Febs 1972 3 years 1000 975 25 1 1
36 7-00 CeSe Feb, 1972 3 yesrs 1000 950 50 1 1l

.37 9-00 C.Ss Feb, 1972 3 years 1000 925 75 1 5
38 \ 3-14 CuS, Feb. 1972 3 yesrs 1000 oL4 56 1 2
39 8-00 C.3. Feb. 1972 3 yesers 1000 699 . 301 1 2
L0 . 7=-00 C.S. Feb. 1972 3 years 1000 639 361 1 2
41 5-00 C.S. ¥eb, 1972 3 yeers 1000 834 166 1 1
42 4,-20 C.3. Feb, 1972 3 years . 1000 899 101 1l 2
43 3=15 C.5. Feb. 1972 3 years 1000 755 2L5 1 3
Lh 310 C.S. Feb. 1972 3 yesrs 1000 909 91 1 2
L5 . 2-20 C.S. Feb, 1972 3 yesrs 1000 899 101 1 1
L6 200 C.S. Feb, 1972 3 yesrs ° 1000 6L9 . 351 1 1
47 12.00 C.S. Nov. 1972 3 years 1000 649 351 1 2

{continued)

kIAY



Teble 43 : (continued)

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - .- . = e o= - - - - o
- m wm wm ® e ® = mom w m o o= ow - - - .- - - - - - - - - - - -

flepayment of loan by 30th- April 1972 Balance
Szrisl - ————— S e e e e e e e e e e e e e r e ce e e e —————— outstending
No. Heifers Value Bulls Value Cash Milk Subsidiary Interest Totsl on lst
‘ sales _ . Rs., May 1972
(Nos.) (us.) {Nos.) (ks.) {tse) (ks.) (fts.) (Rs.) (Cols, (Ks4)
‘ \ : ' 15+16+17) ,
(1) (11) (12) (13} (14) (15)  (16) (x7) (18) {19) (20)
o1 2 50 - - 185 735 - 54 920 134
2 1 50 - - " R10 535 - -~ 63 745 8
3 - - - - 265 4,85 - 60 750 310
. - - - - 285 305 - 69 590 479
5 L - - 1 40 .50 610 - 75 660 415
) - - - - 134 175 - 88 309 779
7 1 L5 - - 20 370 - 90 390 700
. 8 1 k5 - - -159 377 - T4 536 538
9 - - - - 25 430 - © 90 455 635
10 1 75. - - 175 305 - 78 480 598
11 1 50 - - 170 385 - 77 555 522
.12 - - - - 134 2h5 - . 83 379 704
13 - - - - 281 285 - 7 566 505
C14 2 L5 - - 170 179 - 85 349 736
15 - - - - 184 203 204 L6 591 455
16 1 60 . - = 21 227 - L7 2,8 799
17 1 35 - - 23 130 - 49 153 896
18 1 50 - - .- 142 - 50 142, 908
19 1l 50 - - 137 - - 50 137 913

..-----..--—---------——-—-.--------..'_—-_--------..- ---------

(continued)
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Teble 43 ¢ (continued)

L T I R

(1) e 11) (12) (13) (1) {15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20)
20, - - - - 157 173 - 35 330 705
21° - - - - 213 159 - 32 372 . 660
22, - - 1 30 213 122 - 31 335 696
23 - - - - - 183 120 - 34 303 731
24 - - - - g8:" 152 - 38 2L0 798
25 1 30 - - 83 - 116 - 39 199 80
26 - - 1l 40 153 % 111 - 32 264 768
27 .. - - -- - 115 53 - L7 168 879
285 1 50 - - < 134 - 50- 134 916
29, - - - - 6 183 236 19 L25 5914
30; - - 1 30 - 127 239 22 366 656
31 1l 45 - - - 50. 232 22 282 740
32 1 50 - - - 128 241 22 369. 653
33 1l 60 - - 169 32 - - 201 799
34 1 50 - - 9’ 143 - - 152 81,8
3% - - - - - -90 - 15 90 .925
36 1 50 - - = 3k = 14 34 980
37 - - - - 25 7 231 L 263 37
38 iy L .50 -- - 6 52 - 17 58 59
39 t- e =t - , 251 75 . - 326 671,
Lo - - - - 311 b 18 - 357 . 643
41 - - - - 116 75 - - 191 809
L2 1 40 - - 51 114 - - 165 835
43 . fw - - - 195 129 - - 32} 676
by i " 40 - - At 68 - - 109 891
45 1 60 - - 51 120 - - 171 829
ﬁ? A e - - 301 56 - - 357 643

(continued)
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Teable 43 :. {continued)

Serisl Filk yield OFf Col.21 Milk sales Of.Col.23 Value N

No, from all milk yield during lst sales to of milk  Amount Amount
: milch from loan liay 1972- co-opera- ssles to adjusted received
animels animal 30th April tive co-ope~ ggainst in cesh
during 1st 1973 society rative loan
May 1972- - soclety repayment
30th &pril o s in Col.24
1973 o o _
: (Litres) (Litres) (Litres) {Litres) (ks.) (ks.) (Es.)
(1) (21) (22) (23) (24) (25) (26) (27)
1 315 315 . - - - -
2 620 540 365 ©.310 292 75 175
3 - - - - - -
4 280 - 160 - - - -
5 885 405 510 507 457 1l 440
6 430 70 123 36 28 28
7 40 615 540 4,86 456 70 325
8 405 - 150 - - - -
9 310 - .- - - -
10 275 75 140 6 I -
11 450 I+50 338 256 244 50 196
12 255 - - -
13 185 135 - -
ik 255 255 158 147 127 20 107
15 180 180 105 102 109 .9
16 1300 375 ‘635" 574 551 L64 18
17 315 315 173 138 155 156 . 46
18 520 270 285 75 -
19 750 375 393 186 238 243

Repayment durlng 1st May
1972--30th April 1973

Milk
sales sidy,

‘Cash

-(RSO) ‘tRS.) (A“-Si)

(28) (29)

Sube

(30)

----- P - o-

204

198

184
179

238

Inte- Totel
rest (Cols,
28+29+30)
(Rse) (Rs.)
(31) (32)
18 304
41 273
39 204
61 183
49 239" 1
82 282 3
78 315
62 215
75 L5
68 218
‘59 258
83 217
8 193
2 228
22 117
22 709
25 406
25 325
?5 493

{continued)



Table 43 : {(continued)

(1) (21) (22) (23 (24) (25) (26) (27) (28) (29)  (30) (31)  (32)
20 50 240 230 164 178 155 - - 155 211 20 366
21 §75 375 290 262 326 284 99 - 284 197 17 4,81
22 625 360 367 306 367 355 93 - 355 262 16 617
23 435 435 308 305 378 325 110 - 325 204 18 529
2k 480 353 285 281 365 332 118 - 332 304 21 636
25 495 485 300 281 345 266 134 - 266 230 22 496
26 518 518 360 345 453 410 132 - 410 212 19 622
27 510 60 225 26 35 62 - - 62 221 24 283
28 660 495 390 - 354 343 301 20 - 301 - 25 301
29 610 420 405 255 309 355 - - 35 - 25 355
0 425 235 185 129 161 171 30 . - in - 23 171
b 870 615 368 - 309 375 446 - - 460 - 40 L60
32 455 455 265 - . 235 290- 345 - - 345 - 31 345
33 465 L65 210 103 106 127 21 - 127 195 - 322
3§ 985 630 L65 - 440 357 383 - 276 383 235 L6 894
35 780 780- 465 439 482 551 - - 551 2LL 325 795
36 480 4LE0 233 180 183 98 - - 98 237 48 335
37 1185 390 503 289 281 313 7 - 313 - 5k 313
38 690 330 288 172 206 214 - - 214, 236 49 450
-39 435 285 143 132 179 179 - - 179 175 - 354
[Xs) 420 420 225 192 230 230 - - 230 160 - 390
41 382 382 240 204 246 2L6 - - 246 209 - 455
42 420 420 240 - 1227 302 302 - - 302 225 - 527
43 1065 690 705 4,28 531 531 - - 531 . 189 . .- 720
Ly 565 375 22k 196 2zl 201 20 - .20 227 | - 428
45 420 420 345 338 401 401 - - 401 225 . - 626
46 375 375 225 216 254 250 - - 255, 162 - 416
47 675 420 195 179 149 . 146 ¢ 3 301 123 162 23 586

{continuad)
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igola 43 : (coutinued)

_._--__--_---'--—----------—------——--—_---____-—-—-—__----—

-

sr. Balance Unexpired Vslue of Cash Jeles to averege Average "Balente Income Income - Reusrks
No. out-~ repeyment milk payment co-ope- amount of smount of outstand~ from from
stending period sales to received rative repuvment repayment ing ss = milch milch
on lst upto co-ope~ out of . socisty per month per month per cent enimsls enimels
ey 1973 meturity rstive sales in since through to cleer of re-  1971-72 197273
of losn  society Col.35 issue of sele of  the ~ peyment :
since loan’ milk balence  through |
issue of . siance during - milk )
loen - 1issue of .unexpired ssles upto
» losn ‘peried ~ 30th: o
upto April 1973°
_ k maturity . )
i {months) (RSa; iRs.) (months) (Rs.; (Rs.; {Rse) | (Rs;? (Rs;g
(34) {35 36) (37) (38 (39 L0) (41 - (42 (43)
1 Gredit, Loan 1035 300 12 57 Repeid - 846 -0 -
Balence repeid - . -
2 86 ) 1228 576 17 30 1L 17 853 336 April 1973 milk sale
) worth lis.A2 not sdjusted,
3 145 6 938 433 13 33 24 34 863 =406 - :
4 357 6 658 349 14 17 60 151 574 ~10 4nimel died Aug.1972.
5 225 8 1913 1282 21 25 <8 42 " 979 270  April 1973 milk sale
- worth 15,20 not sdjusted.
) 579 - 8 466 226 17 5 73 665 954 35 .
7 4,63 8 1513 -~ 1012 19 15 - 58 165 8L, 340 Aprll 1973 milk seles
, : ‘ worth Rs.60 not sdjusted.
8 - 385 8 506 124 11 7 48 127 - 416 225 =
9 665 g8 933 458 13 (2 83 214 1030 -302 -
10 44,8 8 637 - 320 17 13 56 197 834 =97 =
11 323 8 1156 579 19 16 40 105 810 152 -
12 571 8 329 8l 12 - . 13 71 35z 289 ~285 =
13 371 8 543 245 14 15 L6 173 643 - =7 -
14 591 8 3&6 147 13 7 74 628 179 76 -

