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PART III—RUBBER
CHAPTER 1
General

Rubber is a commodity vitally needed for our economic well being. It
enters into the production of 2 wide range of industrial goods. The impor-
) tance of rubber to our industrial economy cannot,

The importance of Rubber. therefore, be over-emphasized.

2. The production of natural rubber in our country is confined to
South India and is concentrated in the State of Travancore-Cochin and as
' such the industry plays an important part in the
Its place in the economy e€conomy of the T. C. State*, Rubber plantations
of T. C. State. have helped in_the opening up of vast areas of up-
lands in the T. C. State, The industry provides
direct employmeant to nearly one lakh persons’engaged as workers in rubber
estates, Indirectly, it supports a large number of dealers and middlemen
who earn their livelihood by trade in the produce and in the transport of the
* commodity to marketing centres. )
3. Although the first experimental planting of rubber was started in
" Travancore State towards the end of the last century, rubber cultivation on
a commercial scale is said to have commenced
Rubber cultivation—A brief around the year 1902f. The invention of the
historical retrospect. pneumatic tyre resulted in an increased demand
. for raw rubber and plantations sprung up, parti-
cularly in T.C. State, to meet this new demand. By 1910 the area under
rubber plantations increased to 29,500 acres yielding about 80 tons. As
rubber. was then a very remunerative crop, more and more areas came to
be devoted to rubber cultivation. The area under rubber in 1925 stood at
76,295 acres yielding about 6,300 tons. As a result of the depression of 1929-
1930 the prices of rubber slumped to very low levels. . With a view to bring
stability to the industry, India, along with other producing countries, joined
the International Rubber Regulation Agreement in 1934 whereby exports and
new planting of rubber and consequently of production was sought to be
regulated. Under the protection offered by the agreement, prices of rubber
began to rise steadily and the area under rubber also rose to the extent per-

" mitted by the agreement.

World War II created an abnormal demand for rubber in India. 90°
of the world’s sources cf natural rubber were cut off by the Japanese occupa-
tion of most -of the important producing countries in South East Asia. India
and Ceylon were the only sources of natural rubber for the allied nations. All
restrictions on new planting and replanting were therefore removed in 1942§
and rubber growers in India were encouraged to maximise production by
intensive tapping, slaughter-tapping and by new planting. Under this en-
couragement there occurred between 1943 and 1946 the largest increase in

Note—*The State has now been re-named ‘Kerala’. The States Reorganisation which came into
force on lst November, 1956 has re-distributed rubber producing areas between Kerala
and Madras, In this report, however, references 1o States have been made op the basis
of their pre-l1st November, 1956 boundaries. :

1For more information about the history of the Rubber industry, reference may be
made to the Report of the Tariff Commission on Rubber (1951).

Nota—§Although the International Rubber Agreement was formally terminated only in April,

1944 its regulatory provisions ccased to be operative from [942.
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lanted area in any similar four-year period after 1926. The planted area:
increased from l,2Z,94-3 acres inY1942pto 1,69,923 acres in !946—a_n increase
of 36%. By the end of 1949 the atea under rubber in India rose to
1,82,788 acres and the production of rubber to 15,587 tons. At the
close of 1955 the area was 2,07,239 acres and production 22,481 tons.
In Annexure I is given a statement showing rate of planting and total
planted area since 1938. Table I below gives the trends in the area and
production of rubber in India since 1948. -

TABLE 1
Table showing production of raw rubber in India during the period 1948-53.
: Tappable Total Average
Year | Total area. | rubber area| . production yield per acre
: (in acres) | (in tons) {in Ibs.)
| 2 "3 4 5
1948 1,80,360 1,18,811 15,422 291
1949  1,82,788 1,23,791 15,587 282
1950 1,85,115 1,37,888 15,599 253
1951 1,86,810. 1,49,617 17,148 257
1952 1,89,169 1,59,028 19,863 280
1953 - 1,92,447 1,63,280 21,136 290
1954 2,00,658 1,64,985 21,493 292
1955 2,07,239 1,66,008 22,481 303

_ Source:—Indian Rubber Board.
4. Quantitatively, India’s place in the world production of rubber is
hardly significant. Tables IT and III below indicate India’s acreage and
. production in relation to the area and production of rubber in
India's place in ‘the major rubbcr-‘ﬁroducing countries of the world. It will
world rubber. be observed that the production of rubber in India is only
: 1.29% of the world’s production,

TABLE 11

Table showing area under rubber in India related to the tolal area under yubber
in all principal rubber producing countries of the world.

(Figures in cols. 2 and 3 are in thousand acres)

"India’s World

Year  acreage acreage* Percentage

1 | e 3 4
1937 126 6,654 1.89
1939 133 6,976 1.91
1946 158 7,303 2.16
1950 171 7,057 2.49
1951 - 171 7,323 2.34
1952 173 7,459 2.39
1953 174 7,572 2.30

*Owing to incompleteness of stati:tics this is only an estimate,
* Source:—Plantation Crops.

.
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TABLE III

Table showing production of rubber in India related to the total production
of rubber in oll the principal rubber producing countries of the world,

(Figures in cols. 2 and 3 in thousand tons, dry weight)

India’s World
Year production production®¥, Percentage
1937 14 1,210 116
1939 14 1,000 1.40
1946 16 838 1.91
1950 16 - 1,860 0.86
1951 17 1,885 0.90
1952 20 1,790 1.12
1953 21 1,725 1.22

**Estimates of Rubber Study Group :

‘ Source:—Plantation Crops.

5. The rubber produced in India was maiply exported until about
two’ decades ago. In 1938 the internal consumption: of rubber was
Rubber production in India ©nly 3,600 tons out of a total annual production of
in relation to internal demand. about 14,000 tons. Since then, with the expansion

: ©  and development of the rubber manufacturing
industry in India, consumption of rubber in India has risen steadily and the
position to-day is that the entire indigenous production is consumed by the
Indian rubber manufacturing industry and, in addition, substantial quan-
tities are also imported to mect the industry’s needs. Table IV below
shows the internal consumption of rubber in India.

TABLE IV

Table showing production, imports and consumption of rubber in India during
the years 1948 to' 1955.

(in tons).
Year l Production Imports Consumption

1 2 3 .4
1948 15,422 4,333 19,719
1949 15,587 2,767 19,192
1950 15,599 1,082 17,735
1951 17,148 6,921 22,427
1952 19,863 3,851 21,061
1953 21,136 272 22,373
1954 21,493 3,3N 25,487
1955 22,481 3,839 27,543
Total ‘ 1,48,729 26,436 1,75,537

Source —Rubber Board.
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ion i i fty years
6. Although rubber production in India was started about fifty
ago, the rubbcrgmanufacturin industry is of more recent origin. Started

in 1920's, the manufacttari::lf inil;stq{v l:-ﬁ
Rubbe facturing. indus- Since grown both in strength and character, WO
'l‘:in India, cturing fadew War 1I gave an additional impetus to this indus-

try, although marked progress was made- only
after 1947, At present the industry consumes about 27,000~ tons of raw
rubber annually the major portion of which is from indigenous sources.
With few exceptions, we now preduce in our country practically every
kind of rubber goods to meet internal requirements, We are also exporting
our manufactures to the markets of the Middle East, ‘Burma, (;eylon a!}gi ’
Pakistan, Unlike the other rubber producing countries, India is now in
the unique position of being a producer of raw rubber as well as a
manufacturer of rubber goods. The production of raw rubber has not, however, -
kept pace with the demands from the manufacturing industry. In fact one
of the main problems of the rubber production industry is to -increasc 1ts
production to meet the demands of manufacturers so 2s to'make Irddia self-
sufficient as far‘as possible in regard to her present and future requirements
of raw rubber.

7. Acute shortage of rubber during the war gave an impetus to the

scarch for synthetic substitutes. The lead in this search was taken by the

U. 8. A. whose efforts have had remarkable success.
Synthetic rubber. To-day, the output of synthetic rubber has assumed

such proportions that it has become a real threat
to natural rubber. However, in view of the fact that the industrial uses of
rubber are ever increasing and the fact that for certain types of manufactu-
res natural rubber has not so far been replaced by the synthetic product,
it may be taken that in the near future natural rubber has a place if it can
economically compete with synthetic rubber. .

8. We shall in the following chapters examine the economic conditions
and problems of this industry in the light of our terms of reference.

CHAPTER 11
Climatic and other characteristics of rubber growing regions in India,

In this chapter, we shall briefly indicate the climatic -
characteristics of rubber gro_wingb regions in India. Rubber grznwg ir?tltllfz
Climatic snd ot ; tn;_og:cal elt ymgd withinu15° North and 10° South

imatic and other conditions of the equator an erally at elevati

suitable for rubber cultivation, fi, Asgff loamy sﬁ;eiil1 of s;;ood tc::f;s i;) e:;;‘::vfelr?gg
. for rubber growing to hard laterite soils, Besides

rubber requires a warm and humid climate, with rainfall rangin, from
about 80 to 120 inches per annum which should be well dist§ibuted
throughout, the year. In dia, conditions approximating to these obtain

l‘z:’ parts of Travancore-Cochin and Malabar, the foot-hills of th
estern ghats and _Andaman islands. The rainfall in these regions, hyer
Nm:— - . . . . > ’
;l:uee I:II{:\T::D;: u:c\:r;::nmcd in this chapter has been coﬂcckd among others,

L. Report of the Indinn Tariff Board on Rubber (1951
2. Bulletin of the Ministry of Ind )
3 pulctin of the b try I95:‘4 usiry and Supply Val. IIT pe, 8 (Pages §-26).

from

4. Statistics supplied by the Rubber Board,
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is not as well distributed as' in some of the other rubber growing countries
like Ceylon and Indonesia. In. the rubber growing regions of India there
is a long spell of dry hot season followed by heavy monsoon. This affects
to some extent the growth and the yield of rubber trees.
2. Rubber plantations in India are concentrated to a large extent
in the State of Travancore-Cochin and to a smaller extent in Malabar in
Madras State; small areas of rubber also exist in
Rubber growing regions Nilgiris, Coimbatore and Salem districts of Madras,
in India. Coorg, Mysore and the Andamans. Travancore-
. Cochin State accounts for nearly 819, of the total
acreage and 839, of the total production of rubber. The districts of
Kottayam and Quilon in T. C. State have the largest concentration of rubber
in India, accounting for a production of about 9,200 tons and 5,500 tons
respectively. The following tables show the region-wise distribution of the
ageas of rubber plantations and the yield per acre. These figures show
that the yield of rubber is the highest in Travancore, :

N TABLE V.
Geographical distribution of rubber cultivation in India as on 31-12-1955.
No. of ho- i {Percentage

No. of |ldings uptoj Total |to the | Produc- [Percent-
estates [and incl-[ areain total area | tion in | age

Region above [uding 50| acres, under tons

i 50 acres|acres. rubber |

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Travancore. -
Cochin 321 26,251 1,67,229.00 81 18,627 82.9
Malabar 104 508 33,499.70 16 3,235 14.3
Rest of Madras 11 19 2,466.82 1 205 0.9
Coorg 6 2 329720 2 359 1.6
Mysore 3 5 416.03 .. 31 02
Others 1 2 331.23 ' 24 0.
Total. 446 26,787 2,07,239.98 100 22,481 100.0

TABLE VI

Table showing -average annual yield per acre af rubber in India
according to regions.

Average yield per acre (in 1bs.)

Region
1948 I 1949.| 1950 ’ 1951 | 1952 | 1953 , 1954
1 2 3 4 5 6 8
Travancore 263 278 268 .273 297 307 31l
Cochin , - 175 173 165 194 234 266 249
Madras (Malabar) 254 234 235 218 231 238 236
Coorg 257 230 228 212 257 260 262
Mysore 179 157 128 141 181 170 181

The above figures of yiclds are only averages. There are large variations
in yield from region to region and also from estate to estate.  Generally, the
areas in Malabar do not yield as high as some parts in the south of Travan-
core. Suitable lands for rubber cultivation in India are very limited and
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; ds. which’
e situated only in the southern taluks of Travancore. Other lands. wh
::: :'ngt g0 suita)l;lc but could be worked at a low rate of profit tlim?'elfft 2???1
conditions stretch from Central Travancore right up to the nor : o th ta tzi.l .
Figures furnished by the Rubber Board (see Annexure II). Sl ow tha A
highest yielding estate in Malabar is one which records 400 Ibs. per _ctifi.
In Travancore-Cochin therc are a number of estates which give a yie d:
of over 400 Ibs, per acre. An estate in South Travancore shows the max11-
mum vyield of 1067 Ibs. per acre. In Coorg, the highest yield is ogy
360 1bs. The average yield per acre in India as compared to other rub tﬁr
growing countries is shown in Table VII: It will be observed from the
table that the yicld of rubber in India is about the lowest.

TABLE VII

Table showing yield per acre of rubber in India as compared with the other
rubber growing couniries in 1953. .

Country Area in tho- | Production in | Yield per acre
usand acres thousand tons ,(In Ibs.)
1 b2 3- 4
India 174 21 - 270.34
Ceylon 657 99 337.53
Malaya 3,746 574 343.94

Source—Plantation Crops 1955.

3. In India the rubber tree ‘comes into production in the 7th or 8th
year from planting, whereas in Malaya, we understand, that the trees grow -
faster and begin to yield from the sixth year .on-
Rubber growing regions Wwards. In India production of rubber is not uni-
in Indin compared with form throughout the year. It varies from month to-
Malnya, month, September to January yielding the highest
quantities; the yield tapers off during February/
March mainly due to “wintering” of trees. Then comes brisk tapping for
a couple of months followed by the monsoon season resulting in the loss of
many tapping days and consequent low yield until August. On this account
e crop is not evenly distributed over the months. Table VIII shows the
monthly production of rubber in 1955 as percentages to the total,

TABLE VIII
Table showing monthly production of raw rubber in 1955 as percentagesto total.

Pn]rti- Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec. Total
culars. :

Prod-

_uc:ion 1700 434 1329 2277 2085 1037 1636 1756 2310 2450 2680 2787 22481
in tons

Percen-

tage 7.6 19,59 102 93 48 7.3 79 103 109 12.0 11.9 100

Sourcet—Rubber Board.

In Malaya conditions are different; it usuall rains only j -
noons causing much less interference with tapping ):’md since t);le:'g i;h:aiiﬁ::il
through the year, tapping is not laid off in winter. Further, as a result of
rescarches in Malaya, trees with hereditary high yielding qua.’litim have been
discovered and a method of propagating them vegetatively called budding or
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bud-grafting has been evolved. The clones thus selected are said to yield
about three times the unselected seedling trees. In India there is only a
limited source of supply of clonal seeds. i

Seeds have, therefore, to be imported from other countries at consider-
able cost. The rubber trees in India are also subject to diseases to a greater
degree because of variations in climate and rainfallL* These are other con-
tributory causes for the lower yields in India.. One of the most important
problems of rubber in Indiais that of increasing the yield per acre and

" thereby effecting a reduction of production costs, '

CHAPTER III.
The organ.isationa‘l structure of the raw Rubber Industfy in India.

Although rubber cultivation had its start on a plantation scale by

s L) . -
British planters, the greater part of the increase in
Introduction. the area under rubber cultivation is attributable
to the enterprise of a large number of Indian pro-
| prietary planters, predominantly small holders who came into the field. later,
During and after World War II some of the foreign owned plantations
have passed into Indian hands; nevertheless, foreign investment in rubber
continues to a sizeable extent. :

2. Rubber plantations in India range in size from holdings having a
fraction of an acre to estates of nearly 3,000 acres. Rubber plantations of
over 100 acres may be termed estates and those

Rubber plantations classificd Whose area range upto 100 acres termed holdings.
according to size and ownership. The latter are generally owned by ! individuals,
‘ families or partnerships. Under the Rubber Act

owners of rubber holdings of 50 acres and below are called ‘small grower’.
Rubber plantations'in India may be broadly classified as follows on the basis
of size and ownership: '

(i) Holdings of 50 acres and below owned by individuals, families or
partnerships. ,

(ii) Holdings over 50 acres upto 100 acres pwned by individuals, families
or partnerships. .

(iii) Estates of over 100 acres owned by individuals, families or p;u‘tner-
ships.
(iv) Estates of over 100 acres owned by joint stock companies managed
by Board of Directors. .
(v) Estates of over 100 acres owned by joint stock companies managed
by Managing Agents. -

(vi) Estates of over 100 acres owned by joint stock companies incorpo-
rated in the United Kingdom.

Note:—**Two serious leaf diseases of rubber in India are odium hevea and phytophthova
meadii which cause secondary leaf fall. The former occurs in a serious form in South
Travancore where the South West Monsoon is not severe. The latter, on the other
hand occurs in a more serious form in North Travancore where the South West
Monsoon is heavy cawsing secondary leaf fall after the first few rains and destroys the
geeds also...iniiescnas These discases destroy a large number of leaves every year
and the repetition of these diseases over many years results in retardation of the
growth of the trees and in a poorer yicld.”” (Tariff Boards’ Report 1951).
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3. A further distinction may be drawn in the case of Joint Stock Com-
panies based on the nature of control as distinguished from ownership. The
type of control is represented by the nationality . of
Classified according to the majority of the members on the Board of Direc-
tors and the nature of ownership is represented by
the nationality of the majority of the share-holders
of the company. In the case of companies under Managing Agents, the real
control can be said to vest with the Managing Agency and therefore the type
of control of the company could be determined by the nationality of the Board
of Directors of the managing agency company.

Thus, we have classified a company as Non-Indian\when the majority
of shares are held by Non-Indians and the Board is also predominantly Non-
Indian. When the majority of shares are held by Indians and the Board is
predominantly Non-Indian, it has been classified as partly Noan-Indian. When
the majority of the shares are held by Indians and the Board is also predomi-
nantly Indian, the company has been classified as Indian. Managing Agency
companies have been classed as Indian or Non-Indian depending upon the
nationality of the majority of members of its Board.

Our questionnaires were sent to all estates of over 100 acres. The replies
received were classified under the following heads:—
(i) Sterling companies controlled by secretaries or Managing Agents.
(ii) Rupee companies controlled by Non-Indian Managing Agents.
{1) Non-Indian. :
(2) Partly Non-Indian. :
(iii) Rupee companies controlled by Indian Managing Agents.
(iv) Rupee companies controlled by Board of Directors. |
{1) Public Ltd. companies predominantly Indian.
(2) Private Ltd. companies predominantly Indian,
(3) Public Ltd. companies predominantly Non-Indian.
(4) Private Ltd. companies predominanily Non-Indian.
(5) Proprictary and partnership concerns,
(i) Indian,
(ii) Non-Indian.
Although these are the detailed Leaus wuucr we
the returns submitted b! the companies, for purpgsc:s :f? c?)?l‘:riniil::leys%}'
comparison, we hajre reduced the above classification into five' as under:—
1, Sterling companies,
2, Rupee companies under Non-Indi anagi
or li'ioxu'd of D'u'cctors)f onTncian Gontrf)l. (M ing Agents
3. Rupee compani i .
P o D’:-:ég 1.‘;x)rlldt:r Indian control (Managing Agents or
- 4. Pmprfcmry end Partnership concerns (Non-Indian)
5. Proprictary and Partnership concerns (Indian).
4. The replies received in response to i
67,341 ncres 1. e. about 32-5° ber o apeonnaire co
, c u % of the area under rubber or 67% of the a:::

of cstates over 100 acres, Thege ; ]
Reporting acreage analysed. comt;:::xig'ra}:,d Rupee Nmpan?.:: &Cél;dc ﬁI;nSf:ﬁ:ﬁ
control, € Compani -
ey ot The o8 B o i
panics an TOpPIi . an
above groups:— P Prxctag concerns classified ynder the

control, +
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TABLE IX

Table showing the number and area of reporting companies “and  proprictary and
Dartnership concerns. .

Type of Ownership/Management No. of Cos./| Area in  |Production
' concerns acres (1953)] in tons.
: (1953)
1. ) 2. 3. 4.
Companies : .
Sterling 4 25,965 3,964
Rupee Non-Indian ‘ 6 12,736 1,887
" Rupee Indian 29 19,035 4,554
Proprietary|Partnership .
Non-Indian 1 334 29
Indian 38 9,271 9,34
Total 78 67,341 11,368

Source:—Returns from estates.

The total area under Sterling and Non-Indian ownership and control is
about 40,000 acres forming about 20% of the total area under rubber.
The production controlled by this section is nearly 309% of the total produ-
ction of rubber .or nearly 429, of the production of all estates of over 100
acres. Thus in rubber plantations a comparatively larger section is in the
hands of Sterling and Non-Indian controlled companies than in the case of
coffec although less than in the case of Tea. Four Sterling companies
cover an area of 26,000 acres and account for 4,000 tons of production - (209,
of the total production). One Sterling company alone controls an area
of about 19,000 acres, having a production of about 3,000 tons. 559 of the
area under estates is under .the control of 2 Sterling companies, and ten

- Rupee Managing Agencies/companiesfconcerns as shown below:—

Area in Acres

1. 2 Sterling companies 21,624
2. -2 Non-Indian Managing Agencies 12,736
3. 2 Indian Managing Agencies 11,171

4, 4 Director controlled '
+ Public Ltd, companies 6,785
5. 2 Indian Proprietary concerns . 3,550
Total 55,866

5. Table X shows the distribution of the number and acreage of
Distribution of estates rubber estates according to size.
according to sizes.

Estates of over 100 acres form 19, of the total number of estates and
holdings but they account for 50% of the total acreage and about 679}, of
the total production. Holdings having an area af 50 acres or below number
26,767 units totalling 89,670 acres or 43% of the total rubber area.

The small growers hold an important place in the rubber industry.
The area of individual holdings varies from a fraction of an acre upto 100
acres. The number of holdings upto and including 5 acres from the largest
group of 23,364 units covering 45,000 acres. The small holders _ have

_certain special problems of their own. These are discussed in detail in the

chapter on the ‘Small Grower.’



10.

TABLE X.

Tabls showing the distribution of area under rubber according to estales
and holdings as on 31:12-1955

Num- o}, of | Prod- o of
Size of cstates and holdings . lber of |Area in acres| total |uction total
units area |in tons| prod.
1 2 3 4 5 6
Estates above 100 acres and upto & S
including 500 acres 179 37,181.60 18
Estates above 500 acres and upto & \
including 1,000 acres ., 33 2366597 11
Estates above 1,000 acres and upto & ' :
including 1,500 acres 15 18,566.03 9
Estates above 1,500 acres and upto & '
including 2,000 acres 4 6,825.83 3

Estates of above 2,000 acres 14,573.43 7 d

(=3}

~ Total of estates above 100 acres 237 1,00,812.86 48 15,182 67

Holdings upto and including -
5 acres 23,364  45,193.04 . 22
Holdings above 5 acres and upto & '
including 10 acres '

1048  14,08847 7
Holdings above 10 acres and upto &

including 50 acres 1,475 30,394.03 15

Holdings above 50 acres and upto & ’

including 100 acres 209 16,756.58 8 .

Total of holdings 100 acres and

below 26,996 1,06,427.12 52 7,299 33
Grand Total 27,233 2,07,239.98 100 22,481 100

Source—Rubber Board.

6. Rubber is one of the industries which is controlled by th i
Government, The Rubber Produc:iion and Marketing Control );\ct eoprllﬁl}?‘;
. was enacted to “provide for the developme

Rubber control. central control ]c:f the Rubber indus?ry .:)t gd:l;

) regards the production and the marketing of rubber

and for regulating export and import of rubber.” The Indian Rubber Board
was set up under this Act “to promote by such measures as it thinks fit for the
development of the Rubber Industry”. The Rubber Production 2nd marketing
(Amendment) Act of 1954 has made certain changes in the constitution of
the Board in order “to provide for development under the control of the

Union of the Rubber Industry.” Th i :
time official of the Governmcrxzrt of In:l:iac.hmman of the Board is now a full

The control by the Rubber Board of the Industry di
cised by the Coffec Board on the Coffee Industry, g—adsl-ﬂ.nsl?c}ff:sm ;?::kz’:ier-
of rubber is not centralized as in the case of Coffee. Recently cert;ﬁn sch "
of replanting have been started by the new Rubber Board. Als ‘mew
lanting schemes are undcr. consideration. A Rubber Rscarch. Ccritro nl:w
cen inaugurated to provide facilities for co-ordinated scientific reseircla;s

.~
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- The production cess has been increased to promote development and research.

The Board which could hardly do much for the development of the Industry,
;inge 1947 has really started with a new life to make it-self useful to the
ndustry. .

CHAPTER 1V.

Capital Structure.

We have described in the last chapter the main features of the structure

of the rubber industry. In this chapter we shall attempt to evaluate

. management-wise the amount of capital invested

Introductory. in this industry, the growth in the capital

. mvestment since 1939 and also estimate the Indian
,and Non-Indian share in the total investment, '

- 2. In Proforma ‘A’ of our questionnaire on rubber we had called
for copies of the balance sheets and profit and loss accounts of rubber
) plantation companies for the years 1939, 1946 and
Sources of information, 1950-1953 and also figures of authorised and paid-up
‘ _\ capital (1) at the time of formation of the companies
concerned (2) on 30th June 1939 and (3) on30th June 1954, We had also
asked for figures showing the break-up of paid-up capital according to
types of investors namely (i) Managing Agents (ii) Institutional Investors
and (ifi} Individuals-Indian and Non-Indian. Replies were received from
39 companies covering 57,736 acres i. e. 769, of acreage under companies;
in addition, copies of the balance sheets only for the year 1953-54 were
received from 30 companies covering 15,618 acres. The data obtained
from these ‘balance sheets and the replies to questionnaire have formed the
basis of our study of the capital structure of rubber plantation companies.

3. Many of the rubber plantation companies have also tea and coffee
plantations in addition to rubber. The accounts furnished are in respect
of'all the plantations together and in such cases
Limitations of data. the capital invested in respect of the rubber
plantation alone had to be estimated. Although
we had requested the estates to submit estimated figures in these cases
many of themdid not do so. .They stated that it was not possible to
allocate their capital investment as between rubber and other crops. It
became, therefore, necessary for us to estimate it on some suitable basis.
This has been done on a comparison of the ‘net worth’* of similarly placed
companies which had only coffee, tea or rubber. In the .case of estates
which had rubber along with other minor crops, the allocation was done
in proportion to the acreage of each crop. Where the minor crops formed
only a small part ofthe total area it was treated as negligible and no-
allowance made for it. oo

While particulars regarding paid-up capital were available in all the
returns, information about the holdings of the shares as between Indians
and Non-Indians and according to classes of investors viz.,, Managing Agents,
Institutional Investers, etc., was not available in some. In making use of
the available data, the following assumptions have been made:— .

Sharecholdings in the rubber companies of Managing Agents and
Secretaries functioning in India but having head offices abroad have been

*Net worth’ is the sum of paid-up capital and reserves.
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. o . ¢

to be Non-Indian investment. Likewise, the share hpldmgs 0
t;dl:f:aging Agents incorporated in India but whose Board of Directors ;s
predominantly Non-Indian, have also been taken to be Non-Indian 1nves-t
ment. The shares held by Managing Agents whose Boards of managemeln
are predominantly Indian have been treated to be _Ind_lan_ investment. In
the absence of further details, the shares held by’ mstltutlor}al. investors In
Sterling companics are taken as Non-Indian investment. Similarly, shares ‘
held by institutional investors in all Rupee companies have been taken to be
Indian, unless otherwise clearly specified in the returns.