% Credit bolence of hsel52, ‘ : (contlnued)
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'Téble'h} 1 {continucd)

A1) (33)  (34)  (35) " (36) (37) (38) (39) (40)
15 360 16 321 - 14 16 23 143
16 112 18 817 65 18 36 L 17
17 515 18 330 L6 16 13 29 244
18 608 18 217 - 18 3L L28

. - 8 27 25 204
20 359 18 400 - 14 19 20 131
21 196 18 549 106 13 30 11 L9
22 95 1 611 134 15 29 20

%6 165 18 707 186 - 13 4D 9 3
27 620 - - - - - - Z
28 640 19 546 50 18 21 34, 170
29 261, 19 531 - 1k 38 14

30 508 19 331 3L 11 23 27 200
31 320 15 487 - 13 3k 17 71
32 339 19 473 - 13 32 18 82
33 177 19 180. =21 11 14 25 300
34 - - 572 41 15 - - -
35 155 » 21 635 - 9 67 7 26
36 593. 21 232 . - .11 10 28 559
37.. 48 . 21 326. 7 12 22 23 . 180
38 558 21 259 .- BV VS 27 289
39 320 21 254 0 = 7 37 15 126

(41) (43) -
240 <403 =
1061 450 -
225 =365 =
561 12 -
754 245 -
480 g0 -
230 25 -
733 <4 =
638 -98 -
h45 36 -
346 15 -
411 235 - :
190 89 Loan animel died July 1972.
668 -36 Cash bezlence was peid to fermer.
108 ~-193 Bs.50 sheres egainst lozn finance.
744 =233 -Ks.50 sheres-sgainst loan finencej;
i Rs,15 paid cash te fermer.,
265 =51 'R\ 50 shares agsinst loan finance;
‘ ~ Rs.23 peid cesh.
596 70" Bs,35 peid cesh to farmer.
390 -417 Bs.50 sharss ageinst loen finence.
. 376 292 Rs, 50 1t it 1 "
295 3_08 Rs. 25 f : ] " 1
Rse 6 interast paid cash.
49 =147 'Rs,50 sheres against loan finsnce,
11[}6 572 RS’. 50 n L 7" " .
llh h59 RS. 50 it n " "
Bs, 7 interest paid cash.
103 - «218 Ws.50 shares sgeinst loan finance.

Cen e w e . s m e W o 4 W e m m m W™ o W m wm W

08T

{continued)



(continued)

Teable 43 :
(1)  (33)
L0 253
41 354
L2 308
43 -
Ll 463
45 203
L6 227
47 437

R\OO

(- -

(43)
Rs. 50 Shares against loen finsnce.
gz. go 1 " " A1 ;

Animel sold November 1972,

Rse 50 sheres sgeinst.losn finance° Credit
belance of Rs.45; interast not sccounted.
Rs. 50 shares og&lnst loan finance.

Rs. 50 ne .

Rs. 50 i L] 1 i .

RS- 50 H © - 1 i .

(continued)



Teble 43 : (continued)

Merginasl Farmers

Seriel S3ize of Source Year and Duretion Amount Amount lefyrence Milch Milch
No. the of loan month of of loan issued spent on Col,(6-7) animal animals
farm finence 1issue purchase brought owned by
1 - of milch’ from the fermer
enimal losan inclusive
{aecras) (Rs.) Aitss) “(Rs.) finence of loen
animal
(1) (2) (3) (&) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10
1 3=-00 N.Be Nov. 1970 3 ‘years 1000 765 “35 1l 1
2 2-30 NeB. Jen. 1971 3 yesrs 1000 700 300 1l 2
3 2-08 N.B. Jen, 1971 3 years 1000 816 184 1 -3
s 1-28 NBe  Jen. 1971 3.years 1000 855 145 1 1
5:.% 107 | N3, Jen. 1971 - 3 yesrs 1000 816 184 1 1
6 5-00  C.3, 5ept.1971 3 years 1000 €65 335 1 1
7 . 4-00 C.Ss Sept.1971 3 years 1000 790 210 1 2
g8 3400 C.5, Sept.1971 . 3 yeears 1000 790 " 210 1 1
9 2206 - C.S. Sept.1971 © 3 yesrs 1000 740 260 1 2
10 2-00 C.3., - Sept.1971 - 3 yeers 1000 765 - - 235 1 2 -

_/ N.B. = Netionslized Benk; C.5. = Co-op“rdtlve Sociaty, (continuad)
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Table 43 : (continued)

(1) . (2) (3) (4) (5)_ ) (6) (7)
11 1-07 C.3, Sept.1971 3 .yesrs 1000 780
12 . . 10-00 Cu3. Sept.1971 3 yeers 1000 737
13 4-00 C,9. ° ° Sept.1971 3 years 1000 797
14 2-06 C.5.°  Sept.1971 3 yesrs 1000 797
15 ' 1-20  C.5. Sspt.l97L - 3 yeers 1000 712
16 1-18 C.5: "~ BSept.1971 3 yeers 1000 787
17 100, G.,5. ©  Septwl97L 3 yesrs 1000 762
18 0-34:-  C.3. °  Sept.1971 3 years 1000 887
19 ‘ 0-30 - Cu.s. ° " oept.lo71 3 years 1000 637
20 - GuSe * * Bept.197L 3. years 1000 762

e W e e om m ® Emmoeemea e o w o oeem = o owm o

(cont;nﬁed)
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Tebla 43 : (continued)

(1) (2) (3) (4)

21 .=, G Sept.1971
22 7-00  N.B.  Nov. 1971
23 © 5-00 N.B. Nov. 1971
24 3-20 i.B. Nov. 1971
25 © 300 NuB. Nov, 1971 |
26 © 120 - W.B. Nov. 1971
27 1-00 ' N,B, Nov.

28 - 0-30 N.B. Nov, 1971
29 5-11  N.B. Nov. 1971
30 410 WB.  Nov. 1971

1971

(9) (10)
1 1
1 1
1 2
1 1
1 2
1 1
1 3
1 2
1 3
1 3

- {continued)
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Teble L3 : (continued)

(1) (2)
31 1-11
32 0-23
33 0-%0
34 4=20
35 3-20
36 5-00
37 2-10
38 2-00
39 1-18
0. -

(3) (4) ) (5) (6)
N.B. Nov. 1971 3 yesrs 1000
KeBa Nov. 1971 3 years 1000
NeBe Nov. 1971 3 yesrs 1000
8.8, vec. 1971 3 yeors 1000
N.Be Lec. 1971 -3 years 1000
Gubn  bed. 1971 3 yéers 1000
CeSe Dec, 1971 3 years 1000
Codu Dec. 1971 3 yesrs 1000
C.3. Dec. 1971 3 vears 1000
C.5. Dec. 1971 3 years 1000

867 113 1 2
937 63 1 2
842 158 1 1
965 35 1 2
943 57 1 2
919 81 1 1
894 106 1 1
819 181 1 1
869. 131 1 2
8Ll 156 1’ 1

(continued)
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Tablergz ! (cgntinued)

-----------------------

(1) (2) (3) (&) Z5$ oo 6 777 T &)~ T [T -(103 -

11 1-00 C.5. Dec. 1971 3 yesrs 1000 849 151 1

o cnmR) mE o Bo®m) oW Y

L3 200 C.S.  Decs 1971 . .3 yesrs 1000 1000 - 1 2

Ly 1-18  C.3.  Dec, 1971 3 yeers 1000 955 L5 1 1

45 1-11  C.8.  Dec. 1971 3 years = 1000 794 206 1 1

46 100 €., Dec, 1971 3 yesrs 1000 960 O - 1 1

47 i 0-12 ~ ©.5. ggc. 1971 ; 3 years 1000 769 ) 231 1 1
> . c. 1972 3 yesrs 1000 749 ) 251 1

48 3-17 C.S. De¢. 1971 3 years 1000 891 109 1

49 3-11 C.5. Lec, 1971 3 yeears 1000 941 59 1

50 2-18 _, C.s. Dac. 1971 3 years 1000 891 109 2

(cbniinued)
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Teble 43 : (continued)

(1) (2) (3) (%) {(5) (6) (7) (8) {¢ A (10)_
51 0-39 .3, Dec. 1971 3 years 1000 941 59 1 1
52 - C.3, Dec, 1971 3 yesrs 1000 941 59 1°- 1
53 7-21 Cad4 Dec., 1671 3 years 1000 8L 159. 1 2
54 411 C.5.  Dece 1971 3 years 1000 841 159 1 2
55 3-36 C.S. Lec. 1971 3 years 1oqd"A 942 58 1 3.
56 3-00 Cu5., Lec, 1971 3 years 1000 991 /9 1 3
57 2-36 Cu3.. . Dec. 1971 3 years 1000 B16 184, 1 2
58 2-31 C.S.. . Uec. 1971 3 years 1000 666 284 1 2
59 2-00 Cuds.  Dec. 1971 3 yeers 1000° 851 149 1 1
60 1-26 CsS..  Dec. 1971 3. years 1000 992 8 1 2

{continued)
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Teble 43 : {continued)

(1) (2) (3~ " (5) (6) ="~ [T
61 0-23 Cose Lec. 1971 3 years 1000 841 159
62 0-13 CeS, Dec. 1971 3 years 1000 926 74
63 2-37 Cu3a Jan, 1972 3 years 1000 907 93
64 1-10 .3, Jan. 1972 3 years 1000 832 168
65 5-37  'C.S.  Jans 1972 3 years 1000 898 102
66 2-17 C.S. Jen. 1972 3 yeers 1000 873 127
67 2-09 (R Jan, 1972 3 yeers 1000 798 202
68 2-06 .8, Jan, 1972 3 years 1000 823 177
69 1-23 C.5. Jen. 1972 3 years 1000 808 192
70 0-35 C.S, Jen. 1972  3 years 1000 847 153

- ) - (10)
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 2
1 .2
1 2
1 2

" (continued)
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Teble 43 ¢ {(continued)

(1) (2) {3) (&) , (5) ‘ (6) 7y (8) . ) (10)
71 0-12 ° C.S.°  Jen. 1972 3 years 1000 738 262 1 3
72 3-13 c.S. Feb. 1972 3 years 1000 949 51 1 2
73 2-38 c.3. Feb, 1972 % yeers 1000 969 31 1 1
75 2-00 C.5. Feb. 1972 3 years 1000 1039 -39 1 2
75 1-20 C.S, Feb. 1572 3 yeers 1000 894, 106 1 2
76 0-30 G5 Feb. 1972 3 yeers 1000 854 146 1 2
77 5-03 Cuba Nov. 1972 3 years 1000 724, 276 1 2
1 1

68%



Teble 43 : {continued)

- ®m S eeew wm e % omeme= == o S e o e o E m ®om B omom R e e e ® oo w e o o W e e o m = e @ - ==

Serial Calves from losn snimel and value Repayment of loan by 30th April 1972 Belence
Now = eceevcccncsccmccccmmcce—caccoe- ———— w—— ————— e cn e —a——— outstanding
Heifers Velue Bulls Velu Cesh Milk Subsldy Interest Totel on lst ilay
ssles X (Cols, . 1972
Nog.)  {Rsy)  (Nos.) (Ree)  (Hs,) (Rs.) (Rs.) (Esy)  —(eoctt’ Rs,)
[«]- B Se O0S. Se /. Se Se Se Se 9 S
(1) {153 (12 (13)7" (1) (15) (16} (7] (137 19} 585
1l - - - - 235 505 - 58 740 318
2 1 30 - - 300 185 - 7 485 586
3 - - 1 15 184 - - 92 184 908
4 - - - - 145 360 - 75 505 570
5 2 125 - - 184 280 - 79 L64 615
6 - - - - 335 110 222 33 667 366
7 - - - - 210 32 263 2L 505 519
8 _ - - - - * 210 239 263 43 712 33
9 40- - - 260 173 246 41 679 362
10 1l 50" - - 235 245 255 41 735 306

{continued)
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Table 43 : (continued)

(1) 1)~ a2 T L)) 15 "ae) a7 (s (19) (20)
11 1 50 - - 2200 195 260 Ly 675 " :369
12 30 i - 213 402 T 246 30 861 169
13 - - - - Is3 174 ‘266 31 593 438
14 - - - - 153 7161 266 32 580 452
15 - - - - 238 39 237 26 814 212
16 - - - - 163 187 262 28 612 K16
17 - - - - 188 199 251 27 641 386
18 - - - - 63 151 296 32 510 522
19 1 50 - - 313 183 212 31 708 323
20 - - 1 40 18 167 254 28 609 19

(cogtiﬁqu)m
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Teble 43 + (continued)

(1) (11) (12)
21 b -
22 - -
23 - -
24 1 30
25 - -
26 1 . %0
27 1 75
28 - -
29 - -
30 - -

----—-..M-_----—-—---—-----------------------‘.

(13)  (14)
1 25
1 25

" 183

150

240

(19) (20) ~

. n e e didie wmoe - oem
627 401
74 977
358 683
347 685
183 866
222 816
361 682
213 830
232 803
268 767

{continued)

z6t



Teble 43 : (continued)

- T e M Em @ e e W W @ T S wm om oEm W o S o e o e W @ e o wm wm o mk mm

(1) (1)~ " (a2 (13) (1) (15) “{16) " a7 8 T e T T T Tao)” 7T
3L - - 1 30 113 187, - . 35 300 735
32 - “ - - 63 157 - 38 220 818
33 - - 1 30 158 195 - 30 353 677,
34 - - 1 20 35 24 - 11 59 982
35 - - - - 57 160 - 39 217 822
36 - - - - 317 -7 306w 337 663
37 1 50 - - 56 117 298¢ K71 535
38 1 35 - - 131 105 273 509 497
39~ 1 60 - - 8L~ 78 270 7 429 578
40 1 40 - - 106 = 72 281 - 459 541

e et A T T I R I T T T T S S

(continued)
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Table 43 ¢ (continued)

S C Y R ) R Tt N E TS N (15) ~ (6) Cam” T T Tde) T T Ty
L1 - - - - 101 51 283 - 438 562
L2 - - - - 100 1.8 285 18 533 485
43 1 L5 - - - 139 331 20 470 550
A - - - - - 101 318 21 419 602
45 1 50 - - 156 189 265 17 610 407
46 45 - - - 127 320 20 L47 573
47 - - - - 181 163 256 - 16 600 516
48 - - - -  50 60 - - 10, 890
49 1 40 . - - . © - - 60 940
50 - - - - 50 77 - - 127 873

(contipued)
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Table 43 : (continued)

(1) (11) (12) (13) (1y) (15) (16) (17) (18). (19) {20)
51 .1 U0 - - . - 6k = . 6k . . 936
52 - - - - - b - - by 956
53 - - 1 Lo 109 5. - - .. 13 &7
54 - - - - 109 9%, - - k3797
55 : 1. 50 - - 8 109, - - nr 883
56 1 50 - - _ - 164 - - 16k .. 836
57 - - - - 134 78 - - 22 . 788
58 1 60 - - 281, 83 - - 367 . 633
59 - - - - 99 102 - - 201 799
60 - - - - 8 51 - - 59 941

.{continued)
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Teble 43 : (continued)

(12 a1 a2 @) @) T as) 0 T unT T s T T de T T o) T
61 - - - - 109 24, - - 133, 867
62 - - - - 21 80 - - 104 _ 896
63 B 50 L. - 43 100 \' 302 - s 555
6L - - - - 1ue 200 277 . - 605 395
65 1 L5 - - 52 8 - - 60 . 940
66 1 25 - - 77 3 - - 80 §20
67 - - 1 25 152 36 - - 188 812
68 1 35 - - 127 31 - - 158 81,2
69 - - - - 142 - - - 142  ess
70 - - 1 40 103 31 - - 134 866

{continued)
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Teble 43 : (continued)

L T T T T T

(1) (11) ~ "(12) (1307 () T (15) " 16~ )" T e T Tder T T T (o)
7 - - - - 212 28 - - 240 760
72 - - 1 35 1 19 - 10 20 990
73 - - 1 W - - 10 - 10 10 1000
7% - - - - - Th 346 7 420 587
75 ’ 1 %0 - - 56 76 298 13 430 . 583
6 - - - - 46 - - - 954
77 - - - - - - - - - -
78 - - 1 20 - - - - - -

{continued)
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Teble 43 : (continued)

serisl kilk yield Of Col.?l uilk Of Co0l.23 Velue ) . Repeyment during lst Mey® 1972
No. from sll milk sales sales to of milk Amount Amount. to 30th april 1973
milch yield - during co-opera~ sales to adjustad received —eeccrccccmmmmccraccecccscceccccoes
animals from loan 1lst May tive co-ope~ sgainst in cash Cash Mi}k Subsidy Inte- Totsl
during lst znimsl 1972 to society rative loan re- sales rest (Cols.
May 1972 ‘ 30th gociety -pesymaent 28+29+30)
to 30th April in
e ) (Licres) ) (il (kee) (ko) (es) (Res) ) (Rsy)
tres Litres Litres) {Litres Rge Se Rse Rs. Se Rg, ks, S
(1) (=1) { (2 i (25) -(26) | (27) (28} (29; (30 531) t32)
1l 525 525 300 - - - - - 2 255 39 257
2 525 - 400 - - 24 - - 24 233 68 257
3 640 275 465 L62 438 - 28L - - - 104 -
4 420 420 360 207 390 - 436 - 40 285 6§ﬂ 325
5 330 330 285 271 250 12 234 - 12 272 68 284
6 - - - - - - - - - - - -
7 195 - - - - - - - - - - - -
8 330 330 195 154. 164 181 - - 18 - 12 181
9 675 390 345 182 180 189 - - 189 - 2, 189
10" 420 420 285 249 T %59 - . 263 - - 263 - 13 263

(continucd)

861



Teble 43 : (continued)

-N e mEm S eSS et eSS e e mE R s eE eEm MEmoE mem e om oeEmmoEm ol e e B = ow e e o e B o= om o= ome e = w o ow e

(1) (1) (22) (23)  (21) (25)  (26) (27) (28)  {29)  (30) (31) (32)
11 - - - - - - - - - - - -
12 645 300. - 345 - 107 108 172 - - 172 - 3 172
13 450 150 235 163 155 186 - - 186 - 25 186
14 270 270 225 196 205 222 - - 222 - 3L 222
15 535 360 285 118 140 216 - - 216 - L 216
16 413 413 286 240 242 254 - - 251, - 26 254
17 205 205 75 16 19 33 - - 33 - 10 33
18 . 375 345 190 a1 67 81 - - 81 - 15 81
19 . 450 K50 255 239 251 300 - - 300 - L, 300
20 165 165 75 69 87 1Ly - 331 11 - 6. L5

——,———-——--—_"---_-—-...-a—----—--_-----------_-‘-.