4. The number of rcportin§ companies that have givcn figures' for
paid-up capital with details of shareholdings in ‘1939 as well as in
1954 is only 15, covering 37,341 acres. Table XI

i i - 1dings
The general trend of gives a comparative study of the shareholding:
holdillwgu between 1939+ in these 15 companies under the heads of holdings
and 1954.

by Managing Agents, by Institutional Investors
and by other individuals. .

This study of 15 companies indicates that there has beena noticeable
shift in the investment from Non-Indians to Indians. The overall increase
in the shares of Indians is 11°529%, from 14'289%, to 25:80%, for all types of
companics. The individual shareholdings show a rise from 13:87%, to 22:79%
i. e., an increase of 8929%. The Non-Indian shareholdings show a fall of
9:57%,. Under Institutional Investors there is a rise in the shareholdings of
Indians from 0-26%, to 2:449 and under Managing Agents a rise of 0'42%,
from 0°15%, to 0'57%.

5. The four reporting Sterling companies do not show any noticeable
increase in their paid-up capital between 1939 and1953, The proportion of

Indian and non-Indian shareholdings also "does not

Holdings of individuals show any significant variation between _these two
analysed by clasics of years. The Rupee Non-Indian companies showed
companies, an increase in their paid-up capital from Rs. 13.93

lakhs to Rs. 25.62 lakhs%. The Indian share of this
capital has increased from 12.85% to 74.77. In the Rupee Indian companies

the share of Non-Indian investment shows only a very small increase of
" 0.27% from 0.66%, to 0.93%,. .

Table XII gives particulars of Indian and Non-Indian shareholdings
in respect of 36 companies for the year 1953. This includes all Sterling
companics and all Rupce Non-Indian™ companies in the rubber plantation
industry, The total area covered by these companies is 749 of the area under
Joint Stock companies in the industry. This Table shows that out of a
total share capital of Rs. 2.89 crores, Non-Indian shareholdings account for
about 439, and the Indian sharcholdings for 57%. In Sterling companies
there is only 0.6% of Indian holdings. In Rupee Non-Indian companies
the share of Indian holdings is 77.96%. In Rupee Indian companies the
share of Non-Indian holdings is 1.81%,. The proportion of share-holdings
as worked out in this Table formed the basis of our evaluation of the
Non-Indian and Indian share of investment in the company sector of the
rubber plantation industry as will be indicated in the next paragraph,

6. The capital invested in

. the Joint Stock companie
considered as the sum of the paid-up capi'tlal and rcservcspsincz si}:milsld t}?ii
sum that represents the shareholders’ equity, In
Capital investment in reporting Annexure  IIT is given the paid-up capital and
compaaies. reserves in respect of the reporting Sterli
. .The reserocs that hn‘lrcs,bRupce Non-Indian and Rupee Indi
:;lg'm ocioding theab‘; cen taken into account for this purpose cover

lance of profit and loss account but exclude



TABLE XI

Table showing Paid-up Capital according to class of investors for 15 rubber companies in the years 1939 and 1 954

1939 (In Rs.)
Managing Agents Institutional Investors| Others
No. of . . : '
Type of Management Compa(:'lies i \ Total
Indian Non- Indian [Non- Indian Non-
Indian Indian a Indian
1 2 3 4 -5 6 7 g - 9
Sterling Companies 4 2,98,334 26,54,120 61,299 75,52,087(1,05,65,840
(2.82) (25.12) (0.58) (71.41) (100)
Rupee Non-Indian 3 35,426 32,351 1,46,677| 11,79,496| 13,93,950
(2.54) (2.33) (10.59). | (84.61) (100)
Rupee Indian 8 20,300 2,980 16,89,407 11,460 17,24,147
(1.18) (0. 17) (97.99) (0.66) (1o00)
Total 15 20,300 3,33,760 35,331f 26,54,120| 18,97,383] 87,43,043/1,36,83,937
(0.15) (2.46) (0.26) | (19.38) | (13.87) | (63.88) (100)
1954
Sterling Companies 4 317,667 26,61,533] 64,027 76,05,946|1,06,49,173
(2.98) (24.99) (0.60) (71.43) (100)
Rupee Non-Indian 3 35,715 2,49,867 16,66,114] 6,10,922| 25,62 618
(1.39) (9.75) (65.02) (23.84) (100)
Rupee Indian 8 86,470 1,19,775 17,24,790 18,1207 19,49,155
(4.44) (6.14) (88.49) (0.93) (100)
‘Total 15 86.470 3,53,382| 3,69,642| 26,61,533 34,54,931] 82, 34,588/1,51,60,946
(0.57) (2.33) (2.44) | (17.56) | (22.79) | (54.31) (100)

Pigures in brackets Q%mr percentage to total.

Source: Returns

Estates

gl



Table showing Paid-up Capital according lo class of investors for 36 rubber companies as on 30-6-54

TABLE XII

(In Rs.)
_ Managing Agents | Institutional Investors Others
No. of .
Type of Management Con?pa(:liw Acreage Total
Indian Non- Indian Non- Indian Non-
Indian | - Indian Indian
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Stcrl'/mg Companies 4 25,965 3,!7,667 e 26,61,533 64,027 76,05,946,1,06,49,173
(2.98) (24.99) (0.60) (71.43) (100)
Rupee Non-Indian 6 12,735 1,17,425/ 6,15,221 49,80,461| 14,64,061| 71,77,198
) (1.64) (8.57) (69.39) (20.40) (100)
Rupee Indian 26 1'7,771 : 2,74;038 7,61,864 98,65,447| 2,00,626/1,11,01,975
(2.47) ' (6.86) (88.86) (1.81) (100)
Total 36 56,471 2,74,038] 4,35,122| 13,77,085 26,61,533 1,49,09,935 92,70,633(2,89,28,346
(0.95) (1.50}) (4.76) (9.20) {51.54) (32.05) (100)

Figures in brackets give pcrcentagc‘to the total.
Source : Returns {rom Estates,

14
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taxation reserves and those reserves “which have been specifically funded
outside the business. The total capital invested by the reporting rubber
plantation companies is seen to be Rs. 6.83 crores of which Rs.” 4.55 crores
or 66.5% is Indian and Rs. 2.28 crores i.e., 33.5% Non-Indian,

7. ‘These Sterling companies cover an area of 25,965 acres i, e, 12,59

of total area under rubber and account for a production of 3,964 tons of

’ rubber i.e., about 189, of the total production of

Investment analysis of Sterling Tubber. The capital invested in them is Rs, 1.96

companies, crores of which Rs. 1.07 crores is paid-up capital

and Rs. 0.89 crores is reserves, The entire capital

excepting a small proportion of 0.6%, can be taken as Non-Indian according

to theé proportion worked out in Table XII. The Sterling companies thus
hold a significant place in rubber plantation industry.

8. The Rupee Non-Indian companies cover an area of 12,736 acres

_and account for a production of 1,887 tons i e., 99 of the total préduction

of rubber. The capital investment in them is Rs. 1.2

Rupce Non Indian companies crores i, e. 189 of the total investment in reporting

- rubber companies of which Rs. 0.72 crores is paid-up

capital and Rs. 0.48 crores is reserves. From Table XII it is seen that the per-

centage of Non-Indian holdings in Rupee Non-Indian companies is only

22-04°,. Applying this percentage to the total investment by reporting

Rupee Non-Indian companies, the Non-Indian share of the investment
works out to Rs. 027 crores and the Indian investment Rs. 93 crores.

9. The Rupee Indian companies cover an area of 34,653 acres and

account for a production of 7,018 tons i.e., 33.039% of the total production

of rubber in India. The capital invested in them

Rupee Indian companies,  is Rs. 3.67 crores i. e., 549, of the total investment

’ in reporting rubber companies out of which Rs. 0'07

crores is Non-Indian and Rs. 3.6 crores is Indian as worked out by applying
the proportion given in Table XII.

10. For the coverage of 73,354 acres of rubber, the capital invest-
Capital investment in ment, Indian and Non-Indian separately, is
:;PO‘;“;ECC g:?}i‘;mt';’typa;: given below for the vyear ending 30th
ofy:ywnmhip. g June, 1954.

Table XIII.

Table showing capital invested in reporting rubber plantation companies as on
30-6-1954

(In crores of Rs.)

Indian Non-Indian Total
Type of )
companies. Paid- [Reser-| - Paid- [Reser- Paid- [Reser-
up ca-| ves. [Total [up ca-| ves. |Total |up ca-| ves. |Total.
pital * |pital pital
1 2 3 4 5 6 | 7 8 9 10

Sterling. 0-0064 0-0053 0-01 1-0636 0-8847 195 107 089 196
Rupee Non- ' :

Indian. 056 037 093 016 011 027 072 048 120
Rupee Indian 2+47 1°13 360 005 002 007 252 115 367

Total 3-0364 1-5053 454 1:2736 10147 229 431, 252 6-83
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11. The total number of Joint Stock companies in_ the rubber planta-

tion industry is, according to tth list supplied by the Rubber Board, under-

stood to be 72 covering an' area of 75,904 acres.

Total capital investment  On the assumption that non-reporting companies

in Joint Stock Compa-  are all Indian owned, it is possible to evaluate the

nies worked out. capital invested in these companies on the basis of

the average capital invested per acre (Rs. 1,060 per

acre) in the reporting Indian companies. Calculated on this basis the capi-

tal investment in Non-reporting companies works out to Rs. 27 lakhs of

which Rs. 0.48 lakhs can be taken as Non-Indian and Rs. 2652 lakhs as
Indian.

12. The total capital investment in the rubber plantation industry
in the company sector may, therefore, be taken as
In the company scctor.  Rs. 7.1 crores, out of which Rs. 2.34 crores or
339, of the total is Non-Indian and Rs. 4.76 crores
or 67%, is Indian.

TABLE XIV

13 In proprictary and  Zable showing capital invesled in reporting proprietaryf
*  partnership concerns  parinership concerns as on 30th Fune 1954,

, |Caprtal 1n-
, No. of |Area cove- | vested in | Capital invested
Type of Concerns Concerns | red in Rs. per acre (Rs.)
acres (Crores)

1 ‘2 3 4 5
Indian. 38 v 9,271 106 1,136
Non-Indian. 1 334 0-02 648

Total 39 9,605 1-08 1,125*%

In Proforma ‘B’ of our questionnaire we had asked Proprietary and
Partnership concerns owning over 100 acres to furnish figures showing the total
capital invested in theirrubber concerns. Information has been received from
39 Proprictary and Partnership concerns of which one covering 334 acres is
Noq-Indlan and the remaining 38 concerns covering 9,271 acres are owned by
Indians. The total capital invested by these concerns amounts to Rs. 1.08 crores
which works out to Rs. 1,125 peracre. The non-reporting rubber estates owned
by Proprictary and Partnership concerns of over 100 acres cover 15,303 acres, If
the investment in these is also taken to be of the same level as the investment
in the reporting Indian concerns, the capital invested in them would work out
to Rs. 1.74 crores. Total capital invested in the Proprietary and Partnershi
sector would therefore be Rs. 2.82 crores of which Rs. 2.80 crores ma: bpe
taken as Indian and the remaining Rs. 0.02 crores as Non-Indian. The );otal
capital invested in the rubber plantation industry covering estates of over 100
acres may, on this basis, be estimated as shown in the Table below:—

® Average of Indian and Non-Indian,
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TABLE XV

Table showing the iuvestment in rubber estates of over 100 acres.

(In crores of Rs.)

Investment by
Investment by proprietary &
companies partnership - Total
Ttem concerns
- Non- Non- ‘ Non- |
Indian | Indian | Indian | Indian { Indian | Indian | Total
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Actuals

(for 82,959 acres} 2.290 4.540 0.02 1.06 2.310 5600 7.91]
Estimated

(for 17,853 acres) 0.048 0.222 —_ 1.74 0.048 1.962 201

Total 2.338 4,762 - 0.02 2.80 2.358 7.562  9.92

According to the Rubber Board rubber holdings of upto 100 acres cover
an area of about 1.06 lakh acres. The capital invested by them in rubber
is difficult of assessment. Any estimate that we may make would suffer from
serious limitations. We are, therefore, confining our analysis of capital in-
vestment only to those holding over 100 acres. /

14. Thus, our abdve analysis of capital invested in rubber companies
covers (1) all Sterling companies (2) all Rupee Non-Indian companies (3) a
large majority of Rupee Indian companies and (4)
Resume of the analysismade according to acreage about 409, of Proprietary and
) Partnership concerns of over 100 acres. The total
capital invested in these plantations is estimated to be Rs. 9.92 crores of
which Rs. 7.59 crores are Indian (769%,) and 2-36 crores are Non-Indian (249,).
The investment in Sterling companies comes to Rs. 1.96 crores, Rupee Non-
Indian companies Rs. 1.20 crores, and Rupee Indian companies Rs. 3.94
crores. The investment in Proprietary and Partnership concerns is estimated
as Rupees 2.82 crores. Between 1939 and 1954 there has been a noticeable
shift in the investment from Non-Indians to Indians. This is very marked in
the share holdings of Rupee Non-Indian companies, There has also been an
increase in share holdings by Managing Agents and Institutional investors,
Even so, the share of Managing Agents’ holdings to the total, ranges only from
149 to 4°4%,; investment by institutional investors is higher in Sterling com-
panies being 24.99, and lowest in Rupee Indian companies at 6.1%,.

15. In the following paragraphs balance sheets of 17 companies under
different types of management for the years 1939, 1946 and 1953 (covering
an area of 35,798 acres in 1953) are studied, The coverage is small because
a number of planting companies that were established during the war years
and thereafter fall out of this analysis, However, the Research and Statistics!
Department of the Reserve Bank had figures for the years 1950-53 in respect:
of twenty seven Rupee Indian companies (covering 20,199 acresin 1953)
and four Rupee Non-Indian companies covering 8,768 acres in 1953) and they
placed them kindly at our disposal at our request. These figures have also
been made use of in this study; these include 9 out of the 13 Rupee Indian
and Non-Indian companies covered by our analysis.
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TABLE XVI1 ]
Table showing coverage q{ the companies analysed,
. A

Planted | 9% of the area of °/% of ltlhe area -
i No. of area in | each group to | of each group
Type Ofl\?::;;fr}xl:ﬂt coxcl"npt;nics acres in | the total area of | to the total area-
1953. | company sector | of each group.
I 2 3 | 4 |~ s

Sterling companies: | 4 23,450 313 93-8
Rupee Companies: )
Under Non-Indian

Managing Agents. 3 6,306 84 52-5
Under Indian Managing
Agcnts. & 4 2,465 33 159
Director controlled
Lid, companics. 6 3,577 4-8

Total, 17 35,798 47-8

B** .

Indian controlled companies 27 20,199 265 53
Non-Indian controlled .
companics . 4 8,768 11-6 69

16. The method of analysis followed is to compute the value of
different items of fixed and floating assets for different managements, the
extent of their growth between 1939 and 1953, and 1850-53, make an assessment
of their adequacy in relation to minimum needs of fixed assets, and the extent
of utilisation of available resources for developing fixed assets. On similar
lines the share capital and reserves of these companies and long-term and
current borrowings are studied. The chapter concludes with certain proposals
regarding fixed assets and sources of funds.

In as much as resources and nature of management widely differed in
respect of companies, the management-wise figures should be read along with
the totals in respect of companies, under various -managements to get 3
-realistic picture. As the management-wise totals relate only to averages,
the latter have been broken up into case studies so as to get a picture of the
position in the different management groups. ‘

4

17. The total assets of the 17 companies studied by us shows an
increase from Rs. 1.93 crores in 1939 to Rs. 4.05
Value of total assets {our crores in 1953  (Vide Annexure IV), The net
figures). capital formation amounts to Rs, 2.12 crores or
108%. There has been an increase in assets in

all the groups of companies (Annexure-V). .
18. Net fixed asscts per acre according to our figures are Rs, 593 in
the Indian companics under Indian managing agencies, Rs. 594 in the Public
Ltd. Director-controlied - Indian  companies and
Rs, 565 for all groups of companies (Vide Annexure
i VI-A). Case studies show that7 out of 10 Indian
companies have net fixed assets ranging from Rs. 340 to Rs. 615 per acre
and remaining 3 have Rs. 701, Rs. 829 and Rs. 935 Tespectively in the year
1953-5¢ (Vide Anncxure VI-B). Figures of not fixed assets for 27 Indian
comppnics as furnished by the Reserve Bank are given in Table XVII.

A®*  Relate to companies whose figures were analysed by the Commissi
B** Relate to companies whose figures were analysy:d by ¥he Reserve ﬁ’;zﬂ.

Fixed nssets-cstimation of
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Case studies of 24 companies for the year 1953 show that 13 companies
have assets ranging from Rs. 446 to Rs. 950 and the remaining 11 have
assets ranging in value from Rs. 1,029 to Rs. 2,391. The average for all
<ompanies works out to Rs. 1,061 per acre. (Vide Annexure VIII-I).

19. For the 3 Non-Indian companies included in our analysis the average
Noo-Indi feg- value of net fixed assets per acre works out to
B e o re  Rs. 531, Rs. 624 and Rs. 693 respectively in
(Our figures) 1953. .

According to the Reserve Bank’s figures net fixed assets per acre in

© 1953 for the four Non-Indian companies amount
Reserve Bank’s figur:s to Rs. 635, Rs. 801, Rs. 811 and Rs. 1,001
averaging Rs. 725 per acre. (See end of chapter

and Annexure VIII-1I for further details).

. 20. The net fixed assets for 4 Sterling companies including one which

has an area of about 20,000 acres amount to

Value of fixed assets (Sterling Rs. 537 in 1953, Case study of one Sterling com-

compani¢s-our figures). pany gives Rs. 462 per acre in 1953 as the value
of net fixed assets,

On the basis of figures of the Reserve Bank, Rupee Indian companies
bave net fixed assets of an average of about Rs. 1,061 per acre and the
Rupee Non-Indian controlled companies have net fixed assets of the value
of about Rs. 725 per acre. On the basis of our own figures, net fixed assets
of Sterling companies amount on an average to Rs. 537 per acre.

21, The break-up of gross fixed assets per acre in rupees according

' to our figures and those of the Reserve Bank

Valuation of different items are shown in Table XVIII. These sets of figures

of fixed asscts. show that land assets varied in value from Rs. 367
to Rs. 1,545 for different managements.

22. - Case studies of land assets show that their value varied widely.
(Vide Table X1X). While both in the Rupee Non-
"Land asscts-estimation of . Indian and Sterling groups there are no companies
having land assets over Rs. 1,000, in the Indian
group of 23 companies, 9 companies show land assets over Rs. 1,000 (Re-
serve Bank’s figures). Our figures Annexure VI-B show that in 1953, 7 out
of 10 Indian companies have land assets of value below Rs. 550, the lowest
being Rs. 214 and the remaining 3 have land assets valued at Rs. 775,
Rs. 632 and Rs. 836 per acre. One Sterling company had land assets valued at.
Rs. 367 per acre. Land value per acre according to Reserve Bank’s figures
work out to Rs, 933 for 23 Rupee Indian companies, Rs. 529 for 4 Rupee
Non-Indian companies. (Table XVIII).
23. It is not possible to say if these figures regarding valuation of fixed
assets reflect the real relative position of the various companies because the
) basis of valuation among these companies may
Basis of land valuation un-  differ. The Tariff Board said in their report as
scientific. follows in regard to their estimation of fixed capital
employed in the industry :
“The usual practice is to allow return at a percentage on the original value
" of total block employed in any industry. From a scrutiny of the accounts
it is found that the basis of valuation of land for development etc., adop-
ted by all the estates is not really scientific. It is therefore possible that
any value fixed on the basis of such accounts may not represent the
correct position. We therefore considered that the only other alternative
would be to take to paid-up capital as the basis to arrive at a reasonable
figure for this purpose . :
(Report of the Indian Tariff Board on Rubber 1951 Pages 35—40)
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By this method the Tariff Board in its report of 1950 arrived at Rs. 1,200
per acre as representing fixed capital as against the demand of the industry
varying from Rs. 1,500 to Rs. 3,000.

24, The figures in Annexure VI-A show the growth of fixed assets
between 1939 and 1953. Sterling and Director-controlled Indian companies
had a higher value for fixed assets per acre in 1939

Extent of growth of fixed and the increase between 1939 and 1953 was small.
ancts, In Sterling companies there was a rise of 299, and
in Director-controlled Rupee Indian companies.a

rise of 129%. Between 1939 and 1946 we find that in both cases fixed assets
per acre declined in value; the rise in value was brought about only between
1946 and 1953. The two partly Non-Indian Rupee companies under Non-
Indian Managing Agencies show a steady rise in both the periods, the rise for
the whole period being 154%,. Indian companies too show a rise between 1939
and 1916 Eut a slight fall between 1946 and 1953, the 'rise for the whole

period being 128%. By 1953 all the companies reach a value ranging from
Rs. 537 to Rs. 693 per acre,

According to the figures of the Reserve Bank, the percentage growth of
fixed assets is as shown in Table XX. A study of these figures shows that there
has been no growth in value of land assets'in Indian companies while the
Rupee Non-Indian companies show an increase of 169 in all, in their land
value per acre between 1950 and 1953, Increase in the investment in build-
ings, plant and machinery is more in the Rupee Non-Indian as compared to
the RL:Fce Indian companies. The overall picture shows a small increase
in fixed assets in Indian companies, to the extent of only 49, between 1950
and 1953, while the Rupee Non-Indian companics show an increase of 289,

25. The table XXI showing sources.and uses of funds furnished by the
Reserve Bank shows the investment in fixed assets by 27 companies between
1950-1953. Qut ‘of an increase in savings and
Extent of Investment in  reserves of Rs. 33 lakhs, 9 lakhs have gone into
fixed nssets , fixed assets. Of this sum of 9 lakhs a sum of Rs. 7
. . lakhs has gone into buildings, 2 lakhs for plant and
machinery and nil for lands, whereas four Rupee Non-Indian companies
between 1950 and 1953 increased their reserves by Rs. 12 lakhs and  share
capital by Rs. 7 lakhs out of which they invested Rs, 6 lakhs on lands Rs.5
lakhs on buildings and Rs. 2 lakhs on machinery and others, i. e., in all Rs. 13
lakhs out of Rs. 19 lakhs. Case studies of growth of fixed assets per
acre (Vide Annexure \_’I-C) over the period 1939-1953 show a decline in
land assets for some Indian companies. * Five out of ten Indian Rupee com
anies show a dec_lme of Jand assets varying from Rs. 46 to Rs. 234 and pg
others show a rise during this period ranging from Rs, 60 to Rs. 622 per
T;l;; (3::] of 3 Rlupee Non-Indian companies, one shows, between 1939 and
. a decline in land asscts from Rs. 724 to Rs. 325. One Sterling company
ows between 1939 and 1953 a decline in land assets from Rs. 587 to Rs. 367.

26. To conclude, during 1939.1953 Indi . .
Growth of fixed asscis- (I) dc_r companies in 1953. Director-controlled
Reviewed. cian companies show only a slight rise in this

period, _Between 1939-1953, 5 out of 10 Indian
companies show a decline in ]and assets. According

to the Reserve Bank’s figures, be
assets for Indian mmpaililcs ’and“;:etn ﬁLiSdO-1953 there was no rise jn land

increase as against 28%, for Rupee N°n'lndiaﬁcot;,pi;n% showed only a 49,
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27. We will now study the adequacy of internal resources for main-
taining and developing fixed assets. Paid-up capital was less than the value
) of net fixed assets according to our own figures and
Fixed assets and internal  those of the Reserve Bank. The sum of share capital
resources (net worth). and reserves, i. e., net worth was not en the average
less than fixed assets but on the other hand shows
a surplus over fixed assets. (Though insignificant according to Reserve Bank
figures). Figures of share capital and reserves for 10 Indian com-
panies in relation to net fixed assets show that share capital and reserve exceed
net fixed assets in seven companies while in three others the sum of share
capital and reserves is less than net fixed assets. {Vide Table XXIT).

During the period 1950-53 (Reserve Bank figures) savings and reserves
increased by Rs. 30 lakhs for 27 Indian companies while the investment in
fixed assets was Rs. 9 lakhs. A study of share capital and reserves per acre and
net fixed assets per acre for each year 1950-1953 for 24 Indian companies
shows the increase in share capital and reserves over net fixed assets has not
been adequate, ‘

Case studies show (Annexure VIII-1jthat in 1953 out of 24 Indian
companies, 7 have more net fixed assets over net worth, the excess ranging
between Rs. 16 and Rs. 310 per acre, 3 had more net worth over fixed assets
the excess ranging upto Rs. 35, another 2 had an excess of Rs. 66, and
Rs. 67, and 2 had Rs. 89 and Rs. 92. In_ other words 6 companies have
increased fixed assets from funds other than their own resources and 6
companies had “long term funds’’* below Rs, 91 per acre. We have analysed
the number of companies having “long term funds” of less than Rs. 91 per
acre 5o as to find out the number of companies having less than this figure
which is the average for all companies. 14 out of 24 Indian companies had,
. therefore, little “long-term funds®. The average “long term funds” for the
year 1953 for 24 Indian companies amounts to Rs. 91 per acre (Table
XXII-A). )

28. We will now examine the relation of internal resources and fixed
assets in Rupee Non-Indian companies. The Rupee Non-Indian cont-

rolled companies showed a better posifion in
Non-Indian companies regard to adequacy of internal resources. Accor-

ding to our figures, the figures for 3 Rupee Non-
Indian controlled companies are given in Table XXIII-A. These
figures showed that while share capital was less than the amount of net
fixed assets, the latter were covered by the sum of share capital and reser-
ves and roughly a sum of about Rs. 160 per acre was available from the
latter for meeting long-term needs.

. The Reserves Bank figures also showed for all Rupce Non-Indian
companies a similar trend.

29, The relation of net worth to fixed assets in 4 Sterling compa-

nies in 1953 is given in Table XXIV. It shows that while the share

capital per acre and fixed assets, per acre In

Sterling companics (our Sterling ‘companies were lower than those in the

figures) Indian companies, the Sterling companies had
more “long term funds® per acre.

30. Thus we find that sterling and Rupee Non-Indian compa{!ies
have greater “long term funds” as compared with the Indian companies.
These funds will have to be further increased to meet the replanting needs
of the industry. ’

*The term “long-term funds” is used in a very special and restricted semsc to
denote the excess of share capital and reserves over net fixed assets which
represents the sum that could be made available for purposes of long term necds,
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i i i at in 7 compa-
31, Case studies of 24 Indian companies show that in
nies net fixed assets excceded net worth; in 3 companies net wortllil3 wg.ﬁs
in excess by an amourt not above Rs, 35 per acre; in another 2, .
and Rs. 67 per acre while in 2 other companies the excess was Rs. 89 an
Rs. 92,
32. While floating assets show a rise from 27% to 46% of the total
assets during the period 1939-1953, current liabilities show a rise only from
59, to 16%, during the ‘same period. _Examining
Floating asets-Total Rrowth the components of the floating assets 1t 15 seen
of floating asscts 1939-1953. hay cash and other items have increased by 3149,
(ml,r,u)ngum_ﬂ" manage- o cks and stores by 2529% and receivables by 205%
e in 1953 over 1939. (Annexure IV-A and V-A).