; - : ' o ‘ (eontinvad)
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Teble 43 : (continued)

(1) (21) (22) (23) (24) (25) ‘ (26) )(27) (28) (29) (30) (31) (32)
21 - - - - - 15 - 15 - - - 15
22 270 270 - - - - - - - 333. 29 333
.23 930 360 450 137 138 126 - - . 126 285 19 511
24 330 330 210 24 22 36 - - 36 248 20 284
25 . 775 390 420 372 L8 462 - - . L62 333 23 795
- 26 465 165 315 301 264 159 65 - 159 - 24 159
27 60 25 292 236 193 172 - - 172 293 19 465
28’ 425 - 210 63 49 29 19 - 29 268 2y 297
.29 375 195 182 132 133 63 33 - 63 271 22 334
30 735 370 188 471 555 W69 143 - 169 287 19 756

. :Ccontinued) '
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Table 43 : (continued)

= e ® e e m e e em R e m e EE e omeE e Em mmE ™ oeeomEmEmeE e - % om.em.eeewm - e.ee - =

(1) (21) (22) (23)
31 645 480 416
32 1125 645 578
33 Lés L65 300
34 520 150 290
35 930 420 360
36 120 120 75
37 690 690 368
38 435 435 322
39 360 360 201
40 330 330 210

178

1)~ (32)
16 359
2 76
18 . 542
27 567
23 13
%6 148
81 . 177
68 242
81 245
no 159

(continuad)
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Teble 43 : (continued)

- m e m o oW @ o m e B oW B W M ® e ® m @ M W T m oW % S e m e W m e S om ™ om om

(1) (21)  (22) (23) (24)  (25)  (26)  (27) (28)
A 510 510 270 2hk 32977 329 112 -
b2 700 390 330 316 360 - 391 36 204
43 935 660 390, 329 373 414 - -
bly 292 292 187 151 . 198 184 37 -
b 520 .50 390 376 466 8 118 -
L6 420 420 293 274 360 404 g -
b7 735 735 585 . 546 589 487 - 204
L8 345 345 210 201 225 266 3 -
L9 390 390 195 185 205 243 3 -
50 498 420 283 261 269 308 17 -

329 - 71 329
391 249 43 8lly
Li4 ~ 26 L1y
184 - 28 184
418 - 11 418
LOL - 21 L0O4
437 243 34 934
266 297 L8 563
243 314 52 557
308 297 55 605

{continued)
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Teble 43 : (continued)

(1) (21) (22) (23) (24) (25) (26) (27) (28) (29) (30) (31) (32)
51 570 570 330 308 317 361 - 361 314 70 675
52 345 345 157 102 108 139 L - 139 314 I 453
53 585 1465 300 260 25) 299 41 - 299 280 - 579
54 653 450 320 293 268 325 18 - 325 280 - 605
55 600 600 345 321 296 362 67 - 362 314 - 676
56 1190 600 675 581, 565 524 - - 521 330 18 854,
57 255 255 120 91 78 135 - - 135 272 - 407
58 435 220 225 175 173 215 27 - 215 221 - 436
59 L35 435 315 266 237 278 27 - 278 284 - 562
60 615 375 315 241 248 290 51 - 290 331 - 621

{continued)
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Teble 43 : {(continued)
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(1) (22) (22) (23)  (24) (25) {26) (27) (28)  (29) (30) (
61 230 230 135 65 69 102 26 - 102 280
62 75 75 38 31 27 92 25 300 57 309
63 360 360 172 158 168 65 81 - 65 -
64 150 150 127 105 105 53 52 - 53 -
65 390 390 24,2 230 302 338 - - 338 299
66 360 360 185 132 154 174 2 T
67 360 360 228 200 257 302 - - 302 266
68 518 368 233 176~ 222 252 - - 252" 274
69 340 105 150 106 109 89 - - 89 269
70 W5 35 740 210 260 296 - - 296 82"

31) (32)
- 382
3L 666
- 65
- 53
W7 637
48" 465
0 58
L2 526
64 358
L5 578

{continued)
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Tébla 43 : (continued)

(1) (21) (22) (23)
71 405 345 195
72 730 375 400
73 375 375 187
74 415 %85 150
75 780 435 375
76 383 383 323
77 355 130 175
78 345 345 <03

(31) (32)
29 L49
37 81
37 590
%0 179
30 385
52 7.8
14 505
CIN 597

(continued)
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Teble 43 ¢+ (coptinued)

sr. Balance Unexpired Vslue of

No. out~ repeyment milk
stend-  period ssles to
ing on .upto co=ope=~
lst May msturity rative
1973 of loean  society
since
issue

of. loan
kse)  (months) ks,)
(1) i33) ~(34) 35)
1 100 6 1102
2 - 356 8 510
3 1012 8 438
I 314 8 1012
5 399 8 831
6 366 16 111
7 519 16 32
8 163 16 419
9 137 16 365
10 56 16 510

Income
from

milch
animals
1971-72

Cash Sales. to Average Aversge Balance
payment co=-ope~ amount of smount of .out-
received rative repayment repeyment standing
out of society per month per month as per
sales in since through to cleer cent of
Col.35 issue sale of the repayment
of loan milk balance through
since during milk
issue of unexpired ssles upto
loan period 30th
upto April 1973
' maturity
(Rs,) (months) (fs,) (Rs,) Rs,)
(36) 7) (38) (39) 40)
595 15 13 17 50
301 15 8 50 347
284 6 - 127 -
612 18 16 39 114
509 20 10° 50 198
- 13 23" 175
- L 32 6500
- 13 28 10 ° L5
- 19 16 12 66
- 16. 28 3 12

from
milch
animals
1972-73

Remsrks
(43)
-
N
O
- o
Losn enimel died July 1972

(continued)



Tgble 43 : (continuud)

(1)  (33)  (34) (35) (36 (37) £38) (39) (40) (42) (42) (43)
11 369 16 197 - 7 22 23 24 373 -508 -
12 - - - - - . - - 702 20 Rs.50 sheres sgainst
C T o loan finence
13 277 16 369 - 17 18 17 8l 395 <174  Re.50 W m
1 26 16 399 - 18 1 16 81 326 <1 Re.50 © v
1 - - - - - - = 605 "33 “Reso o om m
16 188 16 452 - 17 23 12 L9 . 456 5L~ Re5Q M M m
17 363 16 237 - 9 12 23 186 k78 -344  Rs,50 v v w
18 456 16 . 233 - 13 . 14 28 2L6 365 <99  Rs,50 " v m S
19 37 16 473 - 15 29 1 & 329 16 ResO Mmoo
20 - - - - - - - - 234 -97 Rs.50 " m m

{continued)



- Table 43 : (continued)

W) 33y G R T R ¢ B ) B T I - = Ve B R
21 386 16 9 - 8 15 2} 316 251 =25  Rs,50 sharss egainst
. ' . L . loen finence
22 673 . 18 - 3 8 38 2926. 18,  -20 -
23 291 . 18 769 - - 15 W 16- 137.. 323 366 -°
2, 421 . 18 131 - 8 9 23 569 267" -2 -
257 94 18 70 - - 15 38 51 67 25 -
26 681- 18 437 65 12 21 38 274 . 139 45 -
27 236, - 18 468 - 15 23 26 133 381 127 - 8
28" 557 18 66 19 - 6 - 31 - 355 gl - :
29 49 18 177 33 8 13 27 458, w27 -
36 30 18 go5s 108 16 34 2 s 740 99  Aniisl died June 1973

{continuad)



Table 43 : (continued)
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31 392 18 715 14 17 29 22 72 552 139 .

32 & 79 18 © 830 200 16 38 » 14 610 793 -

33 153 18 624, 168 13 31 9 37 510 169 - ,

34 ’ INN) 19 365 13 16 14 23 203 588 268 =

35 432 19 288 < - 1 18 23 , 214 285 370 - o

36 591 19 = 204 95 6 12 31 - 821 234 _V-l78, Rs.50 shares ageinst loen finence;

. Animal sold Janusry 1973.
37 439 19 451 187 11 19 23 212 268 495 Ks.50 sheres egsinst loen finence;

38 323 19 Akk 97 13 21 17 118 372 -114 ks.50 v nom .
39 4l 119 4 97 12 20 22 17h 343 ' =207 Hs.50 ° n L
40 453 19 358 127 9 18 24, 283 435 154 Ns.50 ® ‘wom _

) . Animsl died December 1972,

{continued)
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AT 304 19 504 120 13 24 16 97 326 2L,3 hks. 50 sheres sgainst loan finsnce.
k2”68, - 31 1316 377 16 30 22 143 252 330 Rs. 45 " ) W
B < S Rs. 50 " " L
. ' L ) lst Animsl died June 1973.. .
GRS 56k - . 15 3L 9 32 L9 408 - IR o
. A S 5 P . o . o h
LY. L6 19 339 55 12, 2%n' 2, 189 ° 158 «92 Rs. 45 shares sgeinst loen finance.
L5 - - 728 120 14 39 - =Y 4000 362 Rs..50 M " " LI
¥ 190 19 554 23: 12 K 10 38 243’ 268 Rs..50 " " o
V7 516 31 809 - 16 37 17 8 315 373 Rs..50) " " moor
. . . o Rs. 50) : . e
48 375 19 329 3 10 28 20 134 174 111 Rs, 50 t - M. m
: . : : - . Rse 9 paid cash.: ‘ S
49 435 19 306 3 10 25 23 173 168 110 Rs. 50 shares sgainst loen finance;
. v ; Rs. 9 peid ceash, :
.§0 {323 19. 402 17 13 25 ;7 '98 ‘501 =57 HRs, 50 shares sgaingt losn fihance;

Rs. 9 peid cash,

(continued)
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54 192 19 437 18
55 207 19 538. 67
56 - - 959 271

393
73

W

178

261 --236. RS.

530, =180 Rs..
648 =367 -
218 64 Es.
308 -33 -

50 shares sgeingt loan finence,

.50

50

.50
50
761 466, Rs. .

9

50

" n "
# " "
" " "
i ‘ -oon LR
paid ceash.

shares .against losn

- (continued)

"

n

" .

" .

finence, -

50 shares ageinst losn finance.
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61 185 19 152 26 9 14 26 385 12 -87 Rs. 50 sheres sgeinst loen finencej
. Animsl sold July 1973. R

62_‘ ééh . -19 162 25 6 23 14 233 479 =269 Rs, 50 sheres sgeinst losn finence,
63 490’ 20 287 122 12 14 25 297 21 115 Rs. 50 v " % "o,
64 342 20 333 70 7 . 38 17 130 346 <17/ Rs.-50 ° L L
65 350 20 346 - 10 30 18 117 292 =76 Rs. 50 " " LI
66 503 20 179 2 11 12 25 390 -89 =293 Rs, 50 " " LI
67 28, 20 309 - 9 33 14 96 6l =109 Ks.-50 " ", " L

o S . ‘ ‘ Rs. 29 interest peid in cesh.

68 358 20 260 - 11 22 18 148 111  -47 Rss 50 sheres sgainst losn finence;
. \ : K = © . Rse 23 intersst peid in cash. o
69 564 20 129 -k 22 28 635 -49: =85 Rs, 50 sheres agesinst losn finanpéa
70 333 20 302 - 11 26 17 117 55 =75 Rs, 50 " " " "

Rs. 28 interest psid in cash.

B ) _ (continued)
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Tabla 43 :

72
73.

74

75

76

7 .

146

Ly7
428

228
288

(continued)

38

163

-

11

11

.5\

L
25
31

38
35

12°

‘ 19';.

- e m e wm w owm w E e ® % o s o wm w o lms
v .

11
14

17

14

Lk

266
117

253

68

165

207 °

68
-82

130

-51

Rs. 50 sheres against loan finance;
"Rse 12 interest paid cash' :Dead Juiy 1973.

‘Rse 50 sheres ggaingt loan finance,.

Rs; 31 peid cesh to cultivetor.

Rs. 39 peid by cultivatorl Animal ' died

: Septamber 1972.
119

Rs. 50 shares against loen finance.

Rs, 50 shares ayainst loen finsnce;
Animsl died July 19733
Rs.-50 peid cash to cultivator.

€12

Rs. 50 shares sgesinst loan finance;
Animal died June 1973.

" mm m e ® emmkomT memme m ommwm o= om o
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Table 43 gives the utilizetionm and repayment of ’
medium term loans for milch animals for &1l the farmers (both
small and merginal) who received such enimels. The Table
sets out details in respect of total milk yield,.sales etc.
and income from dairying for the two years 1971-72 and 1972-73.
Most of the columns are self-explenatory end only a few need
to be explained as given below. T

{i) Column 15 :« Normelly cash paid back to the
society is equal to the difference between columns 6 end 7 and
as given in column 8. However, this will be epplicsble in
respect of finarce provided by the Netionslized Benks. In
case of finance provided by Co-operative Societies the amount
peaid in cash. towards repayment is less and this as explained
in column 43 'Remarks' srises as a result of the borrower
having contributed the difference towsrds share capital of
the gociety. :

{ii) Column 18 :- Interest paid though shown
separately is Included in payment by cash or through milk
sales etc. This was necessary in view of Nationalized Banks
not collecting interest separately but add it up to baslance
due from the borrower.

(iii) Column 19 :- This represents total repayment
inclusive of interest accounted and paeid i.e., this column is
the total of columns 15, 16 end 17. This egein was necegsary
as explained above in (ii). Nationalized benks calculate
interest either at the end of every guarter or six months sas
the case may be, and the interest is ‘carried down to balance
due. In effect this may result into compound interest.

(iv) Column 20 :- The amount represents balance of
principal due from the borrower in cése of Co-operstive
Societiess In case of Nationalized Banks element of interest
is likely to be presgnt as explained sbove in (iii). :

(v) Column 26 :- The emount adjusted towards repéy-
ment is to incTude both repayment of principal snd interest.

(vi) Column 27 := In a few cases after adjustment
to repayment some cash peyment to borrewers hasg been reported
and the figure refers to the period 1lst May 1972 to 30th -
April 1973,

(vii) Column 31 :- £s per Column 18.
(viii) Column 32 :- As per column 19.
(ix) Column 33 :- As per Column 20.

{x) Column 38 :- The average amount of repsyment
refers to principal only, and that too through milk sales to
co-operative society. Repayment of principsel in cash or
through subsidies has been left out. This had to be so since
the balance outstanding on lst May 1973 has to be repaid only
through milk sales or by cash payment. In mejority of the
cases the subsidy has, alréady, been-adjusted towards repay-
ment. Calculated in this manner it will be possible.to
measure the burden of repayment in the unexpired period upto
maturity of the loan.

(xi) Column 3 :- As per column 38 the average .amount
here refers to emount of principal to clear the balance
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outstanding, It is impossible to aSséEéétﬁé‘interest payment -
that will be psid by the time the loen is cleared.

{xii) Column 40 :- Only principal repaid through milk
sales has been considered: in this ¢olumn, Balance outstanding
in almost-all cases, barring loans from Nastionalized Banks,
refers to principal outstanding. In case of loens from
Nationalized Banks the balance outstending need not be wholly
principal outstanding as a -result of  compound interest.

. (xiii) Columns 41 and 42 :- Income from milch animals
is net of current expenses:but devoid of depreciation on the
milch animsls. Income for both the years refers to income from
all the milch animals and not the animal purchased against loan.

*" It has been pointed out under 'Employment in Animal
Husbendry' that perceptible rise in employment is difficult to
Judge and the only possible chaenges that. are likely to be
visible will be by way of increase in income either in the
nature of additional consumption of milk or additional milk
sales. . As will be seen from the Table even_ this increase in
income has not materialised in majority of the cases. Income
from milch animéls has generally been less in the survey year
1972-73 than the previous yeur 1971-72.- Factors that might
have.contributed "to this fall -in income have been stated
earlier and -the major contributory factor. was-the rising cost
of fodder thet had eaten into inéome from milk yield. Home
consumption has not méterially chenged nor have. sales increased
in the survey year 1972-73. There are quite a few cases that
have suffered losses during the survey year,

.- Repayment of balance outstianding on:lst May 1973 raises

a problem in quite a number of cases. Considaring Columns 37,
38, 39 and 40 it is feared that quite a few cultivators are
likely to run into overdued by the time the loan matures.
Since the subsidy has been adjusted ageinst repayment of the
loan, the balance outstsnding as on lst May 1973 will have to
be met out of milk sales. The average sales per month for the
previous ;period upto 30th April 1973 does not. assure that the
averagé sales required to clear'the loan at the end of the

" maturity of loan can be met. The period available does not
take into considerastion the dry period. of the animal uptop
maturity of losn and to that extent the average repsyment .
calculated could be on the low side since the actual period
for which milk sales will be possible would be less. , Even as
the figures tell, the actual per month sales and- the required .
per month sales to clear the loan are in the ratio.of l:l4 and
more in quite a few cases and that the repayment does not look
likely. Alternutely, the balance of repayment due i.s. - ,
outstanding as on lst May 1973 as & proportion of .repayment of
principal effected through milk sales varies from as low as 17
per cent to as high as 559 per cent for small farmers and
between 12 per cent end 6500 per cent for marginal farmers.
These -are no doubt extremes but there ere sufficiently large
number of cases where the bslance outstanding happens to be
around 130 per cent to 250 per.cent of repayment of principal
effected through milk sales upto 30th April 1973. _ o



CHAPTER-V
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

I

The operation of ell the agriculturel developmental
programmes have, althrough, been heavily in favour of lsrge-
and to an extent middle ferms as against the smell holdings
which constitute the major portion of the ferming household.
Wherever the new technology has made an impact on egricultursl
production the resulting benefits by.way of increassed returns
have not been equally shered by-different size group farms
with the result that the rich have grown richer snd the poor
poorer or at least comparatively poorer. The majority of smell
family farms have not taken up the new technology, mey be
because of situations of physical end/or economic uncertainty
that results into self-provisioning production ss the essentisl
means of livelihood und wherefore, these small family farms are
frequently found to prefer cultivating vesrieties which provide
them with maximum security with.minimum expense.-'Invariebly
these happen to be established locel varieties-or its verisnts
‘thaet had been in vogue for quite sometime.