33. Management-wise study of the growth of floating asscts

Management-wite growth of between 1939 and 1953 ,shows the following .
floating amets (1939-1953) features:

(i) Except for the four Indian companies under Indian Mgnagmg
agencics, the incrcase in floating assets for Sterling, partly Non-Indian and
Dircctor-controlled Indian companies ranged between 210 and 258%.
The Indian companies under managing agencies show about double - this
increase viz,, 536%. .

(i) Indian companics show a large increase under stocks and stores
which was the consequence of unsold stocks in 1952. ‘ ‘

(ili) Sterling companies show a slight increase under investments and
others a decline, ‘

(iv) Cash and other assets show an increase of the following order
(a) Rupee Non-Indian companies 2,000 to 2,500%, (b) Indian companies

4049, (c) Sterling companies 2929% and (d) Director-controlled Indian
companics 148%,. :

34. (a) Analysing the proportion of floating to total assets for
Management-wise proportion the year 1953, Indian companies show the lowest

of floating to total assets (our under stocks and stores and the Rupee Non-Indian,
figures) for 1953. the highest. :

(b) Sterling companies have the largest proportion of cash assets to

total assets, 29.949,. This proportion is 16:07%, for Indian companies and 149,
for Rupee Non-Indian companbies,

.. (c) Floating assets form 50.719%, of total assets in Sterling companies,
while in other companies they form about a third.

35. Percentage growth of floating assets in proportion to total assets in

the 27 Indian controlled companies and ¢ Rupee Non-Indian controlled com-

panics between 1950 and 1953 (Reserve Bank figures)

Reserve Bank's figures (1950- shows a different pattern. Stocks and stores show

1953). a greater percentage to total assets in Rupee Non-
Indian concerns. {Table XXV). .

36. A fall under stocks and stores; and greater resources under receiv-

ables and government sccurities, and retained as cash are the features of growth

of Indian companies between 1950 and 1953. A

Conclusion (Floating assets).  fall under investments and a rise under cash and

) ... other assets are the features of Rupee Non.Indian

companies, But while in Indian companies the cash and other assets rose by

80% between 1950 and 1953, they rose by 62%in Rupee Non-Indian companies,

The period 1950-53 was one when monetary resources greatly }
because o(}_):::he price incrcasu! granted by government dur'mggrthe ypegscrfaseA(i
the same time their comparative non-investment in fixed assets by Indian com-
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panies showed greater cash and other assets with them than with Rupee Non-
Indian companies.

37. Paid-up capital of 17 companies (all managements) increased from’

Rs. 145 crores to Rs. 1.67 crores i, e. an increase of Rs. 22 lakhs only. A part

of this increase was due to capitalisation of reserves.

Share capital-Growth of share’ (Table XX VI-A), There has been no increase in

capital (our figures). share capital since 1946 in Sterling companies; 3

Rupees Non-Indian controlled companies showed,

however, an increase of 25 to 509% in share capital between 1946-1953.

The Indian companies showed an increase during 1939-1946 but a decrease
‘during 1946-1953. (Vide Table XXVI-B).

According to Reserve Bank’s figures between 1950-1953 the percentage
of increase of share capital was nilin Indian controlled companies and 21 in
the 4 Rupee Non-Indian controlled companies (Vide Annexure VIII-II)

38. Theproportion of share capital expressed as a percentage of total
assets in Indian companies (Reserve Bank figures) shows that it was decreas-

ing. This is no indication however of financial un-
As related to total assets. soundness provided increase in debentures and reserves

made up the financial requirements of the industry.
Qur own figures show that the percentage of share capital plus rescrves to
total capital employed has fallen by 6 to 15% between 1939 and 1953.
(Vide Tables XXVII & XXVIII).

/39, Thus a study of growth of share capital showed (i) there has been

no increase in share capital between 1946—1953 in Sterling companies, (ii)

Indian companies showed an increase in share capi-

Conclusion-share capital tal in the first period 1939—1946, (iii) the percen-

tage of share capital to total assets between 1939

and 1953 decreased more in Sterling that in Indian companies and (iv) the

percentage of total share capital and reserves to total assets decreased under
all types of management between 1939 and 1953,

40. Borrowings increased from 5%, to 16%, of total assets (Annexure IV.)

Between 1939 and 1953 there was a slight fall in the percentage of borrow-
ings to total assets in Rupee Non-Indian companies.
Borrowings Sterling companies showed a rise from 3 to 18%, and
Bank borrowings formed only 0.35%, of total assets

"in 1953. In most groups bank borrowings have been nil,

The figures of the reserve Bank for 1950-53 for 27 Indian-controlled
companies showed a reduction in borrowings and particularly in debentures
due to repayments from increased profits.

The outstanding non-debenture borrowings in 1953 amounted to Rs, 26
per acre for 18,762 mature acres of these companies. Debenture borrowings
amounted to Rs. 52 per acre.

41. The figures of reserves per acre for Indian companies (Reserve Bank

figures) are shown in Table XXIX. The average
Estimates of rescrves  value for reserves in Indian companies was Rs. 282
per acre. and Rupee Non-Indian companies about Rs. 398
per acre, and for Sterling companies (our figures)
Rs. 496 per acre. (Table XXX).
The Table XXX shows the growth of reserves per acre between 1939
and 1953. If we divide the increase in reserves
Growth of reserves per  during these 14 years and find the average annual
acre (Qur figures). increase per acre, it would amount to Rs. 27, Rs. 25,
Rs. 18 and Rs. 11 respectively for sterling companies,
and Rupee Non-Indian, Indian companies under Managing Agents and Dire-
ctor-controlled Indian companies.
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The growth of reserves shows a different result between 1950 and 1953
according to Reserve Bank’s figures.

Reserves per acre

1950 l 1953 I o/ increase
1. 2 3 I L4
24 Indian companies 182 282 55
4 Non-Indian campanies 265 398 50

The increase in Indian companies was Rs. 100 or Rs233 on the
average for each year. While over a long-range period of 1939-1953, 10
Indian companics showed a poor annual allocation of Rs. 11 to Rs. 18 per
acre, contributions to the reserve by 24 Indian companies worked to an .
average of Rs. 33 per acre annually between 1950 and 1953. '

Percentage increase of reserves per acre between 1950 and 1953 is higher
for Indian companies. Nevertheless the fact should be recognised that while
rescrves per acre in 1953 amounted to Rs. 398 per acre for Rupee Non-
Indian companies and Rs. 496 for Sterling companies (our figures), the amount
of reserves for Indian companies amounted to Rs. 282,

42. A study of rctained profitsin relation to profits after tax will help

to show the trends in the growth of reserves, Tables XXXI-A & B show the

profits after tax and the amounts distributed as

Relation of retained pro-  dividends and retained in the industry. It is seen

fit to Growth of Rescrves. from these Tables that in 1953 the profits retained

' in the industry form about 36%, of profits after tax

for all groups of companies. Management-wise, Sterling companies show a

sudden fall in retained profits between 1952 and 1953 from 34.78%, to 35.399,

of net profits after tax while Indian companies maintained more or less a

percentage of about 30% since 1951. Partly Non-Indian Rupee companies

show 4a higher percentage of retained profits since 1946 ranging from
51 to 40%.

But a caution is necessary in this study that the proportion of retained
profits out of net profit after tax may be less in later years because
of the adequacy of reserves or of the increasing profits per acre. It
is wrong to think that the same proportion should be retained during all the
yearsand that a lesser retention meant an unjustified or excessive distribution

of profits. The test should be whether the amount retained was adequate for
the industry,

Table XXXII gives the gross profits per acre and the retained profits
per acre of the different groups of companies, Another statement of profits

(and whose profits
r out of mixed profits) is also

KX di nt of retained profits. In th
absence of any significant additions to paid-up capital, retaineﬁ profits nh;v:

formed the main source of increase in internal resources in the j

these have not been adequate as shown in a later chapter of thismjgls::)z- %\1/1:
have already indicated thg extent of availability of “long-term funds’® frc;m ine~
ternal resources in an earlier section, Figures worked out from our data are
shown in Table XXXIV. The “available long-term funds” for 24 Indian
controlled companies and for 4 Rupee Non-Indian contr

from figures furnished by Reserve Bank are shown in Table Xg?;&; -compa.nics

“Long-term funds™ may, therefore, be estimated to be of the order of
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Rs. 309 for Sterling, Rs. 216 for Kupee Non-Indiar companies, and Rs. 91
for Indian companics per acre.

As we shall see later even if all these funds were used to meet replanting
costs, they would be inadequate, particularly for Indian companies.

TABLE XVII

Table showing net fixed assels per acre of 27 Indian companies for the years
- 1950-1953 as furnished by the Reserve Bank.

‘ 1950 l 1951 1952 | 1953

Acreage P . 18,745 18,665 18,500 18,762
Net fixed assets per acre . 966 991 1,017 1,002
. _ For 1950—1953 (average) in rupees per acre—Gross fixed assels.

For 6 Indian companies having gross fixed assets

ranging from Rs. 1600 upto Rs. 2400 per acre Rs. 1,780.00
For 17 other Indian companies (for whom gross

fixed assets range from 400 to 1400) Rs, 887.68
For 23 Indian companies Rs. 1,123.00

Net fixed assets after deducting depreciation of

. Rs. 63 per acre which is the average for four
. years. - Rs, 1,060.00

Source : Reserve Bank

TABLE XVIII

Table showing break-ups of gross fixed assets according to our figures and those
. of the Reserve Bank, ’

A¥ (Per acre in Rs.)
Gross fixed assets
Type of No. of
ownership Cos. Plant & .
Land {Building | Mach- l Others | Total
’ inery
Sterling -1 367.57 17422  Nil 463  546.42
Non-Indian companies 3 393.65 160.78 59.92 23.5¢ 637.89
Indian companies 10 49496 125.41 30.78 15.76 666.91
Indian companies B#**
(Having gross fixed
assets of over Rs.
1400 per acre). -6 1545.70 165.60  58.30 10.80 1780.40
Indian companies '
(Having gross fixed
asscts of less than
Rs. 1400 per acre) 17 711.20 113.70 34.80 28.00 887.70
Tofal Indian Cos. - 23 . 933.00 127.00 39.00 24.00 1123.00

Non-Indian companies. 4 529.00 112.00 36.00 25.00 702.00

A*Relate to figures of our analysis 1953—1954.
- B**Relate to figures furnished by the Reserve Bank.
{four year average 1950—1953).



26
TABLE XIX

Table showing distribution of companies according
to land assets per acre,

Land assets per acre

Type of No. of
Ownership Compan- Below |Between (Between [Between | Between
ies, RCOBVO Rs. 501 | Rs. 901 [Rs. 1001|Rs. 1201
s 500 | 2nd 900 |and 1000}and 1200/and 2800
Indian companies 10* 6 3 1 , o
Indian companies . 23** 2 10 2 3 6
Non-Indian companies 3% 3 .. . .
Non-Indian companies 2** 1 1
.Sl;lcl‘:llill;:glllclol;;l'l;;ﬁ'ilc.s-l.I".Il.;‘l!l.'-"'li' sesepsepnapungdcipssnccgea ll-lll.Iql lll_ll.l.'lllkvl‘l_lll
TABLE XX. .

Table showing percentage of increase in fixed assets during the years
1950-1953 for 21 Indian conirollied and 4 non-Indian controlled
companies as furnished by the Reserve Bank.

Fixed Assets Net

Depri- | fixed
Plant. & | ciation | agsets
Lands |Buildingsimachin-| Others | Total
— y cry '
27 Indian .
companies Nil 39 33 Nil 6 40 4
4 Non-Indian ,
companics 16 83 50 100 28. 66 - 28
Source: Reserve Bank. ;
TABLE XXI

Table showing sources and uses of funds of 27 Indian controlled
companies as furnished by the Reserve Bank.

(In'lakhs of Rs)

Increase or Increase or

Sources of funds decrease in Uses of funds d i
1953 over 1950| 195??::: 1151)150
_fomwjngs -3 Gross fixed assets. 9 -
Depreciation reserves 4 Inventory . -3
Taxation reserve 9 Lendings 6
Savings 17 Investments 2
Miscellaneous 6 Increase in monetary. ‘
resources _ 19
Total 33 Total ' 33

Source:—Reserve Bank,

Figures relate to our analysis. .
**Figures relate to Reserve Bank's analysis,

r
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TABLE XXIF

Table showing excess or deficit of net fixed assets over the ifotal paid-up capital
and reserves (excluding P & L. afc) jfor 10 Indian controlled companies
" in the year 1953. .

Reserves
Paid-up [(excluding Total Net fixed |Difference
| Capital [P.& L.afc| (243) assets (4-5)

balance. »
1 ' 2 3 4 5 6
1. 365.38 102.76 468.14 346.72 121.42
2. 607.48 555.13  1,162.61 935.63 226.98
3. 404.04 330.53 734.57 565.99 168.58
4. 384.25 211,07 595.32 - 601.29 =5.97
5. 258.52 86.43 344.95 346.96 -2.01
6. 228.17 520.93 749.10 701.54 47.56
7. 733.98° 188.14 922.12 829.72 92,40
8. 498.75 154.61 653.36 543.63 109.73
9. 263.54 89.44 352.98 369'15 -~16.17
10. 616.74 - — 616.74 614.81 1.93
Average. 479,50 157.47 636.97 593.38 43.59
Source : Balance sheets analysed by us.
TABLE XXII-A
Tab{e showing share capital, reserves and net fixed assets per acre for 24 Indian
controlled companies as furnished by the Reserve Bank.
. o (Per acre in rupees)
| 1950 ’ 1951 ' 1952 1953
Share capital per acre 867 873 880 870
Reserves per acre 182 229 257 282
Total share capital and reserves 1,049 1,102 1,137 1,152
Net Fixed assets per acre. 1,063 1,091 1,119 1,061
Long term funds available per
_acre. -14 11 18 91

_ Source : Reserve Bank.

_ TABLE XXIII-A )
Table showing share capital, reserves and net fixed assets of 3 non-Indian
controlled companies
(Figures in Rs. per acre)

Reserves
Paid-up [{excluding | Total Net fixed |Difference
Capital [P.&L.ajc | (243) @ asséts (4-5)
balance) l
- 2 3 -4 | 5 6

697.27 204.97 902.24 693.27 208.97
369.17 313.36 682.53 531.56 150.97
286.75 522.21 808.96 624.53 184.43

0 N b | s
Pyt iy

Average 380.60 338.28 718.48 558.32 160.56

Source : Balance Sheets analysed by us.
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TABLE XXIII-B

Table showing share capital, reserves and net fixed assets of non-Indian
conirolled compam';s as furnished by the Reserve Bank.

(Per acre in Rs.)

1950 1951 l 1952 1953
1. Share capital 471 444 534 543
2. Reserves 265 358 333 308
3. Total share capital and reserves 736 802 867 941
4. Net fixed assets 600 605 652 725
5. Difference (3-4) 136 197 215 216
(Long-term funds)
Source t Reserve Bank.
TABLE XXIII-C
Table showing share capital reserves, total net fixed assets and long term
Junds in 1953 for 4 Non-Indian conirolled companies as furnished
by the Reserse Bank,
(Per acre in Rs.)
Reserves
Share - |(excluding | Total | Net fixed | Difference
capital |balance of | (24-3) assets (4-5)
profits) - , :
1 2 3 4 5 6
1. 437 394 831 635 196
2, 778 209 987 801 186
3. 368 683 1,051 811 240
4, 864 508 1,372 1,001 371
Average 543 398 941 725 216
) Source : Reserve Bank.
TABLE XXIV
Table showing share capital, reserves and net JSixed assets of 4 Stcrti;g companies.
(Figures in Rs. per acre)
Serial No. [ Share | Reserves (ex- Total i
of company | capital | cloding P s L. @18 fay | Difference
ling ) ed (4-5)
1 a/c balance) , assets
1 252.42 - 2 0
. . 384.19
2. 39150  506.26 897.76 ey a2
3. 62451 541.91 1,165.72  1,056.96 e
. . .83 100.91 546.74 461.90 84.84
verage  409.87  435.80 84567  536.82  308.85

Source: Balance sheet analysed by us,
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TABLE XXV

Table showing growth of floating assets during the years 1950-1953 in
27 Indian controlled compantes as furnished by the Reserve Bank.

(In percentage to total assets)

Stocks and | Receivables| Investments| Cash and Total
Type of Stores : other asscts
management

1950 11953 | 1950 | 1953 | 1950 | 1953[ 1950 l 1953 11950{1953

. Indian

Companies 10 8 3 44 35 40 93 16 26 32

Non-Indian

Companies 14 14 . 3 35 46 35 107 15 32 36
Source: Reserve Bank.
TABLE XXVI-A

Table showing increase in the paid-up capital and the issue of bonus shares
in respect of 17 rubber companies between 1939 and 1953,

{In thousands of Rs.)

Paid-up capital Increase |Value of
Type ‘of Ownership/Management in 1953 | bonus
] from 1939 shares
1939 1953 issued
Sterling Compantes 1,05,66 1,06,49 83
Rupee Companies:
Non-Indian 2,80 3,50 70 70
Partly Non-Indian 11,14 22,12 10,98
Indian 5,57 10,83 5,26
Director Controlled
Public Ltd.-Indian 19,89 23,87 3,98
Total 1,45,06 1,66,81 21,75 70
Source: Balance sheets analysed by us. ‘
TABLE XXVI-B

-Table showing increase in paid-up capital 1939-1953.
) "~ (in percentages)

Increase in share capital.
Type of management/ No. of :
ownership. Cos.
1939-1946 I 1946-1953 | 1939-1953
1 2 3 4 5

Sterling companies: 4 0.79 0.79
Rupee Companies:

Non-Indian 1 e 25.00 25.00

Partly Non-Indian 2 34.20 47.96 98.56

Indian, 4 107,72 -6.39 94.43

Director controlled

Public Ltd-Indian 6 20.01 . Nil 20.01

Total 17 10.08 4.47 14.99

Source;—Balance Sheets analysed by us.
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TABLE XXVII .

‘woable showing percantage of share capital and reserves to tofal assets as -
Table showing ¢ furnished by the Reserve Bank.

Percentage to total assets.

1950 1953
27 Indian conirolied companies.
Share capital. ' 63.0 56.0
Reserves. 15.1 23.7
Total. 78.1 79.7
4 Non-Indian companies. )
Share capital. 52.0 48.0
Reserves. 24.6 34.0
Total. 76.6 82.0
Source:—Reserve Bank.
TABLE XXVIII

Table showing proporiion of share capital and reserves to total assels.
(Percentages to total agsets.)

No.of Cos. | 1939 1946 1953
1 2 3 4 5
Smling 4 ’
Paid-up capital.’ 76.76 63.58 -37.63
"Reserves. 19.84 18.53 43.86
Total. 4 96.60 82.11 81.49
Indtan controlled 4 5
Paid-up capital. . 73.68 62,04 48,62
Rescrves. - 16.40 24.82 36.08
Total. 4 90.08 86.86 84.70
Public Ltd-Indian. i r
Paid-up capital. 85.77 71.34 58.07 .
Rescrves. 11.13. 20.06 26,22
Total. _ 6 96.90 9140 84.29
Sourectﬁaﬁncc sheets analysed by us.
TABLE XXIX
Table showing reserves per acre for 24 Indian controlled and 4
¢Non-Indian conirolled companies
(In Rs.))
Type of m?nagcmcnt No. gf cosl 1950 ‘ 1951 l 1952 ‘ 1953
3 4 5 "
Indian controlled 6
companies, 24 18
Non-Indian control- 2 229 257 282
led companies, 4 265 358 333 398

Sourcei—Reserve Bank,
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TABLE XXX

Table showing growth tn reserves per acre from 1939-1953.
: (Amounts in Rs.)

o » . Increase in
Type of ownership/ No. of | 1939. | 1946 1953 1953
management Cos. over 1939
1 2 3 4 5 6
Sterling. companies: 4 116 125 496 380
{Controlled by.Secretaries/
Agents etc.)
Rupee companies: :
Non-Indian controlled. 2° 98 334 453 355
Indian controlled T4 50 182 300 250 -
' Director controlled-
"~ Indian. 6 72 140 - 229 157

Source:;—Balance sheets analysed by us.



TABLE XXXI-A
Table showing net profit after tax, retained profits and distribuled profits per acre.

(In Rs)
1950 1951 1952 1953
Type of ownership/
management \Net pro- Distri- |Net pro- Distri- |Net pro- Distri- (Net pro- Distri-
fit after [Retained|buted | fit after [Retained|buted {fit after [Retained|buted [fits after |Retained|buted
tax profits |profits| tax. profits |profits | tax. profits |profits | tax- profits |profits
1 2 3 g 5 6 7 ) 9 10 11 2 i3
Slerling companies: 71.69 51.24 120.45 72.59 42.03 | 30.56] 47.22 25.94 | 16.28| 42.14 14,96 | 27.18
Rupee companies: :
Under Non-Indian
Managing Agents. 77.34 29.30 {48.04 | 129.81 55.97 | 73.84| 151.23 64.57 | 86.66| 147.17 59.24 | 87.93
Under Indian mana- .
ging Agents. 45.94 13.74 {33.20 | 69.45 28.76 | 40.69| 70.72 21.01 | 49.71| 76.55 23.87 | 52,68
Director controlled - '
Ltd. companies. 43.37 3.02 [40.35 | 107.82 32.63 | 75.19] 93.34 | 26.77 | 66.57| 107.97 31.08 | 76.89
Average f_'or Indian, 45.20 8.52 |36.78 88.11 30.64 | 57.47| 81.58 23.78 | 57.80| 91.30 27.26 | 64.04
All Groups. 65.69 . 30.59 |35.10 97.62 43.56 _54-.06 95,18 39.30 | 55.88| - 95.09 34.78 | 60.31

Source : Balauce sheets analysed by us. |

(4
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TABLE XXXI-B .
. Table showing percentage of relained profil to net profit ofler taxalion.

{In percentages.)
Type of Ownership/Management | 1939 | 1946 | 1950 | 1951 & 1952 | 1953
I 2 I3 21 5 O

Sterling companies 98.82 72.08 71.57 57.76 54.78 35.39
Rupee Companies

Non-Indian Managing Agents conirol. :
Partly Non-Indian 100.00 51.32 37.99 43.06 42.75 40.24

Indian Managing Agents control.
Indian 69.61 15.09 29.51 4l.44 29.57 31.22
Director controlled Lid. companies. ,
Public Ltd.-Indian 17.27 5224 6.54 30.45 2863 28.91
All Groups 84.64 53.84 46.64 44.59 41.27 36.58
Source:—Balance shects analysed by us,
TABLE XXXII

Table showing gross profits per acre and the relained profits per acre of the
different group of companies,

{In Rs.)
No 1939 1946 1953
Type of ownership/ of |"Gross [ Retain-| Gross | Retain- | Gross |Retain-
management Cos.| profit | ed pro-| profit| ed pro-| profit Jed pro-
fits | fits fits

1 2 3 I 4 | 5 6 7 8
Sterling companies 4 62 35 96 22 208 31
Non-Indian companies 3 38 31 109 53 165 57
Indian companies 4 46 29 43 3 112 23
Director-controlled ' ’
Indian companies. 6 56 9 90 9 216 37

Source:—Balance sheets analysed by us.

TABLE XXXIII

Table showing gross profits and retained profits per acre of the different types of
companies (companies having rubber only)

[In Rs.]
N 1939 1946 1953
00 !
Type of ownership/ of | Gross| Retain-| Gross | Retain~|Gross | Retain-
management Cos. | profit | ed pro-| profit | ed pro-| profit{ ed pro-
fits fits fits
1 2 3 4 5 | 6 7 . 8
Sterling ccmpanies. 2 112 107 86 32 133 15
Non-Indian companjes - 2 39 33 106 49 167 59
Indian companies 4 46 29 43 3 112 23
Director controlled Indian
companies. 4 54 g 80 14 195 31

Sources— Balance shects analysed by us.
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TABLE XXXIV

Table showing long term funds per acre available in® 1953 with 17 companies
analysed by us. .

i No. of Long term funds per
Type of ownership l companies acre.
| — ;

i 4 308.8
Sterlin . )
Non-h%dian controlled 3 lfé\.g
‘Indian controlled ' 10 . .

B TABLE XXXV |

. . - ’ d
ble showing long-term funds per acre for 24 Indian controlled companies an
4 Non?}rx:dian canlrflled companies from figures furnished by the Reserve Bank.

(In Rs.)
Type of ownership No. of | 1950 1951 1952 1953
. Cos. |
| ] 3 | 4 5 | 6
“Indi trolled
companian T P P TR
-Indi trolled
?::1;::3::? o 4 136 197 215_ 216
CHAPTER V

Cost of production of Rubher

We shall in this chapter attempt to give an estimate of the cost of pro-
duction of rubber in the four years 1950—1953 and

Introductory. assess the changes that have taken place in costs in

» 1953 as compared to 1950,

2. A study of costs is important on two grounds,

is notified by the Central Government from time to time op the basis of es-
timated cosis of production Plus a reasonable return

Importance of cost of to the grower. This study should help in making such

production. | cstimates, Secondly, since natural rubber has now
oo to face the threat of competition from the synthetic
product, its survival depends on its low costs of

2 production. From this point of
view too, a study of costs becomes important.

3. 'In the recent past there have been a number of investigations on the
cost of production of rubber. The exigencies of war required the

conservation of alj available rubber in the

L country and the maximisation of output. The
Earlier inquiries un cost  Goy : .
of production.

The price for rubber |,

rubber growers to deliver their rubber
purchase depots at a certain specified price. The

) . : h . prices were revised from
tme to time to accord with the increase in costs, Inquiries into costs were
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made in 1944, 1946 and in 1948 by Government Cost Accountants, Though
direct purchase of rubber by government was stopped in 1945, the control
on prices remained. Government fixed the maximum and minimum prices
at which - rubber could be purchased or sold. When the Industry began
pressing for increase in the minimum prices to meet the rising production
costs, the Tariff Commission were requested to make a detailed investigation
into the conditions of the Industry. They conducted two enquiries, one in
1950 and another in 1952 for determining the prices of ras rubber and for
recommending measures for protection and assistance te the rubber planta-
tion industry. : - '

4. Along with our questionnaire we issued a proforma with explana-
tory notes for furnishing data for the cost of production of rubber.
) This proforma was issued to all rubber estates
Coverage of our analysis. with an area of over 100 acres. The cost of pro-
. duction was divided into the following major heads
(i) cultivation charges, (ii) charges for collecting rubber, (iii} charges for
processing rubber, (iv) general charges, and (v) packing and selling ex-
penses. The estates were requested to furnish data for each of the above
heads. The total number of proforma sent out was 254. Out of this only
36 proforma were returned to us duly completed. Though the percentage
of response in numbers comes to only 149, the acreage covered was subs-
tantial, being 41,295 acres, representing about 40%,, of the arca of estates of
over 100 acres "and about 459 of production. Management-wise the
coverage is 99Y% of the Sterling companies, 409, of the Rupee Non-Indian
controlled companies and 259, of the Indian controlled companies and 129,
of the Proprietary and partnership concerns of .over 100 acres as shown in
Table XXXVT.