The ‘hendicaps faced by the small fsrmers differ from
area to area. " Adpption of new technology would involve deeper
commitment than ig involved with well established local
varieties, and essentially the 'small farmers' resources do not
properly fit into the requirement of new technology. If the
small ‘and ‘marginal fermers are to.be brought into the mainstream
of the developmental effort somé specific projects, for the
potentially viable small farmers and marginal farmers, needed
to be formulsted. that would improve both-the Yresource endow-
ment' and the 'resource productivity! of their holdings. The
two ‘programmes, SFDA and.MFAL, were formulated with this &im
.A&n vigw and to make available to small and marginal farmers
“the hecessary inputs, including credit, to enable them to
" participate in the availsble technology and thereby improve the
productivity of their parcel of lsnd through intensive egriculture
and diversifying their activities so as to secure supplementeary
source of income from suitable subsidiary occupations. The
aim was, necessarily, to move the farmers from the previous
sposition of mere congervation to that of consolidation. The
change-over from mere cbnservation to consolidation being
<brought about by broadening the base of production but without
increasing the physical area under the fermer's command.
Commensurate with this aim the farmers were to be provided
with long term credit for investment in land development, - -
development of irrigestion through wells etc. Thegobiect{ve
.was to enable the farmer to get adequate income from his. farm
.and off<farm business to pay for what may be called 'model
.Adiving' and service the credit. for current operations and
investment. ‘ : . . -

II

It is really difficult to devise s satisfactory defini-
tion to'distinguish small farmers from large end middle
farmers. ‘Some observations describing the economic sctivity
could be made but thesé cannot be used as workable proposition
since these would fail to pinpoint ss to which of the farmers

-would really belong to the category of the smell former.
Between small and marginal farmers, identifying small farmers
was of grester importance as the floor area of land holding

216
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for @ smell farmer would set the limit to the ceiling of the
merginal fermer's land holding for inclusion undér MFAL
scheme. The more importent distinguishing feature, beside the
land holding, proposed by the schemes and the Project reports
was the 'Potential Viability' of the small fermer. While the
smgll farmers were potentislly vieble, the mbrginal farmers
were not only non-viable but were expected to remain non-visble,
at least, for guite some period in the future. The potentially
vieble small fermer will be such a farmer who in a given period
of time will become economically vizble as a result of various
aids given to him in order td make him snd his family a viable
economic unit so thet he does not have to depend anymore on

the -subsidies snd aids to keep his unit a going concern. " The
concept of viability relates to a circumstance where the
given.economic unit is capable of sustsining itself and there-
fore, the aim of the programme réfers to the movement of .small
farmers, participating in the schemes and receiving subsidies,-
to self-supporting status where the beneficisries would take

to normal institutional facilities of financing their produc-
tion. ‘Lend is the only resource for employment and income and
the viability criterion, therefore, heeds to be defined in
terms of income and in defining the small farmer'the income
criterion has to be translated in terms of land holding. No
uniform definition can be luid down in terms of size of holding
as .this size may vary from area to area according to producti-
vity end-econamics of land. .

Generally the holdings between 2.5 to 7.5 acres were to
be covered under the gmall farmérs programmes and holdings less
than 2,5 acres under marginsl farmers programmes. The criterion
was not laid down for irrigated snd unirrigated land or the
combination of both nor was any income criterion specified.
The rough formule for conversion of wet and dry lsnd to arrive
at en effective size of holding was to be based on the estima-
tion of likely income from such lands. Since income was to be
considered only. for the purpose of the conversioin ratio,
income from land or other subsidiary occupations etc. was
totally neglected or connived at leaving the identification
of small farmers wholly to the discretion of each Agency which
could set the ceiling at 7.5 acres of perennially-irrigated
land., The potentisl viability of the small fermer goes by
the board. Even for arriving at this holding the directions
were not least clear whether such a holding was to be a family
holding or the individuel land holder's holding. :‘Only subse-
quently, the Ministry of Agriculture, Government of India,
becamé -aware of the lacuna and clarified that family holding
was to-be the basis of identification. The Ministry, further,
added thet the proposed ceiling on holding was to be “in.
respect of 'operational holding'! but did not care te-define
it. The operational holding was open to various -interpreta-
tions.as can be seen from Agenda Paper; relating to Farm .
Meanagement Studies, of July 1967. with‘so many ways in which
the operetional holding was defined,” it was at least necessary
to have indicated the definition that the Ministry deems fit
to follow. To add to this the Ministry stated that the
schemes of SFDA and MFAL were meant to cater to the 'non-
viable' sgriculturists. So far as marginal farmers were
concerned there is no reason to think thet they were not only
non-viable as. of now but were expected to remain non-viable
for quite some period in the future. However, it is very
striking to know that even the smell fermers, too, were
supposed to be non-viable. In fact as the initial programmes
indiceated the important distinguishing feature of the small
farmers wus their 'potential viability' and not non-viability.
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Through its various directives the Ministry invsrisbly shied
away from setting up sny ihcome criterion thet would mske the
small farmer family a visble economic unit. In: the end the
distinguishing festure of 'potential viability' of the small
farmer was diluted, watered down and ultimetely slmost
discarded, so..thst as the finel result it was only the size of
land holding that becsme the distinguishing festure between
the small end merginsl fermer. .

The SFDA-MFAL Agency, Chiplun, comprising five telukes
of hatnegiri district and three tslukas of Satara district,
found the size of holding specified (2.5 to 7.5 acres for
small fermer snd upto 2.5 acres for merginal farmers) unsstis-
factory as it equated all the categories of land and would not
take into consideration availebility of irrigution facility,
productivity of, particular class of land etc. The agency
differentisted varicus cetegories of land as (i) irrigated
rice lend, (ii) rain-fed paddy lend, (iii} Werkes lend, (iv)

erennially irrigated lend, (¥) seasonally irrigated lend and
vi) unirrigated or dry land. The suggested workasble relation-
ship of different categories of land as eguivalent to each
other was as below. :

(1) Irrigsted Rice Leand 2.5 to 7.5 acres
(2) Rain-fed Paddy Land 3.0 to 9.0 acres
{3) Perennially Irrigated land 2.5 to 7.5 acres
(4) Sessonally Irrigated Land 5.0 to 15.0 acres
is;vUnirrigated or Dry Land 7.5 to 22,5 acres
6) Warkas Land ' o 10.0 to 30.0 acres

To .confirm the proposed relationship the Agency appointe
a study group to produce the economic relstionship between
various cstegories of land with some factusl reasoning based
on loczl information. Accordingly the study group ceme out
with two reports, first on 18th December 1971 and the second
on lith August 1672, mostly based on the same ‘data but with
drasticslly different results. In both the reports comparison
of various categoriecs of land was based on net income from
such land; If the first report was to be relied upon the
acreage prescribed for various cstegori=s of lend had to be
set at a lower level. The second report confirmed the rela-
tionship on the basis of net income, but being based on’ the
same dcta seems to be more a result -of manoeuvring the net
income from land rather than a clean result of the survey
data. One fails to understend. how, based om the same data,
income from soms categories of land changes so drestically
from Rs. 1600 per acre of perennially irrigated lend in the
first report to barely HEs. 400 per acre from the .geme land in
the second report. Neither the Agency nor the study group
could explain the discrepancy.” Based on the .first report the
meximum income for a small farmer ranges between Rs. 710,
besed on 10 acres- of ‘Warkes land, to Rs. 12000 end more,
based on 7.5 mcres of perennislly irrigsted land. The second .
report produced fhe income limit of Ks. 3000 and a little more.
It seems likely that the Agency had thought of Hs. 3000 net
income to meke & small férmer femily a viesble one though this
was never stated explicitly. The real sdvantuge of such a
manoeuvre was that cultivators with perennially irrigsted
holding upto 7.5 acres or its equivalents in other cstegories
could be allowed to secure the benefits of the programme.

Another matter relastes to definition of 'Irrigated
Lends!. The study group snd consequently the Agency accepted
the definition of irrigsted land as given: under Section 64 of
the B.T. end A.L. Act, 1948. This definition effectively
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excludes irrigsted-lands which heve been the result of private
investment in irfrigstion. The same definition need not have
been accepted for identificstion since the purpose was gquite
different. By accepting this definition the effective ceiling
on land holding of a small farmer became 22.5 acres of un-
irrigsted lend or 30 acres of Warkas land irrespective of- the
area irrigested, in such a holding, by privete sources of
irrigstion. By not giving this matter sufficicnt thought the
definition becomes prejudiced in favour of fermers with private
sources.-of irrigetion to the exclusion of others.

Similarly, 'XKumri' lands which sre more or less skin to
ordinary 'warkas' lands had been consideréd in. two taslukss of
Jawalli snd Mahsbaleshwar but such lands were excluded while
identifying small faurmers in Paten taluka. By continuing this
omission no uniformity of definition is maintained within the
jurisdiction of the same Agency. After all if the extent of -
"Kumri? lend is meagre there should be no difficulty in
correcting the 'Master List' of identified farmers and on-the
other hand if the extent of such 'Kumri' lsnd is quite
substantisl that could be the very reason why the *Master Listf
needs to be corrected to have a uniform pattern in all the
talukas felling within the Agency's jurisdiction.

Bconomic entity, the family, was the major concern of
identification of smaull and marginal farmers as’ per the proposed
programmes -of SFDA and MFAL. For some reason or other the
identificetion in this project was of the 'Legal entityT the
landholder as per the Village Form 84+ -This has, naturslly,
resulted into identifying more ‘then one small and/or mdrginsal
farmer in a single family thet stays togethsr snd cultivatés
the lends of all the lend holders in the family as a single: -
enterprise, The master lists prepared on this basis sre to be
gcrutinized and- corrected to the exclusion of allithe .
identified formers whose family holdings ure larger than the
maximum adopted or whose income- from all sources is: substantial.

III

The Agency was expected to. start functioning from 1lst
April 1970, but that was delayed on some grounds or other and
the working started from October 1970. By end of March 1973
the agency had completed a little more than two years of
functioning. ‘The progress reports submitted to the Agency
meetings were rarely mesnt to report the actual work and
invarieblyiresulted into game of numbers. Targets for certain
items were decided in acreage while the reporting of progress
used to be the number of spplicants, loan sanctioned and
disbursed etc. The minimum that the Agency could have done,
in reporting progress was reporting the area for which loans
have been sought, sanctioned and disbursed along with number
of losnees etc. This information is invariebly eveilable with
the finshcing institutions and could have been made use of to
give a better reporting of the agency's activity. This could
have given some idea as to how the perticuler scheme is
progressing and is being responded to in relation to the target
"set for the yeur or since inception. Even the alternstive
manner to assess the srea etc. is not open to earrive at a
feir judgement in view of the differing rates of per acre
financing prescribed by the Agency and as prectised by the
fingncisl institutions. If the progress is to be meaningfully
reported there needs to be quite an amount of improvement in
doing so. Curiously no member of the Agency's committee ever
raised the mstter and everybody wes more or less setisfied
with the number of svpplications collected, sanctioned &and
amount of loan disbursed etc.
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By the end of March 1973 the schemes (both SFDA and
MFAL) had been operative for at leest two years. Tha Agency
took the review of its progress st the end of this period.
Targets ss per project report, achievement by end of March 1973
and the bslance expected to be fulfilled by end of March 1976
(the period of the schemes was extended for a period of two
years from Merch.1974 to March 1976) were as given below:

Item Target Achieve- No. of Balence
as per ment | farmers
project 31st March bene-
report . 1973 fited

Small Farmers .