TABLE XXXVI
Table showing coverage of estates analysed for cost of production.

I % to the

Type of Ownership/ ‘Area  |Production| Yield per | total area
.Management. {acres) (lbs.) acre (1bs.) | under the
group. °
) 1 2 3 | 4 5
Sterling companies: 25,439 8,740,203 343.5 99.8
Rupee Companies :
‘Under Non-Indian Managing
Agents Control. .
Non-Indian, : 502 240,177 478.4 o
40.
Partly Non-Indian. - 4,491 1,317,982 293.5
Under Indian Managing Agenls , '
Control.
-Indian, 7,16¢ 2,143,830  299.4)
Outside Managing Agents Control. ;
Public Ltd-Indian, 353 78,823 22334 25.0
Private Ltd-Indian. 252 75,693  300.4)
Proprictary and Partnership concerns.
Indian. 2,760 654,142  237.0 12.0
Non-Indian, 334 64,100 . 191.9

All India. 41,205 13,314,950 3224  39.3
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The responsibility of sending these proforma correctly filled in rcs;ed
with the estates concerned. The returns were analysed by our office by redu-
cing the costs under each sub-head to ths cost per 100 ‘Ibs. and wherever
obvious discrepancies were suspected, references were made to the respectx;e
estates and corrections, if any, found necessary were 1qcorporated before the
figures were consolidated. Farther, with a view to satisfy c_aurselvcs regarfimg
the accuracy of the returns furnished and to have an enquiry under the direct
supervision of the Government Cost Accountants, a random sample of 17
cstates was made and the Government Cost Accountants were r.cqucs!:cd to
visit these estates and analyse the data. The results of their investigation
are given in Appendix II to this report. :

5. For arriving at the cost of production of small holders a different .

procedure had to be adopted; the Rubber Board’s field staff were requested

' to collect information for a selected number of small

Small helders. holdings of (i} below 25 acres, (ii) 25 to 50 acres,

and (iii) 50 to 100 acres. A simple proforma was

issued to collect this information. These returns represent only 0. 4%, of the

area under small holdings and about the same percentage of production.

The coverage in their case is thus very much less. The results of this inquiry
are desgribed in a later paragraph. :

6. The term ‘cost of production’ used in this chapter includes all

expenses on cultivation, charges for tapping collecting and processing rubber,

general charges relating to office expenses at the

Cost f nroduction rf estates and at the head office, expenses on medical

r Lber in 195u-53. aid and labour welfare, packing and selling expenses

including freight and other transport charges. It,

however, excludes the amounts spent on commission to managing agents

(unless otherwise stated), interest charges, taxation or cess. On the basis of

!f_i lure_! in proforma ‘C’ analysed by us the cost of production of rubberis as
ollows:—

TABLE XXXVII.

Table showing cost of preduction of rubber of reporting estates of 100 acres
and above for the years 1950 to 1953.

i (Figures in cols. 2 to 5 in Rs. per 100 1bs.)
Ttems. 1950 1951 | 1952 1953
1 2 3 4 5

Cost of production {exclusive
of commission to managing

agents) 49.65 57.43 59.33

Cost of production (inclusive of 77.13
commission to managing
agents). . 51.57 59.67 61.81 79.13

. We have mentioned carlier that figures of cost of producti
ied to us by the estates concerned. Though we issged nicl:s!slav:;r?l:;.li)lgz
instructions, possl_bxhtms of some overlapping of figures of expenditure and
lpcl.c of accuracy in the allocation under various sub-heads do exist. This s

h_mltntnon of our analysis inherent in the method of our enquiry But' the fi rres
given by the Cost Accountant show that, by and large ; the ures g‘ir&(i‘
by the estates were not far wide off the mark. Th= Tai)le bcl% 'repor 1

figures arrived at by the Cost Accountant as the wei Y of s the

of production of rukber in the several estates visitcdg hl:;dh?r;c.mgc of the cost
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TABLE XXXVIII

Table showing cost of production of rubber for companies individuals and the
. all-in average for the years 1950—53.
{In Rs. per 100 lbs.)

Particulars 1950 1951 1952 1953
1 2 3 | 4 5
Companies. 55.55 63.70 65.18 68.92
Private Individuals. 51.71 61.68 64.53 61.72
Average, ' : 55.18 63.49 65.09 66.27
Commission to Managers,
Managing Agents etc, 1.11 1.60 1.38 1.54

The figures arrived at by the Cost Accountant are higher than our figures
for the years 1950, 1951 and 1952 by 11.19%, 10.5%, and 9.799%, respectively.
For the year 1953, our figures are higher than that arrived at by the Cost
Accountant by  16.4%. .The difference in cost may perhaps be due to the
fact that our figures are arrived at on the data furnished by estates, whercas
the Cost Accountant has taken the data from the books of the companies
and certain costs have been disallowed or added back by him.
Further, our coverage of Sterling companies is larget and, as would be
observed later, the largest increase in .cost in 1953 over 1952 have occurred
in this group of companies. : .
lin We have analysed the figures of cost of production on the following
€s i— :

(1) Region-wise for main sub-head and individual
; . items,

(2) Management—wise for main sub-head and individual
items.

(3) The changes in costs between 1950 and 1953.
(4} The proportion of differcnt heads of cost of total costs.

The detailed analysis on these lines are shown in various Tables included
in Annexures IX to XI. In examining these figures we may confine ourselves to
the main' regions of Travancore-Cochin and Madras and the four main types of
management covered in our analysis namely Sterling companies Non-Indian
Controlled Rupee Companies (Partly Indian), Indian companies and Propri-
etary Indian concerns.

7. As most of the rubber is produced in only one state, little impor-

tance can be attached to regional comparisons.

Region-wise analysis However certain features of costs in each region may

of costs, be noted without making any comparisons between
Madras and Travancore.

The main increase in costs happened in 1952 in Madras over those of
1950, while in Travancore it happened in 1953 as over 1952. The increase
in both regions was due to increased labour costs in consequence of the.
minimum wage notification, The increase was almost similar, about Rs. 20
per 100 1bs.

As between 1950 and 53 there is a high increase under tapping charges
from Rs. 4.59 per 100 1bs. in 1950 to Rs. 10.29 in 1953 in Travancore-Cochin.
The increase is 1249%,. '

The region-wise analysis of costs brings out the following facts:—
(1} Madras is a high cost region.
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2. The increase in costs between 1950 and11953.is.to be attribut:cd
largely to the incréase of labour costs, bonus, commission and salaries
to staff. ) :

8. The management-wise analysis of costs for the four major
Management wise groups mentioned carlier bring out the following
analysis of costs, features: —

Sterling companies showed in 1953 an increase of 117% over the cost
of 1950 in respect of general field works, while the companies under Indian
Managing Agencies showed a fall. Not only did the costs under general field
works increase between 1950 and 1953 but they were higher in 1953 than
these of Indian companies by’ Re. | to Rs, 2 per 100 lbs., due perhaps to
higher standards of payments for labour or higher costs of maintenance. Un-
der manuring, Sterling companies showed an increase of 131%_ while the
Indian Proprietary concerns showed an increase of 22% over 1951. The
Rupee companies showed a fall. Figures for 1953 showed that Sterling
Companies incurred two to three times more costs on manuring than other
concerns. This not only showed the special attention bestowed by these com-
panies on manuring but also the greater manuring required for maintaining
the yield of aged trees. Between 1950 and 1953 the Indian Proprietary
concerns showed an increase of 80%, and Sterling companies an increase of
70%, under spraying and dusting. A comparison of costs in 1953 under this
head showed that Sterling companies incurred the maximum costs (Rs. 8.31
per 100 lbs.), while Rupee companies incurred 25% less (Rs, 6.13), and
Proprictary Indian concerns, the lowest, Rs. 3.62; this increased expenditure
on the part of Sterling companies indicates improved cultural practices.

In regard to “‘other pest control measures” Sterling and Partly Non-
Indian Rupee companies showed a definite increase between 1950 and 1933.
These concerns also incurred in 1953 more on this head than Indian companies
and Proprictary concerns. - On' the whole costs of cultivation did not
increase substantially between 1950 and 1953 for Rupee companies, Indian
and Partly Non-Indian. They increased for the Indian Proprietary concerns
from Rs. 7.32 to Rs. 10.29 while for the Sterling companies they practi-
cally doubled from Rs. 7.92 to Rs, 15.19. A look at the total cultivation
costs for°1953 for all managements except the Sterling showed that they
-varied little while they were 509 more for Sterling companies.

As regards tapping and collecting charges, they increased more than
double for Sterling companies as between 1950 and 1953. But these charges
varied little in 1953 among all the groups other than the Indian Proprietary
concerns. The low vyield of the latter possibly explained the higher
charges incurred by them under this head.

Total charges for manufacturing rubber showed little variations' for all
other groups between 1950-53 except the Sterling companies whose costs
doubled ‘during this period. In 1953 the cost under this head was
Rs. 10.20 for Sterling companics_while it was only less than half of this
for Non-Indian Rupee companics, The variations under this head among
other concerns were not much. ’

. Factory Ial‘bour'wages, bonus to staff and bonus to labour were far
‘hagher_m Sterling companies than in others in 1953. The increases too
were higher in Sterling companies than in others between 1950 and 1953.

As regards general charges they rose from Rs. 19.16 in 1950 to Rs. 29.45
in 1953 in Sterling companies -and from Rs. 25.12 to Rs. 31.78 in Partly
Non-Indian companics. Others did not show any increase. One noteworthy
feature of general charges is that it was almost uniform at about Rs. 30 in
1953 for Rupce Indian and Partly Non-Indian. companies and Sterling
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¢ompanics. The Proprietary concerns incurred an expense of Rs. 13.87,
about 509%, Iess than others under this head.

As regards selling expenses, they were the highest for Sterling companies
in 1953. Between the years 1950 and 1953 they varied little for other
concerns while they increased by 75%, for Sterling companies.

The incidence of commission to managing agents on the cost per 100 Ibs.
ranges between Rs. 4 and Rs. 5in the case of companies under managing
agencies. On the whole, there is little variation in production costs between .
the Rupee Indian and Partly Non-Indian companics. The costs were higher
for Sterling companies by about Rs. 8 per 100 lbs., due to higher cultivation
charges by about Rs. 5 and higher processing charges of Rs. 3. And this
was so despite their higher yields. The Proprictary concerns had less yield,
(236 Ibs.) per acre as against 343 lbs. in the case of Sterling companies and
300 lbs. in the case of Rupee companies and consequently incurred more
on tapping and collecting latex than all others. They spent less on processing.
The smallness of their general charges also helped to reduce their costs.

These concerns spent in all about Rs. 10 less than Rupee concerns due
to their savings of Rs. 16 under general charges which was offset by a sum of
about Rs. 6 they incurred under tapping and collection charges. )

An increase in costs may be partly due to high maintenance charges of
low-yielding trees, greater expenditure on improved cultural practices and
processing and a higher standard of expenditure on labour and staff and

. general management, A study of costs of Rupee Indian and Partly Non-
Indian companies showed that they varied little under almost all the heads of
expenditure.

9. The Table below indicates the relative importance of the major

Proportion of heads of  items of costs of production in 1953.

costs to total cost.

TABLE XXXIX
Table showing the proportion of heads of costs to folal cost.

T | ‘
Region Cultivation| Gather- IManufa- | General | Packing | Selling | Total
‘ ing cturing | Charges cxpenses | -
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 , 8
Madras . 18.14 28.40 10.97 37.15 1.57 3.77 100
T, C. State 17.14 29.46 12.28 35.38 1.82 3.92 100

We find from the above Table that the proportion of the major heads
of the costs to total costs is more or less the same in Madras and in T. C.
State and this proportion has been maintained inall the four years.

10. We have already pointed out that the small holders cccupy an
important place in the rubber industry. The total number of small holdings
upto 50 acres is 26,787 (i.e., 99% of all rubber

Cost of production of estates and holdings) covering 89,670 acres (i. e.,
small holders. 439, of total area under rubber); holdings between

g 50 and 100 acres number 209 covering 16,757

acres of rubber, We tried to collect figures for cost of producion of small
holders for the year 1955 with the help of the field staff of the Rubber
Board. A simple proforma (Vide Appendix VIII Part I-Tea) was drawn
up for the purpose. The figures were collected by the ficld staff of the
Rubber Board by oral inquiries. The total number of returns for small
holders upto 25 acres received by usis 21 covering 168.31 acres of rubber.
For small holders between 25 and 100 acres 5 returns covering 229 acres were
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teceived. The total coverage is of course very limited. Details regarding costs
of production in all these 26 holdings are given in Annexure XII. Table XL
gives average yields and costs of production under several groups of small

holdings:

TABLE XL

Table showing average yields and costs of production under several groups
of small holdings. '

]
NumberfAcreage | Average yield [ Average cost

Size of small holdings  lanalysed |analysed | per bearing | of production
. acre in lbs | in Rs. per 100

1bs.
1 2 1 3 4 | 5

Upto 5 acres ' 10 22.11 272.60 69.30
5— 15acres 6 53.19 221.22 75.24
15— 25 acres 5 93.01 315.53 44,65
All groups upto 25 acres 21 168.31 275.53 57.00
2550 acres. 2 67.00 20192 120.14
50+—100 acres. 3 162.00 170.31 108.23
All groups upto 100 acres, 26 397.31 223.09 82.68

Table X LI shows the number of holdings under various cost groups.

TABLE XLI

Table showing the number of holdings under various cost groups.

Average cost

below Rs. 50 Rs. 50-100. Over Rs. 100

1 2 3 I Z

Number of Holdings 7.00 10.00 4,00
Acreage covered 53.32 99.36 15.64
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We give below the comparative costs of production of rubber in small
holdings and in Rupee companies{Concerns,
‘ (In Rs. per 100 lbs.)

.. Cost of production in
Cost of production in  small | Esgates (excluding

- holdings in 1955. Sterling companies)
in 1953.
Item.
Small hold-| Holdings | Holdings | Rupee |Proprietary
ing under (between 25/between 50 |companies. | concerns.
i 25 acres. (& 49 acres.[&100 acres.
I |2 3. 4 1 5 | 6
General ficld. works. 5.39 5.71- 12.45 2.24 to 3.23 5.84
Filling in vacancies. 3.72 2.05 . 3.06 0.03 0.03
Manuring. : ‘1,09 8.33 0.02°to 0.58 0.72
Spraying & dusting. 0.24 6.13 3.62
Other Pest Control .
nieasures. : 0.65  1.67 1.22 0.69 to 0.13 -0.08
Tapping. . 38.08 54.86 61.59 22,51 28.44
Processing. 4,15 4,57 9.63 4.93 to 6.77 6.01
Transport etc. 1.69 19.09 2.86 , 2.51 2.14
General charges. - 223 23.62 17.42 29.797  13.87
-Total. ~ 57.00 - 120.14 108.25 73.00  61.00

The Table given above indicates that the small holder incurs between
46 and 66% of the total costs on tapping (even where money, wages for
labour put under this head by the small holder and his family are not added)
while the estates incur between 309, and 469% on tapping.. The small -
holders incur very little on manuring, pest control and spraying and dusting
while their costs under ‘general charges® are much less than those for estates.
11. The price of raw rubber notified by Government is based on the:
The vrice of raw subber. Ot Of production_ plus’ basis, The question of
© price of raW SubBEl-  fixation of price of raw rubber is discussed in the

Chapter on ‘Marketing.’

CHAPTER VI
Transport and sapplies

Rubber grows in a region of heavy rainfall in upland tracts. In such

: : tracts it is difficult to maintain road except at

Introductory. heavy cost. Ghat roads are difficult to negotiate.

The Rubber Board will have to examine the needs

of communication in' Rubber growing regions and bring them to the notice

of concerned authorities, namely Local Boards, and the State Govern-
ment. : .

) 2. The following extracts of evidence indicate that rubber estates

would welcome an organisation to make supplies

at’ fair rates, .

(i) “The stores and materials generally necded for estates may be

‘supplied at fair prices either through the Indian Rubber Board

or other recognised planting Assoeciations like A.P.T. or

U. P, A.8. L”

Need for an crganisation for
Supplies.
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(iiy “Arrangements may be made by the Governmiént to get the
required tools and other ,articles and distributed to planters at
subsidised or reasonable rates either through the Indian Rubber
Board, Agriculture Department or authorised dealers in different
places.”

. ) R L

(iii) ¢‘Stores are purchased from open market. When there is diffi-
culty, the Rubber Board may procure necessary supplies and
allot to estates their requirements. Or Association of Planters
of Travancore may handle it as they handled the rice distri-
bution™.

The Rubber Board represented about the difficulties in obtaining
adequate quantities of copper fungicides under present import conditions and
local restrictions on movement of sulphur dust.

The U, P. A. 8. L. said :(—

“Difficulties are experienced in importing fungicides and insecticides,
spraying and dusting equipment and spare parts required by estates. It
is suggested that no import restrictions on these materials should be im-
posed. In addition non-availability of iron and steel materials required
for construction on some occasions and even when available, the delays
caused .in securing them have created great inconveniences to
estates”. :

3. The Ministry of / Commercé and Consumer Industries should exa-

mine these representations about relaxation of im-

Recommendations. port controls. As regards the future organisation for

. supplies at no profit-no loss basis, we recommend

that our proposals made for Coffee should also apply to Rubber. Also, the

monopoly distribution of fertilisers supplied by the Government of India.

Pool should vest in this new organisation. The proposals are quoted
- below :— -

“We feel that a co-operative supply organisation under the auspices of

the Coffee Board will be a more responsible agency for distributing
chemical fertilisers and mixtures than private firms. We therefore re-
commend the establishment of a co-operative organisation for this
purpose. This organisation should have the sole right of sale of chemical
fertilisers and mixtures”.

“We hope that when a central co-operative organisation . is established it
will be possible for estates to get the supplies required by them at reason-
able rates, In Chapter IV we have recommended that the sale of
fertilisers to coffee growers should be a monopoly of this co-operative
organisation. The central co-operative.supply organisation should channel
its supplies to small growers through central co-opérative curing societies
-and directly to big companies and partnerships as under existing rules
they cannot join central co-operatives curing societies. If rules do not
permit membership in' the central co-operative supply organisation of
. companies and partnerships, the alternative organisation would be a
central supply corporation directly making supplies to companies and
partnership concerns and through  central co-operative curing societies
to small growers”. : . ’
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CHAPTER VII.
Marketing of Rubber

Marketing of rubber in India was fairly free till 1942 except for the
obligatiotls under the International Rubber Regulation scheme which India
h . had joined in 1934. Under this scheme quotas for
Ruibber control started as exports had been fixed for all rubber growers on the
a war measure. basis of their standard production. The year 1942
was a turning point for the industry. That year
witnessed the reversal of the policy of restriction of production and the
launching of measures for- intensification ~ of output. A Rubber Production
Board. for increasitig production of rubber was set up by the issue of the
Rubber Control and Production Order (1942) under the Defence of India
Rules and rubber.was brought under price control. This marks the_
beginning of governmental price regulation for rubber and the launching of
measures for increasing production. With the scheme for price regulation
.a  Government purchasing -organisation was also simultaneously set up.
The Government purchasing organisation was then necessary as all the.
available rubber had tc be procured and reserved for the sole use of
industrial units for manufacture of tyre and other essential goods for defen-
ce requirements.

2. After the cessation of hostilities, there was 'a relaxation in the
control of the rubber economy and the purchasing organisation was wound
| ‘ up; but the Board that had been set up for inten-
~—its continuation after War, Sification of rubber production had to be continued,

~ because during the war years the economy of rub-
ber in India had undergone a change. The tyre manufacturing industries,
which were set up before the war in this country, had their capacities
"augmented during the war. They had also taken to the manufacture of
many new products out of rubber. Also new units for the manufacture of
a variety of rubber goods had sprung up during the war. Consumption of
raw rubber by all the industries steadily increased and outstripped its pro-
duction in India. Price regulation had to be continued as an essential
inducement to the production drive, in order that producers may have a well
founded hope of getting an assured price.

The Defence of India Act and the Rules issued under it lapsed short-
ly after the cessation of hpstilities. “Government had to pass a special Act
for the continued application of the regulatory measures on rubber, The
Rubber Production and Regulation Act was passed and brought into force
in 1947. This Act was amended in 1954 into what is now the Rubber Act.
In the present Rubber Act the provisions regarding marketing and prices
are contained in sections 11, 13, 14, 15, 16 and 21.

3. Section 11 of the Act vests Government with powers for prohibiting,

restricting, -or otherwise controlling the import or export of rubber either

_ generally or in specified classes of cases. Section

Prices 13 of the Act which deals with price fixation empo-

. wers the Central Government to notify prices,

Minimum and maximum prices are fixed and notified so that growers may

know what minimum prices they are entitled to and the rubber wusers may

know what prices have ta, be paid by them. At present the prices for the

various grades of rubber notified by Government are for F.O.B. Cochin per

100 1bs. Thus it js only when producers or dealers effect sales for delivery

‘F. O. B. Cochin, that they can claim to get the notified minimum or very
nearly the minimum prices.
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4. Rubber passes from the producer to the ultimate consumer (manu-
facturer) through different channels. Some of the managing agency firms are
able to sell their rubber direct to the manufacturers

—modes of sales of rubber.  (Dunlops, Batas etc.). They deliver their rubber
at the godowns of the latter at Cochin or send them

direct to their factories at Calcutta or other centres. Before they despatch
their rubber they sort, grade and pack them in standard bundles, each
bundle containing only one grade of rubber. In cases where rubber is deliver-
ed at the godowns of Dunlops or other firms at Cochin th‘e purchasing
staff of the latter in most cases open each bundle ‘and do their own grad-
ing and .then repack the graded rubber in 2 manner required for shipping.
The price of rubber is calculated according to their grading and not accord-
ing to the grading done by the suppliers and paid at the notified rates,
deducting about Rs. 1/6/- or so for 100 lbs., towards. the cost of grading,
repacking and transport to ships from the godown. This deduction is shown
separately in purchase bills. Some of the less important producers and dea-
lers also send their rubber to Cochin for sale direct t6™. Dunlops and other
manufacturers, The rubber so sent is also dealt with in the same manner as-
the rubber received from Agency firms, irrespective of the fact whether the
sellers have graded their rubber or not. A few buyers accept sellers’ grad-
ings ‘without unpacking the bales and in such cases they deduct Rs. -[8/- per

bundle towards loading\charges and nothing more. :

. 5. Growers who do not sell their rubber to the consumers direct, sell
their produce to dealers. There are up-country dealers and also town dea-
lers. Besides them, ~there are also petty village

role of dealers. merchants who trade in rubber. 'All their purchases

) and sales are in lots. Generally, when the “market

is dull with large accumulation of stocks in the hands of producers, the
dealers in important towns would prefer to make purchases only after grad-
ing. When the market is active and bullish they readily make purchases in
lots, Up-country dealers who run purchasing depots, send their agents
round for collecting rubber from large estates on payment of ready cash,
fixing the prices of lots after examining a few sheets at random. The small
holders’ rubber, however, is generally purchased at the depots. Also, petty mer-
chants, who are generally unlicensed go round and make purchases from small
holders at very low prices. These . merchants advance loans, even free of
interest, to small holders on the understanding that all their rubber should
be sold to them, The small rubber producers’ oltput also is generally of
inferior quality. For these reasons they are constrained to accept whatever
prices the itinerant dealers are inclined to give. The bait of ready cash and
the trouble involved in arranging sales to the consumers direct or to town
dealers make some of the estates prefer to- sell all their produce to the up
country dealers foregoing a part’ of the legitimate price due to them. It is
understood that many of those upcountry dealers who go round and collect
rubber do not bring their’ purchases” into their accounts and that the petty
dealers who do not hold license for making purchases go about their business
notin an overt way. They operate with impunity, without taking any
license. In the case of purchases from estates, what the upcountry dealer
géncrally does is to get a letter from the owner of the estate addressed to his
(dealer’s) prospective purchaser saying that he is sending a particular
quantity of rubber, that it may be accepted and that the price may be paid
to the bearer. The town dealer is only too glad to accommodate the customer
who gets such aletter. He issues purchase bill in the name of the estate and
pays the value of the rubber cither in cash or by cheque to the so-called bearer.
The dealers at Kottayam and other important towns grade, the rubber
purchased by them before selling to the manufacturers. When the sales and
puichases of rubber take place in this manner through the intermediary of
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dealers, the prices received by the producers will invariably be far below
the notified minimum prices.

6. The Rubber Board’s view is that the present system of marketing is
satisfactory for Agency houses and large estates. In their evidence, some of
the producers have pointed out that there are diffi-

"Evidence analysed. culties in getting the legitimate prices due to them
and that there is scope for improvement ,in the.

inarkc_ting\ practice. Representative extracts from the replies to questionnaire
are given below:— " '

(i) “The prices of raw rubber are controlled whereas in the case of
coffee there is no ceiling in price and any expenditure that may
* have to be incurred on -the marketing of coffee is met from the
sale price and is ultimately realised from the price paid to the
producer. If -a system of marketing similar to that of coffec is
applied to rubber, such expenditure will have to be met within
the maximum and minimum prices fixed by Government. In the
case of rubber, the present system of sales cither direct to manu-
facturers or through dealers is workiRg fairly satisfactorily in the
case of Agency Houses and large estates.” \
(Rubber Board.)

(ii) “There are several registered dealers in rubber., A few of them are
,sent for ‘and quotations obtained and the rubber is sold.to the highest
bidder. Most of these dealers are attached to our manufacturer or
others and manufactures are usually reluctant to buy rubber direct
fr6m individual planters. No portion of my rubber crop was sold

-, direct to the manufacturers during 1952 and 1953.” -

(iii) ““For long periods in 1952 and 1953 this company experienced, very
heavy accumulations of stocks representing at a time upto six month’s
production-stocks which deteriorated and on which the company
lost large sums in interest on capital.” These accumulations are a
symptom both of the unfortunate defects of the rubber selling price
control system itself and of the system governing regulation of im-
ports of raw rubber. If controls continue, the only effective methods
of ensuring the control price for the producer is for Government
to place manufacturers under an obligation, legally enforccable, to
purchase promptly all indigenous raw rubber made available to them
at the fixed government control price.” -
“If for any reason manufacturers are unable to do so, Government
should provide them with the temporary assistance required or grant
producers licenses to export the rubber if the world market price’
is favourable compared with the Indian control price at that time.”

(iv) “The producer does not generally get the control price as purcha-
sers offer reduced rates on the alleged plea of want of demand from
manufacturers.”

(v) “When manufacturers restrict their purchases there is underselling
at the gradings fixed by them. The producers have to depend
entirely on the big manufacturers for the off-take of their rubber.
The laws of supply and demand still govern the market to some
extent even though there is control.”

(vi) “It would be quite worth while to establish public auctions for all
grades of rubber within fixed minimum and maximum prices.”,

(vil) “The producer cannot obtain full benefit of prices throughout the
year. When there is no demand, the small growers who are in
need of cash for working capital are forced to sell at a discount.
Large consumers, as a rule, rule the market and verv often by -
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holding on without buying;~ the demand and so the prices are
brought down to the benefit of these large consumm% factories.
The small growers with limited capital and petty rubber dealers
are in such times forced to sell at whatever prices they can get”.

(viii) “Under the present system of marketing the producer is not able to

)
(x)

(1)

get the prices fixed by government. Small producers are the worst
hit in this matter.” .

“The reason is because the producers are not as well organised as
the manufacturers who are _only few in number and who always
want to get rubber at the cheapest possible rates.” .

“The solution is to start a central marketing organisation preferably
by the Indian Rubber Board who may buy 2ll rubber produced in
this country and supply the manufacturers at government fixed rates.
One advantage of this scheme would be that the manufacturer will
not be the arbitrary judge of the grade of rubber that is supplied to
him. The underpaying technique is usually effected by falsely de-
grading rubber and ghus paying a lower rate than that fixed by the
government. Another advantage of the scheme is that if the Indian
Rubber Board were buying rubber direct from. planters the wide-
spread ‘parachute’ business that is now going on in plantation dis-
tricts can also be successfully combated. By ‘parachute’ is meant
the business in stolen rubber that is going on. This business in stolen
rubber is now so much on the increase that it is high time when some-
thing effective is done about it. When a central marketing organi-
sation is buying rubber direct from growers, most of the dealers
doing business in stolen rubber can bé thrown out. Another ad-
vantage is that this central marketing organisation may competently
handle crop advance to needy estates who may have new planting
or replanting schemes which require capital outlay.”

“The manufacturers who purchase rubber directly are quite few with
ample buffer stocks of rubber with them while sellers who have to
sell their rubber to make their industry run and to feed themselves
are quite a good number. Government depots where outright pur-
chases are effected should be the ideal solution.” .
¢“No imports be allowed before making enquiries through the
Rubber Board with the estates regarding the supply position. Let
the consumers submit their requirements three months ahead to
the Rubber Board, and the Board, from the stock position records
with them, can arrange supplies.” -

“The stock accumulations have arisen in the past 'on account of
withholding of stocks by producers in expectation of a price increase
with consequent necessity for manufacturers to import, But it is
presumed the following two Tariff Board inquiries the revisions of
price in future will be rapid and no occasion for long hoarding
should arise. The placing of raw rubberon O. G. L. in 1948
also resulted in serious stock accumulations which it took many
years to absorb. This was acknowledged to be a mistake but
from the producers’ point of view it was a serious one. Stock
accumulations have also arisen in the past from the fact that
import licences were issued to manufacturers with’ a monetary
ceiling only. This enabled them to import a very much larger
tonnage of low grade rubber against a stated requirements of a
small tonnage of high grade rubber.”

“When there is a good supply and the manufacturers are with stocks,
they will degrade and when they are without stocks they will
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- ipgrade. So the whole price structure depends upon the grading
of the purchaser. So I'suggest that the rubber should be purcha-
sed by the Government or by an organisation like the Indian
Coffee Board.” I . )
“For example, by the beginning of 1953 Dunlop Rubber Co.
(India) Ltd. closed the purchasing department for a few weeks and
the price of rubber fell by about 25%,. From last March to July
there was a keen demand owing to the lack of stocks with the
manufacturers and the price went up by about 109, over and
above the control price.”

(xii) “Periodical auctions on the pattern of Coffee Board marketing
are being held in Cochin for the disposal of Sole Crepe, in which
however Rubber Manufacturers are not interested. Should how-
ever, similar system of marketing be favoured or preferred by a
majority of interests, we would be willing to book our lots at such
auctions in the event of the auctioning authority undertaking full
responsibilty for correct grading in which respect many malpractices
are knowm to exist in the market for a long time.”

The general opinion, however, is that by and large the big producers
have sufficient bargaining strength and are able to sell their output direct
to the manufacturing industries at almost the minimum prices.

7. The small producers on the other hand are not so fortunately
placed. They have complained, wherever we met them, that the price
they get for rubber is much less than the
Small growers' and dealers’ minimum price. This is testified to even by the large
difficulties. \ growers. On account "of the weakness caused
by their poor holding capacity they have to make
very ofteni distress sales also. Dealers generally do not pay them according
to grades but offer them only one average price for the lot they sell; the
price is often on the low side. The complaint of some of the dealers
whom we met is that the buying organisations of the manufacturing industries
who are the major buyers of raw rubber and who have purchasing depots in
the growing areas not infrequently withdraw from the market with a view
to depress prices especially during the months of peak production and that
sometimes they stop purchases of the superior grades so that they may by
doing so indirectly bring pressure on the sellers to undergrade the lots offered
forsale. Thus generally the small holders do not get a square deal. They,
therefore, need assistance for the realisation of a better price than. what they
now actually realise for their stocks. They also need guidance in the pro-
cessing of rubber so that they may produce sheets of higher grades, They
say that if they are to be enabled to get a better price, the only wayis for
government to open purchasing depots. They believe that if 2 few such
depots are openced in selected areas, it will have a salutory effect on the deal-
ers and buyers of rubber. ‘ .
8. The Rubber Board has been alive to the difficulties of growers,
in particular of the small growers, in marketing their rubber which arose by
the closuri: s;)sf 0thch Government purchasing organisation.
; ) Early in the Board secured the services of Shri
fﬁ"nﬁi,vb;rkﬁfl,,,}fp"“ D. V. Reddy, an officer of the Agricultural Depart-
ment of the Madras Government, to make a detailed
study of the marketing and other problems of the industry and funish a
report. Shri Reddy made a detailed survey and furnished a report to the
Rubber Board in Junme, 1950. The report gave a factual appraisal of the
difficultics of the growers in marketing and in the matter of realisation of the
minimum prices fixed by Government for the various grades of rubber, Shri
Reddy also found that the large growers had no special difficulties in market-
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ing but other producers were not in this happy position. In his report Shri
D.V. Reddy recommended measures for ifiprovement of 'markctmg; a gist of
the more important among them is given below :— -~

(i) Arranging for centralised marketing of rubber modelled on the
scheme that exists for coffee with option for the large growers to opt to come
into the scheme or stay out,

(ii) Establishment of co-operative smoke-houses for processing and mar-
keting of the small holders’ latex ; - .

’ (iii) Establishment of licensed warchouses to enable holders of stocks
of rubber to raise loans by pledging warehouse receipts with Bapks;

. (iv) Fixation of prices for rubber for different marketing centres, instead
of having only one price viz., F. O.B. Cochin;

(v) lmports of rubber by manufacturers to-be regulated in such a manner
that the arrivals do not occur during mofths of peak production of rubber in
India. ,

" B ‘

9., The recommendations mentioned above as well as others contained
in, the report were discussed at a meeting of the Board in August,.1950. The
: Board came to the conclusion that centralised mark-
The Board’s discussions on  eting of the industry’s out-put was unnecessary and
the report. ' needlessly expensive as the large producers according
to their own admission were able to market their
output and that help was needed for the small producers only. They were
agreed that co-operative societies for processing the latex of small holders,
converting them into sheetswould goa long way to help the small growers
-and that this codld be tried at two centres, Ponkunnam and Palai, where
there was a concentration of small holdings. They also were agreed-that for
establishing co-operative socicties the Board should give every assistance, inclu-
ding financial assistance. But later however they resolved after an enquiry

that co-operatives for small holders were not wanted by them.

10. In our questionnaire we had sought information whether centralised
marketing as it now exists for coffee is desirabile or feasible for rubber. ‘Our
' questionnaires were forwarded only to producers
Centralised marketing depe- Of over 100 acres and the replies reflect the views
nded on producers’ consent. of this class of producers alone. At a meeting of
the representatives of rubber producers. invited by
the Chairman of the Rubber Board on 18th September, 1956 to express
their views on rubber replanting and marketing to the members of the Comm-
ission opinion was divided as- follows on the question of marketing.

. . I

I agree to a pool and manufacturers buying from the pool”’—I do not
agree as the producer gets only advances and not the whole value”.—
“sufficient provisions should be made for deterioration”.—*Difficult to
bring together small producers”, ' ‘

Holders of over 100 acres account for the bulk of the production of raw
rubber and any-compulsory marketing scheme that may be introduced, if
it is intended to be applied to the industry as a whole should have the
support of all sections. The question arises whether a marketing organisation
can be thought of for marketing the small holders’ rubber only. This is
dealt with in greater detail in the chapter on small holders. As proposed in
the marketing report of Shri Reddy the larger producers should be free to
flpltd to come into any scheme of centralised marketing started for small

olders.
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11. One of the points brought to our notice by somie of the producers
was that the consumer buyers undergrade rubber by refraining from purcha-
sing top grades particularly during periods of peak
Complaints of degrading production. As the large consumer buyers in the
examined, market are only two or three, the sellers have often
no optien in such a situation except to seil their
better grades as lower grades. Figures of production and consumption
grade-wise arc mnot available but the group-wise figures of production and
consumption given in Annexure XIII show a trend which lends support to
this' allegation. - As the large growers are in most, cases able to sell their
production without any hitch in the matter of grading, it can be inferred that
itis only on the small holders that the loss arising of degrading rubber
mainly falls. This loss to the small growers can be averted only if State-
artnered co-operative societies step in the field for processing and marketing
the small holders® production of latex. We have gone into this in greater
detail in the Chapter on the small grower.

12. In the previous paragraph we have observed that the off-take of
Group I rubber by manufacturers is below production levels. While 'this is
the position with regard to indigenous rubber, it is

Import of gmug[ Kubber observed that Group I is imported to the detriment
recommended to be prohibi- of the interests of the Indian producers. This will
ted. be clear from Annexure XIV giving groupwise

, imports of rubber in the years 1948 to 1954. Though
imports of Group I are not large, even limited imports are enough to harm
the interests of the Indian producers. We, therefore,” recommend that licences
granted for import of rubber should contain a stipulation that they are not
valid for imports of Group I quality. .

13. Another complaint voiced was that the purchases made by the
large consumers were not regular but erratic in

Off-take by manufacturers their trends and that this was particularly so during
during peak production sea- the months of peak production. Table XLII shows
sons should increase. the percentage of production in each month and

) the percentages of purchases made by the two most
important consumers in the three years 1953-1955, .

" It is seen therefrom that during the months October to January
production was comparatively higher than in the other months, but the
purchases show a somewhat different trend. They show that during periods
of high production growers and dealers have to hold a disproportionately
large stocks with them. We consider that asin the operation of a.sheltered
cconomy for rubber the manufacturing industry is also benefitted’ by the

"fixation of maximum prices for raw rubber, an obligation is cast on them
to absorb the growers’ output of rubber-in proportion to the quantities
produced. During scasons of high production of rubber the manufacturers
should step up their purchases as quid pro guo for the shelter which they
get. It will be for the good of all, if the important manufacturing concerns
come to an agrcement on this point. Otherwise to achieve the desired
result, we suggest that the purchase licences issued to manufacturing concerns
should be on a quarterly basis, proporticnate to the quantum of production
of raw rubber in these quarterly periods on the basis of a suitable formula.

14. One of the drawbacks of the price regulatory notification is “that

the minimum and maximum price is fixed only for cone centre pamely
Cochin. If the price regulation is to be effective

Need for fixing minimum  the price that passes from the purchaser to the
and maximum prices for  seiler must be the same as fixed in the notification
important trading centres.  for the particular grade of rubber. Any purchaser
can plead that the difference between the F. O. B,



- Table showmg monthly purchases of rubber by
to their total annual purchases as compare

TABLE XLII.

the two most imporiant units of the manufacturing industry (A & B) in percentages
d with monthly indigenous production in percentages.

1953 1954 1955
Month > :
: Purchases made by Purchases made by Purchases made by
Indigenous Indigenous | ' Indigenous
production Production production
A B A B ' A B
1. 2. 3. 4 5, 6. 7. 8. 10.

January 9.4 8.69 6.82 8.8 11.28 10.25 7.6 11.46 9.58
February 1.8 2.43 0.32 1.8 6.94 7.51 1.9 6.02 10.57.
March 4.9 13.89 5.25 57 | 11,62 10.42 5.9 11.51 5.89
April 9.7 4.54 7.36 9.2 7.42 7.81 10.2 8.99 3.48
May 9.0 6.69 9.46 9.6 7.21 9.88 9.3. 2.25 - 5.44
June 6.8 10.58 8.32 5.2 13.90 9.29 4.8 8.62 12,24
July 4.2 10.99 9.38 6.8 6.51 4.50 7.3 9.35 1.58
_ August 8.9 7.15 14.11 7.2 5.33 7.21 7.9 6.51 5.45.
September 11.2 12.21 - 12.36 11.1 7.21 6.86 10.3 8.16 12.19
October 10.0 9.03 7.88 10.8 5.72 6.23 10.9 4.46. 10.94
November 11.9 9.07 6.91 12.4 6.30 11.16. 12.0 13.06 18.27
December 12.2 473 | 11.84 JA1.4 10.56 8.88 11.9 9.61 9.37

2.3
<
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prices fixed in the notification and the prices paid or obtained at the sale
should be considered as handling, packing and transporting charges. There
is need therefore for fixing minimum and maximum prices for the other
important marketing centres also. Shri Reddy had also recommended it
in his report. Unfortunately this recommendation of his does not appear
to have received the serious consideration of the Government. It is admittedly
dfficult to fix prices for the numerous centres where purchases and sales
of rubber take place; but we feel that prices could be fixed (delivery within
municipal limits) for Kottayam which is an important trading centre for
rubber where 76 out of a total of 305™dealers have establishments for
purchases and sales. On the same principles, prices can be fixed for other
important centres also where large transactions in rubber take place. If
this is done one of the obstacles that stand in the way of a large number of
small holders getting the minimum prices will be removed. ‘

15. Fixation of minimum and maximum prices for the different mar-
keting centres will not by itself be of much help to the growers unless measures

: are also introduced to prevent purchases and sales

Sales in lots measures for in lots which is now widely prevalent. Though the
prevention. . Tariff Board and the Tariff Commission knew, when
they recommended the prices to be fixed for different

grades of rubber, that there were also sales of rubber in lots, they did not
recommend any rate for sales in lots, obviously because it was not possible to
do so, as a lot could not be defined in terms of a combination of grades. If
sales in lots are permitted, there will be plenty of room for malpractices and
arbitrary reductions of prices by purchasers when the market is dull, and
putting up of prices by producers when the market is bullish. If a dealer or
manufacturer is compulsorily made to issue purchase bills;jstatirig the grades
and the quantity of each grade of rubber purchased, room for malpractices
can be reduced. Most of these unlicensed petty merchants who are numerous
wl/vill find it difficult to operate, if this restriction is imposed on purchases in
ots. .
16. We have stated in an earlier paragraph that price for raw rubber
is notified by the Government of India in the Ministty of Commerce and
Consumer Industries from time to time. This price is

The notified price for Ru- based on the “cost of production plus” basis. The
ber-fair, following are the principal components of the price

: for raw rubber:— )

(i) Cost of production (as defined in the chapter on Cost of Pro-
duction). )

{ii) Interest on working capital.

(iii) Depreciation.

(iv) A fair return on the capital invested.

(v) Taxation, cess, sales tax etc.

The Tariff Commission has recommended a return of Rs. 150 per
acre at 1239 on a share capital of Rs. 1,200 per acre as reasonable remune-
ration inclusive of provision for managing agency commission, taxation,
reserves and dividends. The working capital employed as reported by
certain companies works to Rs, 111.5 per acre. A 6}9, interest on this
working capital amounts to Rs. 6/l14/- per acre. We have recommended
that all estates should compulsorily set aside a certain amount every year
towards a replanting fund. This works out to Rs. 42 per acre calculating
at a cost of Rs. 1,400 per acre for replanting 39, of the planted area every
year. These additional costs plus the 123%, return on share capital amount
to Rs, 198/14/- per acre. The yield per acre of reporting companies being
322-4 lbs., the incidence of these costs on 00 lbs. of rubber would be
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Rs. 61.7. Adding this to the average cost of production of Rs. 77°1 in
1953, the price for rubber works out to Rs. 138.8. To this is to be added sales .
tax at 3 pies per rupee and cess of Rs. 6{4/-. Adjusting also for the differ-
ential for the top grade of rubber the price for grade I would be Rs.“152-. .
It is to be noted that we have here taken the cost of production as arrived
at from the data furnished in proforma ‘C’ by estates addressed by us. As
noted earlier, the cost arrived at by the Cost Accountant is lower. -

The above calculations do.not take into account the probable increase
in costs as a result of the implementation of the Plantation Labour Act.
At the present price of Rs. 155/12/- a sum of Rs. 3/12/- per 100 Ibs. would be
available under this estimate for meeting increased costs for labour welfare.
Thus on the basis of our data the present price of rubber of Rs. 155/12/-
should be considered as a fair price. ,

While the above is the position on the basis of figures furnished by the
estates, the estimate on the basis of the Cost Accountants’ figures is as
shown below:— - : :

’ Cost Accountants’ figures. .
{In Rs. per 100 Ibs.)

Particulars At yield of 400 lbs. | At yield of 350 lbs.*
: per acre. per acre.
Average weighted Cost of
production 69-0-0 : 79- 0-0
Interest on working capital '

. at 5% , 1-0-0 : 1- 2-0
Holiday wages (from 1-4-'54), 1-8-0 1-11-0
Rehabilitation (to cover ’
increased costs). ' 9-0-0 10- 5-0
1249% on fixed capital 37-8-0 43- 0-0
Sales tax 3 pies. 2-0-0 2- 0-0

s . 120-0-0 137- 2-0

Differential for top grade. 5-0-0 5- 0-0
125-G-0 142- 20 *

Add cess © 640 6- 4-0

Total : 13040 ~ 148-60

. If the cost is adjusted for an yield of 350 lbs. ir pri i
woRs, 1460 lj Vi 350 lbs. a fair price will amount
. In addition to the sum of Rs. 10-5-0 provided for rehabilitation, there
is also a sum of Rs 14 per acre available in the cess for replanting at the
ratc of Rs. 4 per 100 Ibs. out of the increased cess of Rs. 6-4-0 calculated
for 350 Ibs. To this should also be added a portion out of the return
on capital put by as reserves. What was needed was a proper calculation
of all these available provisions for replanting and their funding as a Replant-
ing fund as discussed by us in greater detail in Chapter X.

- The price for rubber as worked out on the basis of the Cost “Account-
ants’ figures adjusted to a 350 lbs. yield is less than the present notified price
of Rs. 155-12-0 by a sum of Rs. 7-6-0. Out of this amount the exact
proportion duve to increas:d- labour wages should be deducted and the
balance should be available for labour welfare measures.

*The figures in column (3) are derived from columa (2) adjusted to an yield of 350
Ibs, per acye. v
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CHAPTER VIII.

Profits and their allocation.

An analysis of the profit and loss accounts of rubber plantation companies
for the years 1939, 1946 and 1950-53 has been made to assess the profits and
their allocation in the Industry. This assessment
Coverage of the analysis, also reveals to some extent the financial policies fol-
. lowed by the corporate sector of the Industry.
Though a large number of companies furnished copies of profit and loss accounts,
those companies having rubber plantations alone were selected for this study.
Among these only 12 companies have furnished profit and loss accounts for
all the years required. The area covered by these companies is 17,047 acres
or roughly 22, 5%, of the area of all companies in the Industry. The coverage
is no doubt small, This is becaus¢ a number of planting companies
that were established during the War years and after naturally fall out of this
category. However, the Research and Statistical Deépartment of the Reserve
Bank had figures in respect of twenty seven Indian companies and four Non-
Indian companies for the years 1950-53 and they placed them kindly at our
disposal. These figures have also been made use of in our analysis of profits.
These include 9 out of the 10 Rupee Indian and Non-Indian companies
covered by our analysis. The accounting period was not the same for all the
companies. In cases where the accounting period ended on or before the 30th
June, figures have been taken as referring to the preceding calendar year and
‘where the accounting period-ended after the 30th June, the figures have been
taken to’ refer to the same calendar year. The 'companies analysed fall into
four distinct types of management as shown in Table XLIIL

We find from this table that while the coverage for the Non-Indian Rupee
companies is.over 50%, of the total for this group, similar percentages for the
Sterling and Indian Rupee companies are about 23 and 13 only. Further
while the yield per acre in these groups of companies is somewhat near the
normal yield (350 1bs.) as estimated by the Tariff Board (Commission), ‘the
investment per-acre is much less than the Tariff Board (Commission)’s figure
of Rs. 1, 200 per acre. These limitations have to be kept int view in the analy-
sis of profits given in this chapter. ’ ’

The data supplied by the Reserve Bank covers 27 Indian and 4 non-
Indian Rupee companies for the years 1950-53. For these years, the coverage
for the Indian controlled and the Non- Indian controlled companies is about
53 and 69 per cent of their groups respectively.

. An analysis has also been made of profit and loss accounts of all the 17
companies that were analysed for the study of capital structure. These
include five companies which had other crops like tea and coffee besides rabber.
Figures for rubber alone in these cases have been estimated on the basis
stated in Chapter IV. The figures relating to these 17 companies are shown
in" Annexure XV and it will be seen that they follow, within limits the same
pattern as for the twelve companies discussed in the body of this chapter.

2. Net profits have been taken to include the sum of provision for tax-
ation, amount distributed as dividends, amount transferred to reserves and the
. net increase in the balance carried forward. Gross
Definitions profits include net profit as mentioned above plus
interest charges and commission paid to managers

and managing agents. Both gross and net profits are arrived at after allowing
for depreciation charges. Income earned by the company from sources other
than the sale of rubber, for example, income from investments is alse shown
separately in the profit analysis. The profits of these companies and their
. allocations have been shown in detail in Annexure XVI. (Statements 1 to 18.)
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. 'The total gross profits of these twelve companies analysed by us

were lgs 8.99 lakhs ir’lg 19391? These rose to Rs. 29.71 lakhs in 1951 and then
fell slightly to. Rs, 25.76 lakhs in 1953, The -average

Total gross profits profit for the years 1950-53 was Rs. 24.7 lakhs. The
years 1951 to 1953 were uniformly high profit years

for all the groups of companies (Statement 1). ' ) \ .

4, The figures of percentage of gross profits to total capital employed

for the various groups of companies are shown in Statement 2. The average

. pereentage for all groups advanced from 11.33 in 1946

Gross profits as relatedto 'to 21,8 in 1952 and then fell to 17.48 in 1953. In the

capital employed. Sterling group this percentage shows a decline by
nearly half in 1953 compared to 1952. .

In the Rupee Non-Indian company group the proportion of gross profits
to total capital employed has been more or Jess steady during the three years
1951-53.  The Indian company group also does not show much. increase
during these years. The four ‘Director-controlled’ Indian companies showed
a definite increase in gross profits in 1953 in relation to total capital employed
by more than 50% over that of 1950; this increase was over 859/ in 1951 and
in 1952, )

The figures of the Reserve Bank for Indian companies and Rupee Non-
Indian companies showed roughly the same trends as our own figures (Vide
Annexure XVII). - :

5. The percentage of gross profits to net worth according to the Res-
erve Bank figures for 27 Indian-controlled companies and 4 Non.Indian control-
led Rupce companies are shown in Tables XLIV.
The higher percentage in Rupee Non-Indian compa-
nies is due to the fact that, while the net worth amoun-
ted on the average to Rs.1,117 per acre between 1950 and 1953 in Indian.comp-
anies, it was only Rs. 837 for Rupee Non-Indian companies. The average
gross profit per acre was Rs. 204 and Rs. 185 for Indian and Non-Indian
Rupee companies respectively for the four years 1950-53. Even so the percen-
tage of gross profit to net worth was lower in Indian companies due mainly to
the higher investment of share capital per acre. / Conyersely the lower invest-
ment of share capital in Rupee Non-Indian companies explained the incre-
ased percentage of gross Rro_ﬁt to share capital in Non-Indian companies,

6. The percentage of gross profit to gross sales for all the groups (State-
ment 3 of our figures) was the highest in 1939 at 50.76%,. fell to 35.8 in
: 1946 and 33.5 in 1950 rising again to 42.23 in 1951.
Gross profit as related to In 1953, the percentage worked out to 34.23. Con-:
gross salcs, sidered management-wise, the percentage varied in
1953 from 28.52 for Sterling companies to 43.23 for
the Indian-Director-controlled companies the Reserve Bank figures showed a
percentage of 41.4 for 27 Indian companies as against 27.52 for four Indian
companies under Managing agents and 43.23 for Director-controlled Indian
which our figures showed. But the variation was particularly marked (our
figures) in the percentage of gross profit to gross sale proceeds in the casc of
Sterling (28.59%) and Director-controlled Indian companies (43.29,) in 1953.
Also, while there hasbeen a fall in this percentage in respect of Sterling com-
panies between 1946 and 1953, there was a rise in respect of Director-con-
trolled Indian companies. o
7. The Tariff Board in its report said:—

“We consider that itis reasonable to allow a gross return in this case

at the rate of 12}% on the paid-up capital which

Gross profits high or low. has been taken here to be the fixed capital of the
industry. On a peid-up capital of Rs. 1,200 per

Gross profits as related to
net werth and share capital.
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dcie the amount of return comes to Rs. 150, The estimated yield is 350
‘Ibs. per acre, On this basis the amount of return per 100 lbs. comes to
Rs.42.86. It may be noted that out of this amount of gross return, the estates
will have to provide for (a) managing agency commission, (b) dividends to
shareholders, (c) reserves and {d) taxation.”

The Tariff Commission therefore calculated a gross profit of Rs. 150
per acre out of which all the allocations mentioned above had to be made,
The gross profit per acre in 1953 according to our figures and according to
figures of the Reserve Bank are shown in Tables XLV-and XLVI,

It will be found from the Reserve Bank figures that gross profits per acre
were on the average more than the sum of Rs. 150. (Annexure VIII)
According to the Reserve Bank figures, the number of Indian companies
whose gross profits exceeded Rs. 150 was 13 out of 23 and their profits ranged
from Rs. 167 to Rs. 514 per acre.  Gross profits in relation to gross sales may’
show a high figure about 40% but this will be no criterion for assessing its
extent as high or low. A study of actual proportions of different allocations
out of profits and in rupees per acre may give a proper picture (Vide Table
XLVII). That average gross profits are not excessive despite their increase
between Rs. 35 and Rs. 54 per acre over the sum of Rs. 150 per acre allowed
by the Tariff Board will be apparent from the figures in Table XLVII.

If depreciation charges for renewal of old trees were added to the costs
".the gross profits would get automatically reduced. This would amount to
about Rs. 42 per acre at the rate of 39, of the cost ' of replanting amounting
to Rs. 1,400.

8. Statement 4 gives the commission paid to managing agents and

statement 5 gives the percentage of this commission to gross profit. The
T percentage of commission was the highest in Indian
Commission to Managing” cOmpanies aY 13.2%, in 1953 whereas in Non-Indian
agencies and staff, companies it was 4.59% and in Sterling companies
. 7.67%. TheReserve Bank figures also show the
same trends {average for 1950-53). Out of 17 Indian companies, 1 paid a
commission of 20%, on gross profits, 6 between 12 and 19%, and 10 below
129, on the average of gross profits as managing agency commission based on
the average for four years. In other words 41%, of the companies paid a
commission over the statutory 11%, as provided by the Company Act. The
average gross profit per acre of Indian companies for the years 1950-53
amounted to Rs, 204 and the average managing agency commission to Rs. 16.
This works out to 89 of gross profit. The 4 Non-Indian controlled companies
showed ag average percentage of 4, 4,5 and 79, respectively for the years
1950-53. ’

The percentage of commission paid to managers and senior staffas related
to gross profit (according to our figures} was the highest in Sterling companies
in 1953 at 5.46. In Non-Indian companies it was 3:84%,. (No such commission
was paid by Indian companies-Statements 6 & 7).