1. Land Development 10000 ) 285 356 10715
acres) o )
2, Land Levelling (acres) 1000°,
3. Plough Bullocks (Nos.) 2000 347 . 301 1653
Lo Milch Animels {Nos,) 5000 1120 1120 3880
5. Cattle Sheds (Nos.) 2000 2 I 1998
6. Poultry Units (Nos.) 2000 Th 74 1926
7. New Wells - 1500 135 158 1365
8. Repairs to 0ld Wells 1000 . 22 33 978
9., Pump sets, Electric :
Motors, etc. 3000 125 1,1 2875
+.10. Intensive Culti= - , _
" wvation (acres) 116200 * 4335 ‘ 111865
Marginal Farmers
"le Land Development 2000 n
. (acres) . 116 255 2014
2. Land Levelling (acres) . 200 ).
3. Plough Bullocks «{Nos.) 200 "16 35 184
L. Milch Animals (Nos.) 1000 .. 614 © 61k 386
5..Cattle Sheds . - 300 T4 - - .300
‘6. Poultry Units 1500 .15 s 15 1485
7. New Wells 300 35 - L0 - 265
8. Repairs to 0ld Wells 100 6 6 94
9. Pump sets, Electric
Motors, etc. 200 . 50 56 150
10, Intensive Culti~
" yation (acres) - 16200 10225 5975

Targets and achievements refer to main items and
‘certain other items such as Konkan Bandharas, Lift Irrige-
..tion schemes etc.: have been left out as these sre essentially
collective schemes for investment whereas those given above
are individual items of investment though at times ‘two and
-more individuals come together.

The progress as seen from the figures given sbove is
not at all encouraging and a lot more effort and extension
work will have-to be put in if any achiévement nearer the
target set is going to be achieved at the end of Marc¢h 1976.
The achievement looks very poor when operative area of the
two schemes (8 blocks for SFDA-and 2 blocks for MFAL) and the

number of eligible farmers (122804 under SFDA and 74839 under
. MFAL) under the respective schemes. is taken into considerstion.
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The sample of beneficiaries was limited to long term end
medium term loaznees only. Total sample size was 63 and 107
furmers for SFDA and MFAL respectively. when the field-work
was started it was found that some of the selected beneficiaries
had lifted loans for other investment included under the pro-
gremmes., While the sample size remained the same the number
of beneficiasry families under each item changed the itemized
distribution being &as below:

No. of Beneficiary

cultivators

Purpose : ———— -
' SFDA MFAL
1. New Wells -k 3
2, Repair to 01d Wells ) 1 2
3. 0il Engine, Electric Motor etc. 1 i
L Water Supply, Pipeline etc. 5 8
5. Land Levelling and Development 10 21

etc. '

6. Milch Animals : L7 78

- . oS . e
The meximum erea that a small farmer could hold, for
being eligible to participate in the progremme, was stipulzsted
at 7.5 acres of perennially irrigsted land or 30.0 acres of
Warkas land. These two limits are the extremes of the best
and the coarse category of land aznd.the maximium for other
categorieg lies in between these two extremes. The floor area,
2.5 acres of perennially irrigated land and its equivalents in
other categories of land, for the small farmer set the ceiling
for the marginal fsermers land holding. Conversion ratios, for
various categories of land were decided in terms of Warkas land
a3 no farmer cen be expected to hold land in any given single
category. .As per the lower and the upper limits laid down for
identification some below the lower 2imit and above the upper
limit could be included under the small farmers programmes.
Marginal fermers had no lower limit and hence all those above
245 dcres of perennially irrigsted land or its equivalent in
‘other categories should in fact be under small farmers pro=-
‘gramme in case farmers satisfy. land holding prescribed for
small farmers, However this was .not observsable in the sample
‘a8 instead of farmers family holding being considered for
identificuation the Agency considered the individual lend holders
holding as per Village Form 8A, The Agency should have
provided for the following provisos for identification of
small and marginal farmers considering family as the unit
rather than an individual lend holder.

(1) Members of the femily staying together and -
cultivating lands as a single enterprise, should not be treated
as small or marginesl farmers even if the individual land holder
qualifies on the basis of prescribed land holding for identi-
ficetion but thée total land held by the family does not qualify.

(i1) Lend held outside the villsge by & given farmer
should be taken into consideration for deciding the eligibility
of the farmer and if such area (within the village plus outside
the villsge) exceeds the prescribed limit that farmer should -
be excluded from participating in the programme.

(iii) As a converse to (i) above, if members of a given
family were staying separestely and cultivating land indivi-
dually, they should be identified as small or marginal farmers
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if their individusl erea held falls within the prescribed
limit even if, s per land record, lsnd held by such indivie
duals appears in the name of a single member.

The sample, though drawn on the basis of en individual
loanee, toock into consideration the femily holding since the
interest in the smell or the merginal farmer is in terms of the
'economic! entity rather than a 'legal' entity and it was,
therefore, deemed fit to consider the family holding rather
than the individusl beneficiery's holding. In fect the whole
family benefits as a result of the individual's inclusion in

the programme rather than the individual alone. :

Income from asgriculture wes the major source of income

for-both the set of farmers. The rise in total income in
1972-73 over that in 1971-72 was esssntially the result of rise
in income from agriculture over the previous yesr. This rise
in income from esgriculture was essentially the result of rise
in harvest prices of various agricultural produce snd not. the
result of rise in production. There was a fantastic rise in
the value of fodder and this wes a result of poor rains during
the year 1972~73 both in respect of its distribution and totel
precipitstion+ As a result.of shortfall of rainfall all the
crops suffered and the production was slightly more than fifty
per cent of the previous year 1971-72. The-'rise in fodder
prices was felt an the income from milch animals. While there
is a small rise or fall in milk production the sales remained
.more. or less at the previous level i.e. the yesr 1971-72 and
so also the tonsumption by the farmer's family, The fodder
prices pushed up the maintenance cost of milch enimals and at
the s&me time the price per litre of milk sold to society
remained the same as in 1971-72. This was the major factor,

. besides. other factors such as animals in:milch during 1972-73,
their yizld and tctal period for which these were in milch
etc.,. that adversely affected the income from milch animals.

Short term financing of agriculture need not be looked
into detail. Crop loans have almost become Ways end Means
. advances and the repayment. of previous year's dues -and fresh
borrowing for the incoming year is almost a formality that the
Iules demand. Medium term loans were solely disbursed for milch
animals and 47 and 80 milch animals were supplied to 47 end 78
marginal farmérs respectively. A4ll these animeals were
supplied between November 1970 and November 1972, Of these 14
.and 5 animals supplied to smell and marginal farmers respec-
""tively had been with the beneficieries for a period of one yesr
.or moré by the time field-work wes started.. It means only 19
animals hed contributed towards income from dairying in any
significent measure in the yesr 1971-72, the contribution to
such .income for the seme year in respect of .others being much
less. Repayment of balance outstanding on lst May 1973 is
likely to raise problems -in quite a few cases., It is feared
thet quite a few cultivators asre likely to run into overdues
by the time the loan matures. Subsidy on cost of milch
animals had, slready, been sdjusted towards repesyment. of the
‘loan and the balance outstanding will have to be met out of
milk sales. The average sales per month upto 30th April 1973
do not assure that the average sales required to clear the loan
at the end of the maturity period csn be met. The unexpired
period upto maturity does not take into considerstion the dry
period .of animals upto maturity of loan esnd to that extent the
average repayment calculated could.be on the low side since
the actusl period for which milk sales will be possible would
be less and the amount will be the same as on 30th April 1973.
Even as the figures tell, the actual per-month sales.eand the
required per month sales to clear the loan,; within the
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unexpired period upto maturity, are in the ratio of 1:4 and
more in quite a few cases. The balance outstanding on lst May
1973 as a proportion of repayment of principal effected through
milk saeles varies from as low as 17 per cent to as high as 559
per cent for small farm=rs and between 12 per cent and 6500
per cent for marginal farmers. Interest is not taken note of
both in respect of repayment upto 30th April 1973 and the
balance outstanding to be repaid by the maturity of the loan.
Interest payment thet widal be due by the time the outstanding
balance is cleared is difficult to assess and hence was neglected
at both the places.

As in the case of medium term loans, loanees with long
term loans for New Wells, lend levelling and development etc.,
are fdcing the possibilities of overduess The oustanding on
30th June 1973 is the result of differing periods of loan
issue, borrowings during the yesr 1972-73 &and repayment of
principal falling due. The investment works proposed have not
been completed and some of the beneficitries have already run
into overdues, the itemised overdues being as given below:

No. of Ns Overdues on
benefi- over- account of
. ciary dues emrem——ecmem—m—
Item families 1st 2nd
. . instal- instale.
ment ment-
Small Farmers : -
1. New Wells ' 6 .2 - L
2. Repzirs to 0l1d Wells 1 1 - -
3. Water Supply etce. 5 2 2 1
L. 0il Engine, etc. 1 1 - -
5. L-nd Development ‘8 3 4 1
9 6 6

Total ' 2L

Marginal Farmers

1. New Wells 3 1 - 2
2, Repairs to 0ld Wells 2 - - 2
3. Water Supply etc. 8 3 - 5
4. Land Development 22 5 9 8

Total _ 35. 9 9 17

The difference in the number of families arises (in
respect of small farmers) es a result-of one family having
lifted loan for two itenis. Beneficisries who have run into
overdues after having lifted only the first instalment of the
logn may have to face difficulties in completing the proposed
works as second instalment of the loan will not be availsable
until the overdues are cleared or the instalment overdue has
been rescheduled.