9. Net profits before taxation of these 12 companies were Rs. 8, 52 lakhs
in 1939. Net profits rose to Rs. 26, 78 lakhs in 1951 and then declined to

. Rs. 22.87 lakhs in 1953. The average for the four
Net profits before and Yyears 1950-53 was Rs. 21. 95 lakhs. Net profits were
after tax. o highest for all groups of companies in 1951 (State-
‘ ment 8). Profits after tax showed a similar trend
(Statement 9). In the case of Sterling companies because of the higher incidence
of taxation, the ratio of profit after tax to profit before tax was the lowest. The
percentage of net profit before tax to paid-up capital was 18,6, in 1946. It
rose to 42.19 in 1951 but fell to 32,75 in 1953. In 1953 this ratio was the
highest in Partly Indian and Indian companies at 43 to 45% (Statement 10).
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10. The pércéntage of net profit after tax to net worth was 8.52in
1946, 13,979, in 1951, and 12,42 in 1953. Management-wise figures showed
that Non-Indian companies had a greater percentage
Net profits after tax rclated of net profit after tax as related to net worth than
to net worth, Indian companies under managing agencies, Ster-
ling companies showed the smallest percentage of net

profit after tax on net worth. (Statement 11). .| .
11. ' An analysis of our figures of net profits after tax per acre in 1953
showed that these were Rs. 42 per acre in Sterling
Companies, Rs, 76 to Rs, 107 in Indian companies,

re.
per 8¢ and Rs. 147 per acre in Rupee Nor-Indian com-

panies. (Statement 12).

Case studies of individual companies showed that the net profit per
acre in 1953 was between Rs. 100 and Rs. 170 per acre in six companies
(1 sterling, 2 Rupee Non-Indian and 3 Indian) and between Rs. 50 and
Rs. 100 in two companics (Indian) and below Rs. 50 in the remaining four
companies (1 Sterling and 3 Indian). '

According to the Reserve Bank figures, the average net profits after
tax per acre for 1950-53 amounted to Rs. 119 for 23 Indian companies.
15 out of these 23 companies had an average net profit per acre of less
than this amount while 6 had an average net profit ranging from Rs. 124 to
Rs. 260. The 4 Rupee Non-Indian companies had a net profit after tax of
Rs. 149, Rs. 151; Rs.140 and Rs, 226 per acre and an average of Rs. 155
for the four years 1950-53. (Annexure VIII) ’ ' .

Net profit after tax per acre for each of the years 1950-53 for 24
Indian controlled and 4 Non-Indian controlled companies was the following,
(Annexure VIII)
. Net profit after tax per acre.

! (In Rs.)

Avcr:;ge of
1950 1951 1952 1953  1950—53.

24 Indian companies 98 123 124 130 119*
4 Non-Indian companies 90 167 186 172 155

12, The figures of net profit after tax for 100 Ibs., for the 12 companies
analysed by in 1953 averaged Rs. 30.06. Sterling companies recorded the
lowest profit at Rs, 12,39 per 100 Ilbs. This is’
Net profit after tax per 100 due to their higher costs of production and the
Ibs. of rubber produced higher incidence of taxation. The Rupee Non-
, Indian companies showed the highest profit at
Rs.47.42 per 100 Ibs. The Indian companies showed a net profit after
tax of about Rs. 30 per 100 lbs. (Statement 13). The sanction of an increase
in prices of rubber by the government is fully reflected in the increased
margin of profits since 195}. . -
. 13. Distributed profits have risen progressively year by year from
Rs. 1.27 lakhs in 1939 to Rs. 10.28 lakhs in 1953. (Statement 14). Though
the sum of net profit after taxation has'fallen from
Distributed probits. Rs. 16.44 lakhs in 1951 to Rs. 16.21 lakhs in 1953
distributed profits increased from Rs. 9.1 lakhs
in 1951 to Rs. 10.28 lakhs in 1953. . The following management-wise analysis
showﬁvs that the distribution of profits was not directly related to variations in
profits, .

*Far 23 companies.
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Increase or decrease in  Incresse or decrease in

Brofits. net profits after tax dividend (lakhs of ru-
: ( lakhs of rupees ) 1953  pees) 1953 over 1951..
over 1951.

Sterling companies. —176 —20
Rupee Companies -
Non-Indian +139 +105
Indian + 24 + 35
Director-controlled ‘
Public Ltd. ‘ — 10 - 3

Taking all managements together, the percentage of distributed profits
to profits after tax rose from 15.36 in 1939 to 46.1» in 1946 and further to
63.42 in 1953. Between 1951 and 1953 the percentage has increased slightly
in Partly Indian and Director-controlled companies and substantially in
Sterling and Indian companies. The increase in the percentage of distri-
buted profit to net profit after tax in 1953 over 1951 was 22 in respect of
Sterling companies and 10 in respect of Indian companies (Statement 16).

Distributed profits as related to paid-up capital averaged 14.729, for all
companies in 1953. Inthe Rupee Non-Indian companies this percentage was
highest at 24,76%,. In the two groups of Indian companies it was 13.03'%, and
20.47%. respectively. In the Rupee Non-Indian companies the percentage

~has been over 18% from 1946 onwards. Sterling companies showed a low
percentage of 5.61 in 1953 (Statement 17). Statement 18 gives frequency dist-
ribution of dividends paid on ordinary shares. Itis seen from this statement
that in 1953, 3 out of 4 Sterling companies, 2 out of 3 Rupee Non-Indian
companies and 4 out of 10 Indian companies paid a dividend of 20 to 399,
on ordinary shares. The remaining 1 Non-Indian and 3 Indian paid divi-
dend between 10 to 199, in 1953.

The Reserve Bank figures also showed similar trends. (Vide Table
XLVIII). :

A greater percentage of distributed profit is due to a lower rate of invest-
ment of share capital in Rupee Non-Indian concerns. If dist.ibuted profits
are related to acreage, the difference between Indian and Non-Indian compa-
nies was little in 1950, while in 1951, 1952 and 1953 Non-Indian companies
showed a higher distributed profit per acre. The average for the whole period
1950-53 also showed a higher rate of dividend per acre for Rupee Non-Indian
companies (Vide Table XLIX).

14. Gross profits as related to total capital employed showed a . higher
figure for Director-controlled companies than for Sterling companies in the
year 1933. As between 1950 and 1953 Sterling
Summary of Conclusions- companies showed a decline while the Director-
Gross profits controlled Indian companies showed a rise.
Gross profit per acre was higher in Director-controlled Indian companies
and Sterling companies than in Rupee Non-Indian companies.
Percentage of gross profit to net worth and share capital was higher for
Rupee Non-Indian companies than for the Indian,

While between 1946 and 1953 there was a fall in the percentage of gross
profit to gross salesin Sterling companies, there was a rise in Director-
controlled Indian companies. Indian companies showed a percentage of 43
as against 28.52 for Sterling companies in 1953.

The average gross profits for a majority of companies cannot be regarded
- as excessive if depreciation charges for renewal of old trees are added to costs,
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{5. The average managing agency commission on gross profit was 7.67%
in Sterling compantes, 4,5 to 7% in Rupee Non-Indian companies and 10%
for Indian companies./ 419 of the Indian comp-
anies paid an average commission over the statuto-
ry 119, {(New Companies Act).

16. The percentage of commission as related to gross pfoﬁts paid to
managers and senior staff amounted to 5.46 in Ster-
ling companies and 3.84 in Rupee Non-Indian com-

Managing Agency Commission.

Commission to staff.
- -—

panies. . ..
17. In the case of Sterling companies because of the higher incidence

Net Profit after tax. of taxation the ratio of profit after tax to profit
before tax is the lowest. -

18. Rupee Non- Indian companies made a greater percentage of net
profit after tax on net worth than Indian companies under Indian managing
agencies. Sterling companies showed the smallest

As related to nct worth, percentage of net profit after tax on net worth. Ana-
acrcand 100 1bs. lysed in proportion to acreage the’ Indian companies
' showed according to figures of the Reserve Bank
an average net profit after tax of Rs. 119 per acre, while the Rupee Non-
Indian companies showed Rs. 155. Our own figures showed the same trends.
Sterling commpanies according to our figures had a net profit after tax of

Rs, 42 per acre. The same trends were seen when net profit after tax was
related to 100 lbs, :

19. The percentage of dividends to profits after tax was high between
Dividends, 1951 and 1953 in Sterling and Indian companies.

As related to paid-up capital, dividends (24.76%) were highest in
Rupee Non-Indian companies in 1953, They were also high since 1946, The
Indian companies paid 13 to 20% and Sterling 5.619 in 1953. In 1953,
3 out of 4 Sterling companies, 2 out of 3 Rupee Non-Indian companies, and
4 out of 10 Indian companies paid a dividend of 20 to 399, on ordinary shares.
The remaining one Rupee Non-Indian and 3 of the Indian paid a dividend
between 10 and 199,. The remaining 3 Indian companies paid less than 109%,.
The figures of the Reserve Bank showed that the percentage of distributed
profit as related to.paid-up capital was 9,7 for Indian companies and 20. for
Rupee Non-Indian companies, and as related to net worth was 7.6 and 12
respectively. Dividend per acre was Rs. 85 for Indian and Rs. 100 for Rupee
Non-Indian companies. : .

In our report on tea we have stated that there should be a rational basis

A rational basis for profit  for distribution of profits, We suggested the following
distribution. order of distribution: ° .

(i) The depreciation allowance allowed by the income tax authorities
should be separately funded and drawn upon only for meeting
expenditure on replacement and renewal of fixed assets.

(ii) The replanting fund should be set apart as already recommended.

(iii} After providing for taxation, each company should build out ofits
. profits a statutory reserve for meeting development expenditure and
;_mforcsccn charges; this reserve should be kept in a fairly liquid
: orm, : )
(v) From what is left over, a certain minimum dividend should be
provided for as a percentage on share capital.

(v) The remainder should be divided between share  holders and
labour and staff according to a suitable formula.

The details were to be worked out. We suggested that this-may be
done by a committee of experts and representatives of employers and labour.
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The scheme when worked out was to apply to companies registered in India. As
regards Sterling companies, a suitable procedure for the application of the
scheme was to be evolved. While evolving the procedure we said that it
should be ensured that the statutory development reserve is invested in
India. : ‘ .

We recommend that a similar scheme should also be worked out in
respect of Rubber plantation. companies, so that the various interests in the
industry viz., share holders, the staff and the labour will get a’ legitimate
share of the profits. .

Foot note : -
The following are the figures of foreign invesiment in rubber plantations as on

December 1953 furnished by the Reserve Bank:
Total investment of Sterling companies

in rubber plantations in India. . Rs. 187 lakhs,
{Figures for two companies having tea

also are-estimated)

Foreign investment in Rupee companies. Rs. 38 lakhs.

(i) Total - Rs. 225 lakhs.

Profit of Sterling cdmpanies Rs. 26 lakhs.
Interest and Dividends earned on inve- -

stments in Rupee companies. Rs. 2 lakhs.

(ii) Total Rs. 28 lakhs.

Percentage of (ii) to (i) 12%.



TABLE XLIIX
Table showing coverage of the companies analysed for profits

A§

Percentage of

Percentage of

. No. of | Planted area Yield per* | Investment {the area of eachjthe area of each
Type of Ownersiptanagement | "G, | TSI a1 Verawe | Tgrowpto e | group o e
\ company sector, group
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Sterling companies. 2 5,767 340 7947 7.6 23.1
Rupee companies +
Und;:r Non-Indian Managing Agents, 2 6,231 310 808.9 8.3 51.9
Under Indian Managing Agents. 4 2,678 234 704.3 3.5
Director-controlled Ltd. companies, 4 2,371 367 6-48.4- 3.1} 132
: Bt
Indian controlled companies. 27 20,199 354 1,108.9 26.5 53.0
4 8,768 336 821.2 11.6 69.0

Non-Indian controlled com\panics.

* Including immature areas ; if only mature area were to be taken into consideration, the yicld would be higher than the figures gwcn here mdlcatc.

§ Figures relate to companies ana aYsc:d by us.
1 Figures relate to companies an

ysed by Reserve Bank,

09



TABLE XLIV

Table showing percentage of gross profit fo - net worth and skare capital,

Type . of Ownership

1950

1951

1952

)

1953

Average
1950-53*

Percentage of
Gross profit to

Percentage of
Gross profit to

Percentage of
Gross profits to

Percentage of
Gross profit to

Percentage of
Gross profit to

_Net \ [ Share Net Share Net Share Net Share | Net Share
worth | capital | worth | capital | worth | capital | worth | capital | worth | capital
1 2 3 -4 l 5 6 , 7 8 9 10 11
Indian
companies, 16.15 | 20.00 | 19.02 | 25.16 | 18.50 | 25.16 | 18.64 [ 26.45 | 18.00 | 23.00
Non-Indian ‘
companies, 18.00 | 26.47 | 27.12 | 47.06 | 27.70 | 43.90 | 2429 | 41.46 | 22.00 | 37.00

*For 23 companies.

Source ;— Reserve Bank.

19
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TABLE XLV
Table showing Gross Profit per acre. (In Rs.)
Type of Ownership/ | No. of / Gross Profit per acre.
t Ccos.
Managemen 1950 | 1951 | 1952 1953
1 2 3 1 & |5 6
Sterling Companics ; 2 154.05 _ 230.27  151.22  133.34
Rupee Companies : '
Under Non-Indian Ma-
naging Agents Control.
Pfrtﬁr f\gIon-Indian. 2 87.64 154.82 173.65 167.07
Under Indian ?{anaging '
Agents Control,
.Ixfdian. 4 68.10° 110.36  107.60 - 113.15
Director Controlled- -
Public Ltd-Indian. 4 91.20 196.41 169.82  195.28
Average Ci.ross Profit s
per acre for Rupee
Indian companies ’ 79.35 152.20 137.50 151.71
Total. : 12 101.20 176.47 155.26 151.11
" Source : Balance Sheets analysed by us. |
TABLE XLVI. .
Table showing gross profits per acre as furnished by the Reserve Bank {(In Rs))
A e
Type of Ownership | "wo: )} 1950 | 1951 | 1952 l 1953 | {5eeeEs
1 2 | 3 | 4 5 6 7
Indian controlled . ) .
companies, 24 169 210. 212 222 204
Non-Indian controlled . -
companies. 4 107 197 216 214 183
* for 23 companies Source ;:—Reserve Baunk. -
TABLE XLVII

Table showing allocation of profits (Including commission to managing agenis)
(Figures in cols."2 to 6 in percentage).

| 1950 | 1951 l 1952 I 1953 |Average Rupees

1950-1953 |per acre

1 2 | 3 F I 5 6 7
27 Indian-conirolled i
companies.
Managing Agency
Commission. 10 9 8 8 8* 16
Tax. 30 31 30 - 382 31* 63
Dividend. 37 40 47 47 43% 85
Retained profit, 23 20 15 13 1g+ 34
4 Non-Indian controlled
companies.
Managing Agency ‘ .
Commussion, 11 6 6 6 5 9
Tax. 11 13 6, 13 11 20
Dividend. 56 - 50 = 56 . 54 54 100
Retained profit. 22 31 31 27 30 - 55

* for 23 companies. Source: Reserve Bank.



TABLE XLVIIL

Table showing percenlage of disiributed profit to share capital and to the sum of share capital and reserves.
. B ‘ _ - Average of
Indian | Non- | Indian i\Ton- Indian | Non- | Indian | Non- | Indian | Non-
Indian Indian | Indian . Indian Indian
% of distributed profit to share ' ’ -
capital _ 7.10 | 14.71 9.03 | 23.53 10.97 | 21.95 | 11.61 19.51 9.7 20
% of distributed profit to share . : . ) :
capital and reserves 5.73 10.00 6.83 | 13.56 8.06 | 13.85 8.18 | 1143 7.6 12
Source : Rcterve  Bank
TABLE XLIX.
Table showing dividends per acre.
. A*
. . A of
Type of Ownership 1950 - 1951 1952 J953 1950.3 953
Sterling Companies 20.5 30.6 16.3 27.2
Non-Indian Companies 48.0 73.8 86.7 87.9
Indian Companies. 33.0 40.7 . 49.7 52.7
Director-Controlled companies 40.4 75.2 . 66.6 76.9
: B**
24 Indian controlled companies 60 80 97 101 Bo*«*
4 Non-Indian controlled .
companies 63 105 116 113 100

* Figures relate to our analysis.
*®  Figures rclate to Reserve Bank’s analysis.
*¢®  For 23 companies.

2
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CHAPTER IX,

Finance

In this chapter we shall examine the financial requirements of the
established units of the rubber plantation industry. The financial needs of
’ ; rubber estates fall under two main heads—short-term
Introductory. and long-term. Short-term finance is required for

meeting the working costs of the estate and the
processing factory and marketing of the product until the sale proceeds are
received. Long-term finance is needed for expenditure of a capital nature
such asreplanting, extension of cultivation, improvement of building and
machinery, construction of labour quarters etc.

2. In our questionnaire we had asked the estates to furnish information
regarding their normal requirements of working capital and the sources
‘ from which these funds were found and the
Working capital needs- actual working capital expended during _the
estimates of. 7 past three years. Only 36 estates responded to ‘our
questionnaire and furnished certain data. The
questionnaire was addressed only to estates of over 100 acres and the data
received therefore covers only this sector of the industry. The acreage covered
by thesc estates is about 19,000 acres i. e., about 209, of the estates of over
100 acres. The estimates of normal working capital as furnished by these
estates range between Rs. 100 and Rs. 150 per acre. The general opinion was
that the actual estates expenditure for 3 to 4 months will be enough as working
capital because the rubber produced in any one month could be expected to
be sold and the amount realised within that period. On the basis of four
month’s costs of production figures have been worked out giving estimates of
working capital for companies under different type of ownership and
management. (Vide Table-L) : . -

This table shows that the estimated average working capital in' 1953 is
Rs. 92.31 per acre. Figures of working capital as furnished by reporting
companies and concerns are given in the Annexure XVIIL. 1t is seen there-
from that the average working capital needs for the companies analysed have
increased from Rs. 88.31 per acre in 1951 to Rs. 111.54 per acrein 1953.
On the basis of production, the requirements of working capital works out on
the average to about 5 annas per lb. in 1953. It has not been possible to
make an accurate estimate of total working capital needs of the industry; but it
may be roughly calculated to be of the order of Rs. 1.5 crores for estates of
over 100 acres. Thisis on the basis ‘of the figures furnished by reporting
companies applied to the total area of estates over 100 acres. .

The sources from which estates generally meet their requirements of
finance are (i) their own resources built up out of profit retained from year
to year (ii) advances for loans from managing agents (iii) loans from rubber
dealers and other private bankers, The majority of the estates have not
indicated in their reply the actual amounts they have borrowed from the several
agencies for working capital. The general reply has been that the estates
have relied on their own resources and when necessary, on loans from banks
or managing agents as the case may be. The rate of interest on these
loans hasin no case exceeded 12% and bas generally been between 63
and 9%. As regards the nature of. the security offered, it is stated tha‘t’:
when the loan is for a short period of a month or so it is not usual for the
managing agents to ask for security. When the loan required is for a longer
period, the security asked for. is normally a simple hypothecation of the
crop. In the case of loans from Banks, the securities asked for are a simple '
“hypothecation of the crop andfor an indemnity guarantee from a third
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party whose credit is acceptable to the Bank. In the case of companics
managed by managing agents, this guarantee is offered by the managing
agents. The deposit of title deeds of the landed property is also some time
insisted upon.

The following extracts of evidence arranged management-wise illustrate
the sources from which finance is ‘generally obtaincd, the procedure adopted
for this purpose and the rate of interest charged. ‘,

' . Own resources. “From the sale proceeds of the

(2) Sterling companies. . pher manufactured”.

“We consider that the proper working of anyindustry should provide
for all forseable expenditure, revenue and capital, by conserving its own
resources and ploughing back profits into the business; it is only thus that
the company can maintain a “strong and healthy financial structure. This
has always been this company’s policy and we have thereby been enabled
to incur all expenditure from current liquid funds belonging to the company
itseli™ :

(b) Non-Indian Mainly from own resources and to a small extent
controlled companies. from managing agents and banks.

Normally, we have found that rates of interest in respect of loan amounts
up to Rs. 3 lakhs, the interest rate has been upto 29, above the ruling bank
rate. :

In regard to debentures the rate of interest fluctuates, but we should
think a fair average is about 63%, to 74%.

“The sources from which we ordinarily obtain funds are:—(i) for capital

expenditure by issue of debentures or shares or

(¢) Companies under when this is not possible by bank loans. (ii) for

Indian Managing agencies normal working expenses either from cash balances
or bank loan”.

“The source for all finance is the Reserve Fund. The managing agents
used to finance in earlier years when reserves were small. Loans or other
advances from dealers etc., nil”.

“From the income from the estate. Sale proceeds of rubber. Advances
from managing agents, Advances from banks (Indian)”.

- N 1
“From the income of the estate. Our own resources’.

“Capital expenditure and the normal working expenditure for the working
of the estate are met from the sale proceeds of the rubber produced on the
estate and also from reserves of the company”.

a. Procedure usualba Sollowed to get the finance.

When it is a replanting or major construction work we try to issue
mortgage debentures in the open market at about 79, interest tax free, If
amounts required are small enabling repayment within 1 or 2 years commer-
cial banks are approached and the interest charges will come to 9/12%,.

b.. For debentures, mortgage of the whole assets is required.
Banks usually require crop hypothecation.

¢. For normal working expenses in lean years bank advances are
difficult to get. Work would considerably suffer and may even have to be
stopped. It is only in prosperous years that any finance becomes available
from outside sources”.

“Usually the expenses on the Estate are met out of the sale proceeds
of rubber. But when stocks accumulate, funds will be required from other
sources. It is difficult to raise funds on the security of stocks of rubber,
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Advances by bankers and agency houses on the security of stocks may be
made available.”

"«“Whenever we have to take loans from our managing agents, they charge
us interest at 6% per annum on monthly balances.” '

“Funds for capital expenditure from bank on

(d) Director controlled Indian security, Funds for normal working expenses

companies, from bank on over draft. Loans from commercial
banks.”

“Bank’s rate of interest on loan ranges from 6 to 99%,.”
Own resources, commercial banks, private bankers
(c) Proprictary and parmership and dealers of rubber.
concerns-Indian. “The Commercial banks are now reluctant to
advance any money on property security and hence
enough funds are not available. !

’

“(a) Operation of current a/c.
(b) Personal and properties.

(c) Bankers hesitate topay on security of land which is the only
solid security the estate can offer. The restriction of - Reserve
Bank on the amounts advanced on securities of landed property
causes undue difficulties.”

“(a) Mortgage one’s property and write D. P, Notes.
(b) Government securities, Gold, Mortgage and D. P. Notes.

(c) Talking about present state of affairs funds are not obtainable
from any source whatever. :

“Rate of Interest—7} to 9 per cent per annum—special difficulties
nil.”

129, with quarterly stops. Any development of the industry wiil not
justify this rate of interest on the capital.”

“The banks used to charge 99, interest. The rubber dealers charge
‘no interest but they will make a slight reduction in the prices.”:

“Between nine and twelve per cent per annum with quarterly rests,
My complaint is that only the favoured few get these loans even on such
prohibitive rates.”

Figures have been furnished by the Reserve Bank showing the amount
of advance made by banks to rubber plantation companies and these are
given in Table LI. It isseen there from that these advances aggregated to
Rs. 9.95 lakhs in 1951, Rs. 12.18 lakhs in 1952 and Rs. 12.69 lakhs in 1953
averaging to Rs. 11.61 lakhs for the three years, The Table also shows
that the advances to producers of over 100 acres constituted the largest
part of Bank advances amounting to Rs. 8.35 lakhs in 1951, 10.27 lakhs in
1952 and Rs. 10-42 lakhs in 1953 averaging to Rs.9.68 lakhs or 83.59% of
the total advances, The interest on these advance averaged between 41 to
12% and one bank charged in addition to interest a commission of 2 annas
per cent. We consider that the levy by some of the banks of a commission
in addition to interest is, unjustified and accordingly recommend that the
Reserve Bank may use their good offices with the banks and where necessary
use their legal powers under section 21 (2) of the Banking companies Act
so that the levy is discontinued. Bank advances. however constitute only a
very small percentage of total working capital employed by rubber
producers. - = - - '
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3. Rubber dealers also advance money to producers. The loans
granted by rubber dealers to rubber growers are chiefly to growers below
100 acres. Figures have been furnished by the
Rubber dealers® role as finan- various rubber dealers who were addressed in this
ciers. matter by the Rubber Board at our request show-
ing the loans advanced by them to growers
(Table LII). In 1951’52, 267 growers were advanced loans aggregating to
Rs. 4.9 lakhs by 13 dealers. In 1952-53, the same number of growers were
given a loan of Rs. 3.5 lakhs. In 1953-1954, the total number of growers
taking loans was 335 and the amount of the loan was Rs. 3.7 lakhs. Of the
number of growers taking loans the largest was in the group of 25 acres and
below. The number of growers taking loans in-the group of 100 acres and
above was relatively small. The dealers charged an interest which though
nominal in some cases, generally varied between 2 and 69,, Sometimes, the
rates were as highas 9 to 129,. They also collected in addition to the
interest, as commission on the sales proceeds. One planter has stated

“Dealers charge 9 to 129%. They usually charge their usual selling
commission whick may be 19, more or less according to volume of business
offered”, _

4. Rubber is produced almost throughout the year and therefore
growers are in a position to replenish themselves with funds by delivery of
stocks to dealers or manufacturers. Finance for current cultivation needs does
not constitute normally a problem for most planters. But there are certain
periods when difficulties are experienced for working capital because the off-
take of rubber by consumers s inordinately delayed. The Rubber Board
stated in their evidence :— . )

“The difficulty in obtaining funds is usually felt at the time of seasonal
accumulation of stocks during the months of November to February
when the production is high and the off-take is either low or not in
proportion to the increased rate of production. The Banks are generally
unwilling to advance loans on rubber stocks due to the fact that they
are liable to deterioration and consequent degrading.”

In general, it was stated that provided the rubber manufacturers make
their purchases steadily, and stocks are not allowed to stagnate with growers,
working capital will not prove a difficult problem for most planters. Situ-
ations have arisen in ‘the past when owing to abnormal accumulation of

- stocks, producers found themselves in serious financial distress. Measures to .
prevent such stock accumulation ‘are discussed in the chapter on Marketing.

5. From the evidence before us, we observe that most of the companies
and the larger proprictary concerns have generally no difficulties in obtaining
short term finance. Certain difficulties have, how-
State Bank should finance ever, been expressed by a section of the smaller
tubber producers. companies and proprietary concerns as stated in
the evidence quoted earlier. The financial diffi-
culties of this section of the Industry, can only be removed by the State
Bank providing finance in an abundant measure to the producers. With the
opening of the branches of the State Bank in the rural areas, and the
consequent development of more abundant credit facilities and with the
development of the co-operative credit institutions recommended by us
in a later chapter, we expect that the difficulties of the rubber companies
and ‘proprietary concerns in obtaining short term loans should largely dis-
appear. The State Bank should also offer the facilities of extending the
period of short-term loans by renewals when the former could not be repaid
in time due to unforeseen circumstances.

~Tables are given at the end of the chapter,
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6. In our questionnaire, we had asked the estates to furnish their
estimates of future financial requirements of a capital nature. The replies
to the relevant questions have been received from
Long-term financial nceds of 23 companiesfconcerns covering 19,408 acres.
Rubber Industry analysis of These replics relate to a limited area and all the
estimates received. details for each of these concerns are ‘not available.
However, the analysis based on these replies is given in Annexure XIX. It
shows that the estimates of long-term requirements’ range generally between
Rs. 400 and Rs. 700 per acre for companies and between Rs. 500 and
Rs. 1,500 for proprietary concerns. From the details furnished it is observed
that a great part of this capital expenditure is for replanting, though many
concérns do not show any specific figure for replanting. Other needs
mentioned are improvements to lljuuilding and machinery, labour-housing etc.
Since this expenditure has been estimated on the basis of a phased pro-
gramme of five years, the average yearly expenditure would be about
Rs. 98 per acre for the company sector and Rs. 160 for the proprie-
tary estates. They have, however, given no indications of the amounts they
expected to find from their own resources and the amounts they would need
to raise outside.

We have discussed in detail the problem of long-term finantial require-
ments for rubber companies in the Chapter on “Expansion and Develop-
ment”’,

TABLE L.

Table showing estimated requirements of working capital as worked out from cost

of production figures per acre
: (In Rs.)

’ Cost per Cost per | Estimated requirements
Type of Management 100 Ibs. |350 Ibs. of working capital per
1953 '{(per acre)} acre (1/3 of col. 3)

] 2 1 3 4

Sterling Companies 81.60 285.60 95.20
Rupee Companies

Under Non-Indian
Managing Agents. 73.60 257.60 85.86
Under Indian Managing Agents  72.60  253.10 84.36
Director-Controlled Public

Limited companies Indian 94.30 330.05 110.01
Pi‘oprictary and Partnership .

Concerns-Indian, 61.40 214.90 71.63
Average ' 7913 276.95 92-31

Source: Returns from estates



TABLE LI

Consolidated statement showing loans granted by banks for rubber hypothecated to them by producers.

Amounts granted as loans to rubber producers and number of producers
. taking loans Rates of interest and
commission, if any
25 acres and |Above 25 acres | 100 acres and
Season +  below & below 100 above Total
acres.
Amounts Amounts Amounts Amounts | Rates of Rates of
No.| (Rs.) | No. (Rs.) No. (Rs.) No. (Rs.) Interest Commission
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -8 9 10 11
1951-52 9 | 21,305 9 |1,38,0000 11 8,35,928| 29 9,95,233
. *
1952-53 9 | 21,120 | 13 |[1,69,329] 15 10,27,535 37 12,17,984 % 41%, to 129 2as. percent
1953-54 107 | 23,933 | 17 |2,02,515 17 10,42,505] 44 12,68,953 '

* In respect of one bank
Source—Reserve Baak
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TABLE LII.
Table showing the amount of loans advanced by rubber dealers to growers.

(Figures incols. 3,5, 7,9 & 10in Rs.)

Amount granted as loans to growers holding.
Year 25 acres and 100 acres and ‘ Interest | Percentage
below. 25-100 acres. above. Total and com- of cols.
: l mission 10 to 9.
No. Amount | No. Amount | No. ’ Amount | No. Amount
1 2 3 4 5 , 6 7 8 9 10 11
1951-52 158 1,34,971 86 | 1,70,738 23 1,84,196 267 | 4,89,905 14,878 .. 3.04
1952-53 148 | 1,19,836 102 | 1,61,989 1_7 73,615 | 267 3,55,440 14,476 4.07
1953-54 204 | 1,38,636 115 | 1,91,734 14 39,562 335 | 3,69,932 16,645 4.50
Average 170 | 1,31,148 101 | 1,74,820 18 99,124 289 | 4,05,092 15,333 3.79

Source :—Rubber Beard, -
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TABLE LIII

Table showing working funds per acre during the years 1939, 1946 and 1953,

Working funds per acre (In Rs.)

Area ,
Type of ownership/management in acres.
l 1939 1946 1953
1 2 3 4 5

Sterling companies ; 25,982 14724 161.70 312.21
Rupee Companies :
Under Non-Indian Managing Agents Control. ‘
Non-Indian. : 502 —161.95 227.87 406,50
Partly Non-Indian. 6,231 77.93 237.34 263.43
Under Indian Managing Agents Conirol. '
Indian. 2,678 16.22 48.12 143.76
Outside Managing Agents Conlrol.
Public Ltd. Indian. 4,702 98.68 122.61 143.34

Total. 40,095 119.78 © 174.23 299.39

L
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CHAPTER X

Expansion and Development of natural rubber
SECTION A

The serious problem facing the rubber industry is the competition
from the synthetic. Even if all units in the plantation industry are sound,
their resources adequate, and full financial assistance
The problem stated. is offered by the Government, the problem remains
) whether the rubber plantation industry will
be able to stand competition with the synthetic. Varying views are held
regarding the future of natural rubber. One view is that natural rubber may
dic as indigo ,plantations died after the development of synthetic dyes.
Another view is that, as synthetic rubber has not sufficiently expanded to meet
all the demand and its present price is not so low as to make it impossible for
natural rubber to compete, natural rubber has certainly its place for some time
to come. In India, the Government have now under consideration a proposal
to establish a synthetic rubber plant. The fact that Government have on
hand such a scheme, would itself cause nervousness among natural rubber
producers and make them hesitant in launching on further investment in
plantation rubber. It is to be noted, however, that our production of rubber
is notequal to the requirements of our manufacturing industries and the gap
between production and consumption is rapidly widening. The synthetic
rubber unit when it goes into production would cover only part of this
widening gulf between production and consumption. The scheme of production
of synthetic rubber has to be co-ordinated with that of natural rubber so that
rubber growers may have no cause for dismay. We feel, therefore, that
Government should make a clear statement of policy about rubber develop-
ment to remove the apprehensions of rubber growers.

2. With the threat of formidable competition from the synthetic, the
plantation industry’s hope lies in reducing by all possible means the cost of
production to the minimum. Cost of production will
Reduction of costs—how substantially go down if high-yielding clones and
10 be achieved, scedlings are planted. With greater yields from each
' _ tree, tapping wages based on the number of trees
tapped will become reduced. Any scheme of replanting with high-yielding
planting material has thereforé great possibilities of reducing costs.

According to the Tariff Board report 1951:

“On the assumption that there would be no significant rise in. the main
clements of cost, an increase in the average yield from 350 Ibs., to 750
Ibs., per acre, should bring down the cost to about half the present
figure i. e., to about Rs. 64 per 100 Ibs.”

This report concluded that:—

“W_han ftl;g ind;lsstry will hal';:c }g:cgl completely rehabilitated during a
period o or 16 years, it should be possible for it t hi
about Rs. 64 per 100 1bs.” P  to achieve a cost of

. 8. Estates having an annual replanting programme have many advan-
tages over those which take to spasmodic replanting. Reduction in expenditure
on old trees to be uprooted is possible by proper

Advantages of planned replan- planning. Slaughter-tapping of trees which are
ting. due for uprooting could be planned and the maxi-
o mum yield obtained. Such estates will be able to

have trained labour for replanting as a matter of routine. Lastly, by phasing
:lerla%ltilng suitably they will be able to maintain and improv:: their over-

yield, '
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. 4. Any scheme of replanting from the point of view of increasing the
yields should provide for replacement of low-yielding trees. Informed opinion -
among rubber producers is that it is more costly to maintain aged trees
which yield less than to replant (Planters’ Bulletin of the Ribber Research
Institute of Malaya No. 8) )

“There is a clear advantage in replanting old rubber trees as opposed
to manuring them, in that after approximately 15 years the capital expendi-
ture involved in obtaining a new stand of high yielding trees will have
been completely recovered. Old age will inevitably reduce performance,
whether human or botanical specimens are being considered and an old
rubber tree must deteriorate and show some reduction in yielding capacity
irrespective of maintenance treatment.” :

The Development Committee also said:—

“The present standard of yield per acre of old unselected rubber
cannot be increased in any appreciable degree by adopting improved
scientific methods of cultivation alone. The solution lies in their replace-
ment by high-yiclding strains and adoption of improved methods of
cultivation.” - .

Renewal of old rubber trees alone will not - bring down costs of
production. Thg arca of the low-yielding trees other than the old rubber
area was a greater problem. And this area was largest under small hold-,
ings than under estates. Estimates of replanting by the Rubber Board,
the Development Committee and the Tariff Board have therefore taken
account of the low-yielding area to be replanted inclusive of aged
trees.

SECTION B
Estimate of area to be replanted.
Keceping the points- mentioned in the previous section in view, we
shall make an estimate of the area that should be replanted and the new
. area that should be brought under rubber. o

2. The demand for rubber in India has been estimated ' by the
Association of Rubber Manufacturers in India to rise up to 45,000 tons in
1961 i, e. 21,000 tons more than the existing production of 24,000 tons.
According to them the demand is likely to increase to 85,000 tons by 1971,

" The Planning Commission’s estimate of consumption is 40,0C0 tons by 1961
or roughly 16,000 tons more than thec- existing production. The following
table shows the trend in production and consumption: o

TABLE LIV

Table showing figures of production and consumplion of rubber in India
during the years 1948-1955

(Figures in cols. 2 to 5 are in téns.j

| . |Loweststock at the end| 1mports of raw
Year Production {Consumption |of 2 month with estates|rubber included in
‘ & dealers out of (2) [the figures in col. 3
1 ~ 2 3 4 | R
1948 15,422 19,719 2,686 4,333
1949 15,587 19,192 3,635 2,767
1950 15,599 17,735 2,812 1,082
1951 17,148 22 497 4,471 : 6,921
1952 19,863 21,061 3,289 . 3,851
1953. ~ 21,136 22,373 4,691 279
1954 21,493 25,487 2,443 3,371
1955 22,481 27,543 N. A. 3,839

Source:—Rubber Eoard, - i



74

. Production has not so fur becn able to catch up with the demand.
Between 1950 and 1955 production rose by 6,882 tons while consumption
rose by 9,808 tons, In coming years demand is expected to increase still.
further. Based on the figures of consumption for the past 5 years, an attempt
has been made to estimate the probable consumption in 1960 as shown in the
accompanying graph. It will be seen that if consumption proceeds at the
rate at which it has increased in the past few years, the consumption would
be 40,000 tons in. 1960 and 65,000 tons in 1970. During the second .Five-
Year Plan period the Rubber manufacturing Industry estimate the total re-
quirement between 40,000 and 50,000 tons of raw rubber including reclaimed
rubber and synthetic rubber. These estimates show that demand is expected
to increase more than at the present rate.

3. A number of production plans have been submitted by various bodies
to Government for repll:mting and new planting with high-yitelding planting
material and thus reducing costs. In 1949 the
Production plans of the  Rubber Board submitted a scheme for the approval
Development Committee  of Government. It envisaged replanting of 80,000
acres in 12 years. The Development Committee
appointed by the Government of India in 1950 recommended replanting of
1,20,000 acres in 16 years commencing from 1952. The Tariff Board: ‘said in -
their report on ‘‘price for raw rubber and protection and wmssistance to the
rubber plantation industry” that ‘the proposals made under the scheme are
well-conceived’ and recommended that the Indian Council of Agricultural
Research should examine it. The agricultural branch of the Indian Council
of Agricultural Research said after examination that “the development scheme
is a good one and may be approved.”’ .
4, The estimate of the Development Committee is as follows:—

Estates Small holdings  Total
Area (In acres} with trees of ordi- :

nary low-yielding rubber. 74,743% 63,429 1,37,802
Deduct 109, as unsuitable areas. 7,447 6,342 - 13,789
Area to be replanted** 67,000 53,000 1,20,000%

®The estimate of the arca of rubber trees of ordinary low yielding rubber as

on 31/12{1954 amounted to 69,701 acres for estates and 67,482 acres for holdings
and a total of 1,37,183 acres. ) : .

*#io be nearest thousand,

The estimate provided for a 15 year scheme of replanting at the rate of
8,000 acres each year commencing from 1952 and ending in- 1967. The
committee further recommended that new planting in jungle reserves should
be undertaken during the first 5 years in an area of 10,000 acres, at the rate
of 2,000 acres per year. The main feature of the scheme was that it took
account of loss in production in consequence of uprooting of old trees and

therefore it recommended new planting to be undertaken at the same time so
as to cover such loss.

. 5. The Rubber Board has said in its evidence : “At the rate of replant-
ing and new-planting which have been carried out in recent years, indigenous

production might not catch up at all with internal

Rubber Board's views. consumption. If a suitable scheme of replanting at

. the rate of 7,000 to 8,000 acres per annum is under-
taken, we might reach self-sufficiency in this raw miaterial in about
20 years yfrom now. Expansion of production by éxtension of rubber
arecas might shorten the interval by a .few years. Reckoning that the -
rate of internal consumption would be doubled say to over 52,000 tons
during the next 20 years we can obtain this ~quantity from about
2,00,000 acres of high-yielding replanted and new-planted rubber areas with
little or no surplus for export”.
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The views of the Rubber Board indicate that the rate of replanting and
new-planting carried out in recent years would not meet the demands of internal
consumption, and therefore extension of new-planting was urgently called for.

6. Elsewhere in the annexure XX is given the age group of planted
area in reporting estates. The replies received cover an area of 48,009 aeres.

Excluding 20,000 acres of a single company, the
Our figures of aged trees.  remaining area of about 28,000 acres forms 35%, of
: the total estate area of 80,000 acres (i. . exclusive of
the 20,000 acres of one company). Not much is gained by applying the
results of this study to the total area under estates to find out the area of aged
trees when actual figures of trees according to age are available if the Rubber
Board. Our figures, however, are useful in showing, management-wise, the
need for variations in fixing the individual limit of replanting by priorities and,
_ for a phased programme for renewing trees of different ages. The percentage
of trees aged between 46 and 56 years covered 26 to 28%, of the arca in the
case of reporting Indian companies while it was 10% for Rupee companics
under Non-Indian managing agegcies and 179, for Sterling companies.

7. In the group of trees aged between 36 and 46 years, the percentage
was about 22 to 259, for all types of managements except companies under
Non-Indian managing agencies which show 439%,. :

8. ~The age group study points to the need for priority for uprooting of
the older trees in any programme of replanting. The study has also a value
in pointing out the need for a phased programme. While an immediate prog-
rammé requires these two age groups to be tackled first, trees planted bet-
ween 1920 and 1930 will come up for replanting, in the next 10 or 14 years.
This area formed about 16% for Sterling and about 10%, for other major
groups. If the areas under trees aged bhetween 46 and 56 years and between
36 and-46 years are included, the percentage of old area that would need re-
planting would amount to 40.31 for Sterling, 53.07 for Rupee companies under
Non-Indian managing agencies, 53.85 for companies under Indian managing
agencies, and 48.06 for Indian Proprietary and Partnership concerns.

9. Case studies {(Vide Annexure XXI) showed that the number of
companies having maximum area under trees aged between 46 and 56 years
was the greatest in the Rupee Non-Indian section. Out of 7 Indian comp-
anies, 4 companies, had trees more than 46 years old. The Situation is simi-
lar in the group having area under trees aged between 36 and 46 years; only
6 out of 11 Indian proprietary and partnership concerns fall under this group.

10. Taking the total area of these two groups of trees aged between
36 and 56 years the following was the distribution.

’ TABLE LV. -

Table showing distribution of companies 5managemenl-wire) having lrees

: aged between 36 and 56 years.

No. of companies having a percentage of

Type of companies | Between | Between | Between |, Less than Nil.
50& 100 33&50. 10&33. 10.
1 2 3 4 5 6 -
Sterling companies & Rupee )
~Non-Indian companies. 4 3 2

Indian companies
under Managing Agents. 3 2 1 .+ 1
Proprietary and Part- .
Bership-lndian. . 8 1 4

irector Controlled- : . :
Public Ltd. and Pri-
vate Ltd. Indian. 2 .o 2

- Total. 15 .7 4 ‘s - .7
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~11.. The Rubber Board’s figures given below give an idea of the area
to be replanted under aged trees and low-yielding trees, '
TABLE LVL

Total acreage under rubber indicating the different ages of rubber trees on -
: estates and holdings as on 31-12-1953.

Estates (of | Estates & :
& above 100[ holdings Total.-
acres), (below 100

acres).
S 1 2. 3 4

-(iy Total area as on 31-12-1955. 105,093 102,147 207,240
(ii) Area older than 30 years. 54,720 16,759 71,479
(iii) Areas with trees aged 30 years '

and less but low-yielding mat- o - o

erial. 14,805 77,576 92,381
Total of (ii) and (iii) 69,525 94 335 163,860

Making a broad estimate, the Rubber Board said as follows in their
recent pamphlet on replanting. :

“Nearly 80% of our'2 lakhs of acres is under unselected low-yieldin.g
straing of rubher planted from 1902 onwards. More than half the trees
in 'this area have outlived their economic life.”

12. If the objective is to replace the existing area of low yielding trees
by high-yielding trees we should plan to replant 1.64 lakh acres out
ofy 2.07 lakhs of total acreage. But production should be related to demand,
and the amount of synthetic rubber expected to be produced in the country.
If weestimate the demand for the next ten years till 1965, the extra production
that will be needed will be about 20,000 tons which can be produced from I-2
lakh acres of high yielding rubber on the assumption of an yield of 800 1bs, per
acre.. The minimum area that should be brought under high-yielding rubber
may, therefore, be fixed at 1.2 lakhs: of acres. .

... 13. A scheme of yeplanting with better yielding seedlings meant an
initial loss in production” Old trees have to be uprooted. There will' he
little yield till the 7th year and thereafter it is estimated as 300 lbs., 500 Ibs.,
680 Ibs., . and 800 Ibs. per acre respectively for the succeeding years when
they came into full bearing. A certain amount of new planting will be
necessary to meet the loss in production. Further certain estatés may need
extension by new planting. Small holders too should be helped to own at
ledst .2 minimum of 4 acres which is , considered the minimum unit for
A single tapper. $ome estates will need substitute acreage as now planting
owing to unsuitability of lands for replanting.” Some may need extension..
At present Government have sanctioned a scheme of 70,000 acres to be
replanted with. high-yielding rubber within a period of ten years. We re-
commend that this target should be reached within a period "of 7 years
instead of 10 years. We further recommend that an area of 50,000 acres
should also be set apart for new planting with high-yielding trees. This
will bring a total of 1.2 lakh acres under high-yielding' rubber. This area
should be allocated to small growers and estates in an equitable proportion,
FEven though there is a greater area of low yielding trees to be replanted
by small holders, and a higher proportion showld therefore be granted -to
them, their capacity for replanting has also to be considered. The sane-
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tioned area of .70,000 acres of- replanting may therefore be allotted as
35,000 for estates over 50 acres and 35,000 for small growers holding 50
acres and less. In a similar manner the new planting area of 50,000
acres may be divided as half and half for each of the groups.

SECTION C.

Review of certain aspects of working of the industry.

We shall now study certain aspects of the working of the industry in
_order to understand its capacity to carry out this programme of replanting and
new planting. In doing so, we have also at the appropriate places,made our
proposals for strengthening them to.undertake this programme. The Rubber
Board itself has expressed the inability of the industry to catch up with the °
demand in the following words:

‘At the rate of replanting and new-planting which have been carried out

in recent years indigenous production might not catch up at all with

the internal consumption.” :

2. The magnitude of the problem would be apparent from the following
three extracts about the condition of trees from the report of the Tariff
Board in 1951 : ‘ T

Describing the age of trees the Tariff Commission report said in 1951 :—
“The plantations in India are mostly veryold and they are all of the old
seedling type which do not have the peculiar high-yielding characteristic.
* Only about 14%, of the cultivation is covercd by budded clones and a high
percentage of them have not yet come to the tapping stage.”

The Tariff Board report 1951 again said regarding manuring of
old trees:—

“Old rubber was not less than 85%, of the area in 1950. It is not generally
manured as increased yield is not visible from such trees in consequence
" of manuring. The area of newly planted rubber in an ‘yielding estate
which would respond to manuring was calculated as only 15%, of total
rubber area.”
The Tariff Board report also said :—
“In some rubber estates 10 to 159, of the old rubber trees have ceased
to yield latex. This would indicate that the remaining trees which
have been planted in the same period may become non-ylelding in the
course of another two to four years. These estates will have to under-
take complete rehabilitation within a very short period.”

Commenting on the results of maintaining aged trees the report
concluded :— -

“Madny of the plantations are old and their average yieclds have gone
down - considerably. Though some of these estates have replanted to
some extent, the benefits of such replanting have not so far significantly
affected total production,” Lo

3. As a result of inadequate replanting, despite increase in the aréa
-of high ylelding trees, increase in production has been little. The report of
the Commission on the revision of prices of raw rubber in 1952 referred to
inadequacy of replanting as compared to the increase in the area of old
rubber as follows (—

“Another factor partly responsible for the fall (in production) was stated
"to be-that every year the area of very old rubber which is ripe or
over-ripe for replanting goes on increasing; and it was not possible for
the industry to preventan increase in the area under old rubber trees.”
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A case study of the relation of mature and immature rubber area in
1933 in certain companies showed that in the case of some units there are
no immature ‘acreages while in some others the immature acreage is much
less than 21%. (Vide Annexure XXII). A garden should normally have
21%. under, immature rubber on the assumption that an area of 3% is
planted every year to renew old trees. ‘

The statement given in Annexure XXIII will show that out of total
plantings from 1939 to 1955 bi, both estates and holdings, 88% was contribu-
ted by new-plantings and only 12% by replanting. - :

4, Deterigration in rubber trees has also been brought about by inten-
sive tapping duﬁ;g the war. It was represented that :—

“Rubber planters had to take to intense tapping, nay even to slaughter
tapping to extract maximum quantity of rubber to meet war emergencies.
Then the government had given firm hope to the rubber growers by the
commitment of compensating the loss incurred thus but after the war
our Congress Government came into power and no compensation was
" awarded.” -

5. Poor cultural practices were also a factor responsible for low
yields. While cultural practices were very advanced in some estates, many
required stimulation and financial assistance to adopt them. The report of
the Tariff Board said in 1951 that:— '

“With the exception of a few well-managed estates and small holdings
the general maintenance of rubber plantations in India is not satisfactory.”

‘ The Development Committee report observed as follows about cultural
practices and costs : — '

““With the exception of well-managed estates and very few small holdings,
little or no attention seems to have been paid for soil conservation and impr-
ovement after planting with rubber. All thé top soil in these cases has been
washed away. Consequently the- trees are stunted and bark renewal very
poor ; yields of rubber in such areas should therefore be very poor.”

“To reduce the Indian costs of production of rubber to a standard which
would bear reasonable comparison with that of the major rubber producing
countries in the East, economies have to be effected even in the smallest

. items of the expenditure.”

“The low output per tapper may be remedied by planting trees on
contour platforms instead of in straight lines which even though may entail
a slightly higher cost of planting, will be more than compensated in working
costs of tapping spraying etc., in course of time. There is no reason why the
average tapper in India cannot complete tapping 250 trees on the steeper
older areas with an uneven stand of about 80 trees per acre and 300 trees
on the less steepy more closely planted area. Adoption of more intensive
systems of tapping in suitable areas of mature rubber particularly the older
sec:ilmg’ trees should prove more economic than ‘the alternative daily
system., -

. Large modern coagulating tanks arerarcly used. Modern smoke houses
in Malaya are cheaper in construction. Considerable saving in labour and
firewood may be effected by adopting these modern methods. Earnest efforts
‘ to adopt as many of them as 1Possiblf: should be made in order to reduce the
present level of high costs of production.” '

] ‘,(N_ote +— The UPASI angi a la_xgé Managing Agency company said in
their evidence that ““South Indian estates cannot at present compete in world
markets determined by a competilive cost of production.”)
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6. The present plight of the industry may be attributed to the policy of

price guarantee since 1943 which .was unaccompanied by a regulation of

" production techniques and profit allocations. It paid

Review of efficiency necded. the producer to keep even the oldestdrees despite their

: poor yields. . One, concequence of price regulation

has been the continuance of some companies and proprietary concerns with

low production and high costs. Absence of free competition amcng the prod-

ucers retained inefficient, low-yielding, and high-cost units. Tariff Board Report

of 1951 said that with the replanting of high yielding seedlings the cost would be
brought down from Rs. 128 to Rs, 64 and

“When such a position would have been reached, the industry
should be able to carry on without the protection or the state assistance or
with only a nominal amount of protection or assistance.”

In our chapter on ‘costs we have referred to high general charges,
increased tapping charges, and low expenditure on cultural ‘practices such
as pest, control measures. As government have sheltered the Industry
by restricting imports and fixing a price, it becomes necessary that the
standards of estate-maintenance production costs and distribution of profits
should be reviewed from time to time so that it may be ensured that
inefficient and uneconomic practices are not allowed “tc be continued in
the industry. For this purpose the development staff of the Rubbér Board
should be vested with power to inspect estates and to issue directives for
their proper maintenance and upkeep as suggested in a later paragraph.

7. We have suggested in our report on Tea.that dividends might be
reduced by 509, in order to increase the internal resources for replanting and
. . . .. meeting costs of labour welfare. Wg have similarly

N‘;s f°‘;i’°du°“‘?n in divid- recommended in the report on coffee that dividends
g:mm?;’dof: anaging a8°NCY  and managing agency commission should be re-
‘ ~ duced. These recommendations also apply to Rubber.

The following is the return per acre for the last four years, amount
distributed as dividends per acre, and managing agency, commission per

.acre in respect of 23 Indian companies and 4 Non-Indian companies.

No. of Cos. Returns per Dividend Managing
acre (in Rs.) per acre. Agericy

commission

per acre,
Indian 23 204 85 16
Non-Indian . 4 185 100 9

These averages do not show high dividends and managing agency
commission but case studies indicate figures on the high side. (See chapter
on ‘Profits’). Since the need for funds to carry out replanting is urgent, we
recommend that dividends and managing agency commission should be
reduced in those companies where they are on the high side. ‘

8. The Commission’s recommendations in ordar to improve efficiency

and to bring down administrative costs made in respect of Tea and

Coffee in paragraphs 8 to 13 of Chapter XIX and

Need for measures to bring  paragraph 7 of Chapter XVIII of the reports on

down administrative costs.  Tea and Coffee respectively have an equal applica-
tion to Rubber,

9. We shall now examine the provision for replanting made in the

price sanctioned for the producer and how far it has been utilised for this

_purpose. In 1944 a bonus was sanctioned at 2 pence

Replanting grant how far used. per Ib. for the duration of the war. In 1945 the

price of rubber was fixed at Rs, 100 per 100 lbs.

In the beginning of 1946 the price was reduced to Rs. 77-5-0 per 100 lbs,
In April 1946 the price was however increased to Rs. 87-1-0 per 100 lbs. "
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“With a proviso that the increase of Rs. 10 per 100 [bs. should be used for

replanting.” (Tariff Board Report 1951 p.23). o

Since then the price for rubber notified by Government from time to
time has always contained an element to cover replanting costs. In 1948
this was calculated as Rs. 6.25 per 100 lbs. by the Government Cost Accoun-
tant. The following were the price increases since-1-11-1948.