There are certain metters relating to subsidy that need
attention. The Project reports stste that subsidy will be
able to meet the gap in security. However, meeting the gap
in security is not the role of subsidy. Subsidies are proppsed
with a view to lessen the burden of repayment in the initial
period, So far as subsidy on milch cattle is concerned there
are no problems, Subsidies on cost of long term investment
raise the problem of adjusting the subsidy amount to loan
account or repayment. Since the maximum benefit has to go to
the small or marginal farmer, the subsidy needs to be adjusted
to loan amount and not towards repayment snd this can be done
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without extending the period of loan and without any loss to
the financing institutions. The financing institutions will
not get what is not due to them when subsidy is adjusted to
loan amount and the cultivators stand to benefit by making a
lower total peyment over the ten year period and also through
a reduction in equated annual instalment. In addition to this
the procedure proposed in Chapter IV allows each cultivator st
least one clear scsson before the commencement of repayment of
principal. Since repayment of long term loans for investment
is to come out of the increased income resulting from such an
investment it is ebsolutely necessary that the cultivator gets
a minimum period of one crop season to derive sn increaged
income before commencement of repayment of principal.

The aim of the progremmes was to improve the resource
endowment and resource productivity of the small and marginal
fermer., This aim was to be achieved through subsidies etc. for
investment -in sgriculture end subsidiary occupations ancillery
to agriculture that would result into moré employmant for the
farmer's femidy end also an incresse in income. The gelection
of sample, as stated earlier, was wholly based in respect of
investment loans (long term and medium term loan beneficiaries)
only .and.short term loans relating to intensive cultiation etc.
were not teken note of. Under the circumstances increase in
employment in agriculture will not be observable unless and
until ‘the proposed investments are completed. In view of the
fact that most of “the proposed investment works are still (i.e.
June 1973) incomplete, it is not possible to make any observa-
tion as to whether employment in agriculture is increasing or
not. As is well understood most of the new technology is
largely dependent on assured water supply to crops, and even
this technology is yet in an experimental stage rather than a
foregone conclusion. It may need to be adapted to particular
conditions of soil, rainfall etc. of a given area &and then
elong with this to the particular constraints faced by the
individual cultivator. Even where water is not a major
constraint the adoption of particular verieties of seed, crop
rotations etc. need some time to get adjusted. The extension of
area under High Yielding Varieties of Rice and Jowar is not
very encouragings Even when the achievement had been note-~
worthy certain questions need to be answered before accepting
the fighre of achievement; how much of the incresse in area is
the.result of naturel spresd and how much the result of
increased seed distribution by the department; had eny follow
through been maintained in respect of previous participants
, end so on. The sample farmers by znd large do not report use
of any other variety of geed for paddy, jowar etc. than the
local ones or the-ones that had been in vogue for quite some
time. As the crapping pattern for the two years,; 1971-72 and
1972-73, reports there are no cases of HYV paddy end only two
or three cases of HYV Jowar. accounting for an insignificant
area of total area under Jowar.

Once it is well understood that HYV had not mede much
of & dent-in the cropping and for whatever reasons snd also
that the long term investment is still in the process of
execution and completion, there is no possibility of any
increase in employméent in agriculture as such. Under the
circumstances employment data, perteining to sgriculture,
presented refers to the current-cropping and husbandry practices
and does not report anything by way of incresse in employment
etc. This data, in fact, will serve only a limited purpose
of reporting the existing employment psttern in agriculture.
Its further use will be to assess thé chenges in employment
at a subsequent period when investment in Isnd by way of
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New #ells, Repairs to Old Wells etc, are completed by’ the
cultivator and at least one constraint to their taking up to
new crop vaerieties and then to the new technology is removed.
This, for certain, assumes that the short term credit will not
be a constraint thet will keep the cultivators away from the
advantages of new technology. Howevar, other constraints such
as risk, security expectations etc. sre not taken note of at
the moment. These can become observable when the resource
position mekes it possible to take up the new crop varieties,
new set of rotations etc. that are expeected to go a long way
towards increase in employment and income.

The above relates to family labour in agriculture,
Agricultural wage labour, too, would be facing the very condi-
tions. Additionel employment opportunities for them are not
- likely to occur unless the investment in land has been
completed end the new technology pursued by the farmers,

There is very little that can be said of increase in .
employment in non-agricultural occupations. The existing -
employment pattern might or might not show any worthwhile change.
After ‘all ‘this changé is more likely to be affected by the
felt needs of the preponderent class of cultivators and agri-
cultural labourers. 2 ‘ ‘ ‘ :

The last category is that of. employment in dairying .snd
animal husbendry.” ‘Unlike investment in land, investment in
milch ‘animels materialises the moment’ the animsl has been .
purchased. The difficulty arises with the assessment of addi-
tional employment’ resulting from such ah investment ih milch
animal. After all msjority of the cultivators have some
livestock and en” additional one animal is not likely to ddd to
the existing employment that can be really observed and assessed.
Thys,. perceptible changes in employment are difficult to judge.
The only possible changes that are likely to be:visible will be
by way of incréase in income either in the nature of additional
consumption or additional milk sales. ‘Even this rise in income
has not meterialised. As will be remembered, majority of the
milch enimals purchased against loan finance were during the
period October 1971 and March 1972. DEven amongst the rest
. there are only a few animals that had a clear one year perieéd
by the time the field-work started. Under the .circumstances. :
it will not be very much wrong to assume that, barring in a
few cases, the contribution of milch enimals, purchased against
loaen, to income from dairying will not be of much consequence
and wherefore in larger number of cases income from milch
enimels, for the year 1971-72, refers to previous livestock
of the cultivaetors. Bearing this in mind we find that income
from deirying in the survey yesr 1972-73 is less than that in
1971-72 in slmost all cases. Verious -factors, as enumérated .
earlier, might have contributed te this but the main factor
was the rising cost of fodder that has eaten into the income
from milk yield. Home consumption -has not materielly changed
nor have the sales increased in the survey.year 1972-73. There
are a few cases that have suffered losses during 1972-73. On
the whole even rise in income though expected had not
materialised., If this situation, raising costs of maintenance
eating into income from milk yield, continues for another two
years i.e. upto maturity of the losn then the much expected
rise in income will mostly be not there.” This would, at the
most, mean that the newly purchased milch enimal might be
able to pay for itself, cost plus interest of loan upto
repsyment, end there might be only a merginal rise in income
from deirying to the fermer. If this really occurs, the real.
gains will accrue to the farmer at the end of four or five
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years from the date of purchase of the milch animsl, This
gain, too, is based on the assumption that the celf immediately
after the purchase of the animeal is a heifer thset at the end of
four yesrs will be about to calve end then start yielding milk.
The cost of raising and maintaining such a heifer hes already
bzen accounted under maintenance cost of milch livestock and
reduction in net income from dairying.

Unfavourable land/labour ratio happens to be a major
factor coming in the way of increased employment and income.
Generally it is the land thst is the limiting factor for increased
production. The proposed product mix will have to be of the
neture thet will increase hot only incomes but employment, both
for family end hired labour, also." To that extent cash crops
that can be further extended under rain-fed conditions need to
be pursued. Most of the cash crops are more labour demanding
then most cereals. Labour intensive cereals such as High
Yielding Verieties need to be popularised. ' '

This points towards preparstion of individual farm plens
which under present conditions does not seem possible. Even if
generalised farm plans sere devised certain questions need to be
answered. Subsistence for the family has been a major conside-
ration in almost all the casses. The problem arises whether the
self-provisioning production, the mein premise of the farmer,
can really be disregarded. if large-scale cash cropping can be
really possible, subsistence constraint will mske the farmer
poorer. Aveilability of foodgraing either in the open market,
at reasonable prices, or from Government's own grain storage .
cannot be much relied upon end to that extent subsistence con-
straint cannot be wholly disregarded, This would mainly point .
towards faster adoption of High Yielding Verieties, improved
techniques of cultivation etc. that will give a real boost to
production 'end -at the same time bring sbout a reduction in ares
under subsistence crops. This asks for a massive and at the
same time for an intensive extension effort..

The High Yielding crops drain the soil of its nutrients,
Expensive nitrogenous fertilizers--the only answer .at presente-
will not solve the problem for ever. If fertility of the soil
is to be conserved it would call .for readjustment of rotetion
and this would be a comparatively slow process. The adjustment
of rotation would take some time to yield the best results
especially when 'new crops or varieties sre going to be intro-
duced. The movement will necessarily be by bringing marginel
area under the new crop or variety to be fitted into the rotestion
and the progress will depend on the .cultivetor's assessment of
beneficial results either in.terms of better economic returns
or non-economic gains by way of extra leisure.

An alternste way out would lie in isolating the nitrogen
fixing bacteria and introducing this into the cereal plant roots.
Leguminous plants harbour certain useful bacteria, like
rhizobium, to obtain nitrogen (N) directly from the air,
Regearchers at University of Nottinghem, U.K., have isolated
rhizobium infected root of the Soysbean. These will be fixed
with root cells of other plants to grow the N-fixing property
into the new host.  The improved -cells will then be. implanted .
back to the parent plant. However, all this is in an experi-
mental ‘stage and progress is yet to be reported and these
_technical developments would fall outside the purview of the

SFDA and MFAL, ‘