Perivd Price in Rs. per 100 lbs.
November 1948 to May 1949 Rs. 90- 80
June 1949 to February 1951 I Rs. 89- 8-0
March 1951 to May 1951 . Rs. 122- 8-0
June 1951 to October 1952 ' Rs. 128- 00
November 1952 to January 1955 Rs. 138- 0-0-
February 1955 to Augl}st 1955 Rs. 150- 0-0

Since August 1955 ‘ wee Rs. '1535-12-0
With the introduction of Agricultural Income-tax in T. C. State
(where most of the rubber areas are situated) the replanting allowance of
Rs. 6.25 became reduced to about Rs. 4. The Indian Triff Board in their
enquiry in 1951 determined the depreciation allowance for rehabilitation of
rubber trees at Rs. 4.44 per 100 lbs., and to provide for taxation a sum of
Rs. 2.38 per 100 lbs., was added to this. The depreciation allowance allowed
by them thus totalled to Rs. 6.82 per 100 lbs. Taking the rehabilitation
"allowance at Rs. 4.44 per 100 lbs., it works out to an annual sum of Rs. 15
lakhs for all estates over 100 acres on the basis of an yield of 350 lbs.. per
acre. At an average cost of replanting of Rs, 750 per acre then estimated
by the Tariff Board this amount would have been enough to replant annually
about 2,000 acres but the total replanting in these years had been much
less as shown below :—

Year Area replanted in acres.
1948 s 636 ‘
1949 310
1950 1,102
1951 656
1952 836
1953 668
1954 704

1955 : 35

10. These facts show that the amount included in the price as reha-
bilitation allowance has not been fully used by the industry for that purpose.
Some metnbers of the Rubber Board too were sceptical of the proper use of
the provision for rehabilitation by estates (Vide opinions expressed at the
15th meeting of the Board on 27-4-1953). '

11. The Rubber Manufacturers® Association after ‘reviewing the poor
rlcl:grcss of new planting and replanting said in May 1955 in its Bulletin as
ollows:— . : ‘

“If anything is to be done it must be done quickly and though one
would prefer to see private enterprise assuming responsibility for the control
of replanting and new planting, the industry in India is not sufficiently highly
organised to assume such control nor enforce wise planting by small holders.
Some Government control is necessary to see that the money is well-spent.”

. 12, Though Government’s intention was that the replantin

included in the price for rubber should be used for theppurpoge,an::;ggfge
practical appears to have been done to ensure that

Government control over the planters carried out this objective. The Ministry

the replanting grant of Commerce & Industry in their resolution dated
25th August 1951 said as follows regarding this:—
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“The Indian Council of Agricultural Research should, while examinig
the development scheme, also consider the proposal for the creation of a separ-
ate development fund. Pending the examination of this matter by the Indian
Council of Agricultural Research and the consideration of the Council’s reco-
mmendations in this behalf by Government, the Rubber producers should be
allowed to retain the element (Rs. 6.82 per 100 lbs.) provided for rehabilita-
tion in the present price of rubber and be given an opportunity to undertake
rehabilitation work in their estates and holdings. If it is found at the end of
the year that the rubber growers are not utilising the amount for rehabilitation
of their estates and holdings, the Government should consider the question
whether the fair selling price to be paid to the rubber growers should not be
reduced by the amount of the rehabilitation fund element. The attention of
the industry is invited to this recommendation.”

If action was to be taken on these recommendations, the Rubber Board
. should have maintained, a record of amounts with each estate for replanting, -
the amount spent for replanting, and the area replanted. Then alone would
Government have been in a position to decide whether this increase in price
to cover rehabilitation should be continued. No such action seems to have
been taken till now. While the evidence mentioned earlier goes to show that
the allowance for replanting was not utilised in full by the Industry.
The Industry does not aiso appear to have built up a depreciation fund out of
the amounts made available in price structure, .

13. The extracts of evidence given below throws light on the financial
aspects of replanting and new- planting :

“It is also not possible to raise such funds from the the investment mar-
ket since no investor can see any adequate return for his investment.,

¥ .
- Ignoring the fact that for Lhe nine years of immaturity the investor loses

Rs. 1,350 by loss of crop from the area replanted, he can see only an average
yield of ‘500 lbs. per acre or a profit of Rs. 250 per acre. No investor will
look beyond 25 years for his investment. If he does, he will turn to gilt-edged
securities. _ '

This 25-year investment therefore brings him,

Return
1. 9 years immaturity Nil
2. 16 years @ Rs, 250 Rs. 4,000
- Less tax (@ 333 %. Rs. 1,333
Rs. 2,667
Less amortisation

@ Rs. 50 per acre '
per annum. Rs. 800
Rs. 1,867

Rs, 74.6 per year =59%,. —_—_—
At the end of a long wait and with the risk of losing his capital no
investor would consider this an incentive to invest,” (UPASI).

) “The replanting of the estate has to be undertaken. The financial
requirements for replanting the 200 acres would be more than 2 lakhs of rupees.
The idea of replanting is under consideration but high tapping costs, special
problems of this estate, labour uncertainties and conditions of uncertainty of
future land policies regarding plantations, high agricultural income taxes which
are being pradually increased, uncertainty about the future prices of rubber
arc all there. One has to look ahead ten years, a peculiar thing in the plant-
ing industry. We beg to suggest the opening of a plantation mortgage banks
on the lines of the land mortgage banks to provide long term credit, repay-
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able in twenty years, repayment to begin after ten years. Interest for the
first ten years also should be collected only after the ten years period, in

instalments’,

“The controlled prices of rubber in recent years related to the profit
per lb. and per acre on the company’s rubber, and to the need for reserves,
replanting, amortisation etc., do not encourage expenditure upon planting
any substantial new areas or replanting any substantial portions of the
existing areas beyond the extensive replanting now in progress.

““The scheme should be for the extension of rubber cultivation on an
area of one lakh acres spread over a period of 10 years. In order to encourage
the producers to do this, a long term loan of Rs. 750 per acre should be
granted. It should be free of interest for the first seven years and repayble with
a nominal interest in 15 equal half-yearly instalments beginning from the 8th
year of its payment. The scheme should be put into operation as early as

ossible.” (Combined meeting of the planting committee and the small holdings
evelopment Committee of the Rubber Board on 21st February 1956).

“For replanting and other capital expenses money should be advanced
by state-sponsored credit institutions at low interest.”

“We would suggest long-term agricultural loans from Government for
capital improvement at low rates of interest on the security of properties and
for working capital, advances on the sccurity of crop and other movable
articles of the estates.”

“The Government to give loans on security of land at a normal rate of
interest and a long-term period for repayment. Interest at 43% and period
of repayment to be 20 to 30 years.

Alternately, the Government may substantially subsidise the dc;)c'lop-
ment of the industry.” .

“Funds may be made available to those planters who require at low
rate of interest from Government or quasi-government banks on long term
arrangement to repay.” :

“Advancing money through the Industrial Finance Corp'oraﬁons.”

14, Qur own figures of the arca to be replanted and the " available
working funds (Vide Annexure XXI) indicate that not all companies have
adequate funds to meet their replanting needs. The estates will need loans
to supplement the rehabilitation grant if a rapid programme of replanting
is to proceed smoothly. In addition, the estates will also need long-term
loans for buildings, plant and machinery. The extracts of evidence on this
subject are given below:—

(a) Inso far as generally and during the major portion of the year
the existing machinery is capable of coping with the manufacture
of total crops within 2 reasonable time, the existing facilities are
generally adequate. It is however a fact that in certain factories
and in certain conditions (particularly in periods of rush crops)
the standard of manufacture suffers owing to the inadequacy of
certain facilities (such as drying space and hot air drying), the
inefficiency of old machinery and the insufficient capacity of the
factories in general, C

(b) For reasons given under (a) a programme has been started and
will have to continue for the extension of certain factories (to
house new engines on new sites and new machinery) the replace-
ment of old and obsolete machinery; the addition of modern
machinery (such as rollers) and equipment (such as hot air
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drying schemes) and the general structural improvement of exist-
ing factories and necessary buildings (e. g., smoke houses.)

(c) Additional accommodation is required inside the factory for pro-
cessing rubber latex. Additional machines have to be obtained
which are not available immediately within easy reach. The
price of new machines is also very high; but negotiations are made
to procure new machines.

We recommend that the Industrial Finance Corporations and the
Co-operative Land Mortgage Banks of the States in which rubber estates are
situated, should meet all these needs.

The State Finance Corporations will have also to provide finance for
repayment of past debts in suitable cases. Future financing will be thwarted
so long as old debts remained.

While there could be no relief to estates heavily indebted, it should be
possible to redeem those having potential repaying capacity by arranging
for sale of a portion, adjusting the loans to actual sum of debt and a fair rate of
interest, granting instalments of repayments and repaying the creditors. Such
cases would need study by the Rubber Board. The State Finance Corporations
and the state Co-operative Mortgage Banks should provide long-term finance in
the case of estates which would work successfully with a redemption of their
debts. If a sympathetic policy is followed by these institutions, the financial
needs of the Rubber estates for medium and long-term loans for productive
purposes will be largely met.

The State Finance Corporations when considering applications for loans
from rubber estates will no doubt need the services of experts for the scrutiny
of technical aspects of the applications. For this purpose we suggest that
they, in consultation with the Rubber Board, should appoint a panel of experts
of standing with specialised knowledge « of .rubber production. The experts
may be persons drawn from the industry or from the expert staff of the
Rubber Board. '

The Rubber Board should have a Plantation Finance Committee
which should keep a’ close watch on the financial nceds of the rubber
industry and it should discuss the firancial requirements of the rubber industry
not only with the State Bank of India and the State Finance Corporations
and Co-operative Banks but also with Commercial Banks, and other financ-
ing institutions. It may also advise the Government regarding provision of
loan finance on easy terms to the rubber growers through one of the existing
institutions. If this committee finds as a result of experience of the working
of the Finance Corporations and other financial institutions that they are not
in a position to meet thelong-term needs of the rubber industry, it may make
necessary recommendations for the establishment of a new financial institu-
tion under the auspices of the Rubber Board.

SECTION D

A Replanting Programme

Having stated the problem in rubber as mainly one urgent need for

renewal of low-yielding trees by replacing them by high-yieldings scedlings

. and estimated the present need of replanting as

Regulation of replanting 70,000 acres.and new plating as 50,000 acres and

and new planting. .. having reviewed the condition of the industry. and

made certain proposals for strengthening it to

undertake an accelerated programme of replanting, we shall in this section
deal with certain principles of execution of a replanting programme.
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2. ’Thc first question to consider is whether there should be.state regu.
lation of replanting and new planting. The Rubber Board said in its evi.

dence:— '

“That the need for regulating expansion mipht_not arise until after 5
target of a total planted acreage of 2 lakhs of acres is re_achcd and that until
the above target is Teached the planting of new areas with ‘rubber may be

" left to the enterprise of growers without restriction.”

In fact, the necessity for state requlation has been already established
in the previous section on the review of the incl.ustry w}}grc, among other.
things, it has been noticed that though financial provision for replanting
was specifically included in the price the industry was tardy in the matter of
replanting. The broad principles of such a regulation are dealt with in this -
section. 1f yields are to be increased costs reduced itubber should not be
planted in unswitable areas. Rubber trees exist in regions of higher elevations
in lands where hard Iaterite, hard pans, and rocks occur within a few feet be-
low the surface of the soil or in exhausted soils subject t~ soil wash in slop-
ing lands. (cf. Development Committee Report). The Development Com-
mittee estimated the area of unsuitable lands as not less than about 10%,.

We recommend that the following principles should be observed in
regulating and new planting of rubber:— :

(i) The provisions in the Rubber Act for licensing replanting or new
planting should be rigorously enforced.. _

(i) Replanting and new planting should be allowed only in -areas suita-
ble forrubber. In permitting new planting, care should be taken to examine
unsuitable area under ruhber, if any, in the estate . concerned, and, in full
consultation with the estate-owner, a phased programme of abandonment of
such areas should also be prepared. A survey by the Rubber Board may be
necessary to mark out areas which are unsuitable for replanting and those
which may be suitable for new plantihg. . .

. (ifi) Replanting and new planting should be allowed only with high-
wtldiqg planting material approved by the Rubber Board. The Board should
for this purpose, arrange to provide good planting material from approved
nurseries and seed distributing centres. . ' ‘

{iv) In sanctioning replanting and new planting, the Rubber Board
should keep in view the latest developments in the field of synthetic. rubber
and the estimated demand for rubber.

(v) If .the, applicatinns for rep'anting and new planting permits exceed
1_:hc_ tar.'gf'ts.ﬁxed for.rcpla_mine and new planting, the Rubber Board should,
in issuing lirenses, give priorities to smaller holdings and smaller estates.

(vi) In issuing licenses for new plantines to exisling concerns, due not
should be taken regarding the fulfilment of their phased replanting pro-
gramme, a3 described in a later paragraph in this section, Further, in
-sanctioning future expansion, care has to be - taken to see that concentration
“of rubber area is not unduly increased in the hands of a few concerns...

Besides the above principles, it is for the Government of India to con-

sider as to how far it would be desirable to permit expansion of the Non-Indian
sector in this strategic and sheltered industry. ’

b 3. Unlike Tea or Coffee, certain principles regarding replanting have
een alrcady approved by government in the case of rubber. . For more than

. 10 years, the need has been ‘recognised for provisions
Replanting fund approved  for depreciation of the rubber plant; and an element
as early as 1951, has been added to the price to meet the cost of re-
L ] . planting. . Secondly, it has also been recognised that
this financial provision for replanting should be Invested separately as a de-
velopment fund, Thirdly, Government have sanctioned recently a subsidy
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scheme in which they have definitely stated that the subsidy should be subject
to the condition that the provision made in the price structure for replanting
in October, 1952 and February 1955 was fully utilised. Qur proposals regard-
ing replanting are mainly based on these approved policies.

. The Tariff Board and the Government were not sure whether the element
of Rs. 6.82 per 100 lbs., provided in the price as an allowance for replanting,
in the year 1951, should be funded separately or handed over to the manage-
ments. The Tariff Board said in its report that the payment of the rehabili-
tation amount to estates and holdings was just temporary and should be sub-
Jject to reconsideration if not spent for the purpose. This transfer was just for
the period when the Indian Council of Agricultural Research examined the
‘proposal for the creation of a separate development fund’. The Council re-
ported for a separate development fund and its administration by the Rubber
Board on 3-12-1951 as follows:— |

“The companies will do the replanting themselves and the cost for this
work will be given to them frém the Development Fund. The only machinery
required would be a small staff to check the accounting and claim of each
estate which will undertake this work., The rest of the work will be done by
the Research Board officials.”

This proposal provided (i) for a separate development fund for replant-
ing and not for new planting, (ii) scientific supervision over replanting by
officials of the Board and (iii) payment for each estate by an accounting staff.
The importance of a replanting provision had, therefore, been recognised as
early as 1946 and the need for separately funding it had been recognised as
early as 1951.

4. The question has been raised, whether in case of default in
spending the allocation on replanting, Government should not implement its
' own resolution of 25-8-1951, which was as follows:—
Mode of investment of “Government should consider the question
replanting fund, whether the fair selling price to be paid to rubber
growers should not be reduced by the amount of
the rehabilitation fund element provided in the estimate of fair selling price.”
The policy of reducing the price to the extent of the rehabilitation
allowance could be thought of only if replanting was a matter to be left to
the will of the private planter but since replanting is necessary for the pre-
servation of a national asset, the approach to the problem has to be different.
Recently the Government have said that when making subsidies for
replanting:—
“The assistance to be given will take into consideration the resources that
will be made available by the present increase in prices as well as the
increase made in October, 1952, '

The subsidy, according to this, should be limited to that portion of ex-
penditure on replanting which could not be covered by these increases in price.
In other words, the amount available with each estate as a result of
the relevant increase in price should be calculated and the subsidy could only

_supplement it. If, however, it is found that managements have already
distributed the additional profits brought about by the price increase and they
have neither internal resources nor borrowing capacity to reimburse the ad-
ditional price which they had received for replanting but had not used for
the purpose, replanting may not procecd smoothly. We, therefore, recommend
that the element provided in the price for replanting should be scparately
funded with Rubber Board to the credit of each estate and withdrawals al-
lowed only for the specific purpose of replanting. This fund may be called
the Rubber Replanting fund. The amount standing to the credit of an
estate in the Replanting Fund should go with the estate when it is transferred
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by sale or otherwise, to be held and used in the same manner. The scheme
shall apply in the first instance to all estates and holdings over 15 acres.
As regards recovery of the unspent balance of the provision for replanting
since October 1952, there are only two ways of doing it. The one is that
their existing working funds should be fully used and the second is that
financial provision should be made for a replanting programme before
declaring dividends or repartriating capital in the future. The recommenda-
tions we have made in the later para refer to both these proposals.

5. A phased programme of replanting for each estate to be implemented

over a reasonable period should be drawn up, taking into consideration its
internal resources the sum available in the Replanting

A phased replanting pro-  Fund, and the borrowings possible from the State
gramme. . Finance Corporations. This phased programme of
: replanting should continue even when estates are
transferred. In estimating internal resources, in as much as _thc present
plight of the industry is due largely to distribution of profits in the past
without making provision for depreciation of trees even though it was pro-
vided for in the sanctioned price, the amount needed for renewing the trees
should come from future profits. Maximum use of future prcfits for a replan-
ting programme before distributing dividends or repartriating profits will
therefore be justifiable. .

The success of the scheme depended on a proper integration of internal
resources with borrowings. We have already made our suggestions regarding
provision of financial facilities in an earlier section of this chapter. To imple-
ment this programme there should be a development staff to advise and
review it. For the phased programme to be successful, fullest co-operation
should be sought from the producers by the development staff of the Board in
preparing it. Normally it can be expected that producers will co-operate in
a scheme of rehabilitation which is necessary in their own interést. However,
some lcgal powers of compulsion may become necessary. As we have stated
in our report on Tea the provisions of the British Agricultural Act have a
relevance in this connection. Wide powers for investigation and issuing of
directives have already been taken by Government in this country under the
provisions of section 15 and 16 of the Industries (Development and Regulation)
Act as regards industries which come under its schedule, As we have recem-
mended in the case of Tea we recommend that in the case of Rubber also
Government should assume legal powers to make investigations and issue such
directives as may be found necessary for the proper maintenance “of fixed
assets including replanting in rubber estates,

A programme of this kind namely a replanting fund invested with the
Rubber Board, the preparation of a phased programme of replanting in full
consultation with producers which they should carry out, a maximum use
of working funds along with borrowings, a control over distribution and
repartriation of profits for some years, where necessary, in order to repay
borrowings and meet replanting costs in each year, a continuing liability on
new buyers to execute the programme, a development staff for advise, penal
provisions against defaulters, and resumption of estates under provisions
similar to those under the Industries (Development and Regulation) Act
reluctantly asan unavoidable last resort will meet the ends of developing the

- natural rubber industry. Similar principles of a replanting programme have
been claborated in the report of the Malayan mission a summary of which
is added as appendix to this chapter. '

6. Normally a replanting provision should be 3% of replanting costs
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so that ah estate will have the necessary funds to replace trees which become
uneconomic after a period of 33 years, As replant-
Estimate of replanting fund.  ing costs are ecstimated as Rs. 1,400 per acre, the
annual fund to be set apart for replanting would
amount to Rs. 42 per acre. This would work to Rs. 12 per 100 lbs. on an
acre yiclding 350 lbs. Before February 1955, the replanting allowance in the
price structure amounted to Rs. 6.82. In February 1955 the price was in-
creased by Rs. 12 per 100 lbs. partly to mcet the increased costs of replanting
and partly to meet increased costs of preduction. In August 1955 Government
raised the cess for research and development from 8 as. per 100 lbs, to
Rs. 6-4-0 per 100 lbs. and to meet the increased liability, increased also the
price by Rs. 5-12-0 per 100 lbs. Under the present rubber replanting scheme,
the total amount to be distributed as subsidies to growers over a ten year
period has been estimated as Rs. 225 lakhs or 22.5 lakhs per ycar. On an
annual production of about 22,000 tons this works out to about Rs. 4 per
100 lbs. Since these grants of subsidy are to be met out of the cess fund, it may
be taken that a sum of about Rs. 4 per 100 lbs. out of the cess of Rs. 6-4-0 is an
. amount available for replanting. A system of subsidies from a fund levied
from all producers will often result in one producer getting a larger share of
the benefit from amounts levied from other producers which is not justifiable
especially when most estates are deficient in their own resources to replace
their low-yeilding trees by high yielding ones. We propose that the ele-
ment of Rs. 4 per 100 lbs. out of the cess should also be funded in the
Rubber Replanting Fund along with the replanting allowance in the price
structure of Rs, 6.82 per 100 lbs. and the sum provided for rchabilitation in
the increased of Rs. 12 granted in the price notified in February 1955. i.e.
the amount for replanting included in this increase should be calculated
and added to the element of Rs. 6.82 already included in the price
structure for replanting. Thus our recommendation is that the amount which
has been specifically included in the price structure for purposes of replan-
ting.as well as the amount in the cess fund which it is proposed to use as
replanting subsidy should be put in the Rubber Replanting Fund of cach
estate 'in the case of estates and each holding in the case of holdings over
15 acres. With an increase in the area of high yielding trees the “replanting
cess” may be reduced from time to time. We also propose that the phased
programme of replanting should take due note of the replanting fund
available to each estate and enforce maximum replanting by its utilisation.
More funds will accure in estates having larger yields. In their case more
replanting will have to be insisted on as long as backlogs of replanting are
there so that they may fully utilise their funds. The replanting fund pro-
posed for rubber is only an implementation of the proposals made for it as
carly as 195]. It isintended not merely to cover future needs but alio to
clear past arrears of replanting. The actual expenditure incurred in
replanting even if in excess of the amount which under our proposals will
in apy case have to be credited, to the Replanting Fund, should be an item
of expenditure allowable for purposes of computing agricultural income tax.
In an earlier section we have outlined the proposals for assistance in respect
of long-term borrowings. Borrowings should be made possible on the security
of this Fund.

7. We have stated earlier that in August 1955 the cess on Rubber was
increased from Re. 0-8-0 per 100 lbs. to Rs. 6-4-0 per 100 lbs. to meet ad-
ministrative charges of the Rubber Board, and re-

Collection of the cess. search and other needs of the industry, This increase
of Rs. 5-12-0 was added to the notified price. Difficul-

ties are experienced at present in the collection of cess from innumerable
small holders. If, as provided for holders over 15 acres, the clement in the
price structure for replanting provided by the Tariff Board and in the recent
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price increase in August 1955 are to be set apart as a replanting fund, diffi-
culties in the centralised maintenance of a very large number of accounts wi
further increase. The principle of the replanting fund to_be invested outside
and to be drawn upon for the specific purpose of replanting should in princi-
ple apply to all estates and growers. The administrative difficulty stands in
the way of applying this sound principle to growers below 15 acres. We have
proposed co-operative organisations to bring together small units. We expect
them to come into being as early as possible. When such co-operative orga-
nisations develop, they should maintain the replanting fund for individua]
small holders. During the interval, we may permit the portion of the cess
intended to be used for replanting as well as the other elements in the price
structure to be retained by this class of small holders. We, therefore, recoms-
mend that holders of 15 acres and below should be made liable to pay only
that portion of the cess which is.intended to cover administrative, research
and other expenses of the Rubber Board but not the element which is to cover
the 1eplanting subsidy. We propose 15 acres as the limit for collecting the
reduced cess because a net income in rubber on the basis of existing returns
per acre will need at least this extent of area to maintain a subsistence holder.
In the matter of the collection of this reduced cess, if the units were large-
sized, the collection of the cess on the basis of production would present no
problems. But there are 26,787 units in the industry of which 25,312 are
units of 10 acres and below. The Rubber Board have to maintain a Jlarge
staff to compile production figures and verify them as to their accuracy in
order to ensure the full collection of the cess amount. A feasible method
from the administrative point-of view would be to collect this reduced cess
for holders of 15 acres and below on the basis of acreage. Since the yield in
the case of small holdings of 15 acres and less may not vary very much, it
should be possible for the Rubber Board to devise -a suitable formula on the
basis of yields for this class of holdings. Evasion of the cess by some holders
or excess collection from others are not likely to occur to a serious extent when
the average vield does not vary greatly. Such an amount can be easily, col-
lected .by State Governments along with land revenue and paid “to the
Rubber Board, after deducting reasonable charges for collection.

SECTION E

The new Replanting Subsidy Scheme,

1. A replanting subsidy scheme has been drawn up by the Rubber
Board with the approval of the Central Government in the Ministry of Com-
merce and Industry. This scheme provides for the grant of subsidy at varying
rates for the replanting of rubber in 70,000 acres in 10 years at the rate of
7,000 acres in'a year. The area to be replanted intany year may be increased
by the Board with the approval of the Central Government. The scheme will
be brought into full operation in 1957. The subsidy will be granted on the
following slab basis. -

: A. Growers of 50 acres and below (small growers).

(1) First 5 acres. oo Rs. 400 per

(ii) Over 5 acres and upto and including 10 acres Rs. 375 ’p,, e
(iif) Over 10 acres and upto and including 15 acres Rs. 350 , .
(iv) Over 15 acres . Rs. 325 :: ::

B. Growers above 50' acres

{i) First 20 acres. Rs.. 300 '
(i) Over 20 acres & upto and including 50 acres Rs, 275 . o
{iii} Over 50 acres Rs.: 250 ,, ,,
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The subsidy will be paid within a period of 7 years from Ist April, 1957
and in instalments, after the completion of the several items of work specified in
the Replanting Subsidy Permit to the satisfaction of the Chairman.

2. The following are the conditions relating to the grant of subsidy:—

(i) The minimum area that is intended to be replanted in any year by a
small grower shall be either one acre, or if the number of trees is less than sixty
in an acre so much area in which sixty trees stand, that area being decemed as
one acre for all purposes of the scheme; provided that, if in any arca the num-
ber of trees in an acre is less than thirty that extent shall not be included in the
arca to be replanted under the scheme.

(ii) The minimum area that is intended to be replanted by a large grow-
er in any year shall be five acres or 79, of the total area requiring replanting
within 10 years whichever is more. In calculating the acreage, the areas not
planted or sparsely planted shall be excluded in accordance with the principles
laid down in condition (i).

(iii) The maximum area or deemed area that can be replanted in a
year by a large grower shall not be more than 20%, of the area which requires
replanting in his estate within a period of ten years.

. The Planting Committee may at its discretion increase the maximum area
in any particular case provided the total acreage for which applicants have been
accepted shall not exceed the target fixed for the particular year including the
balance of the area in the target of the previous years not planted.

(iv) The land that should be replanted in any year shall contain rubber
trees not less than 759, of which are more than 30 years old or trees that do
not yield more than 300 lbs. to an acre or to a deemed acre.

(v) Replanting shall be done only with such planting materials as have
been approved by the Planting Committee and such planting materjals shall be
obtained from the Board or from other sources approved by the Committee.

(vi) The subsidy will be paid in instalments as shown in the Replanting
Subsidy Permit as soon as the operations specified therein have been completed
and the Planting Committee is satisfied that such operations have been done
in accordance with the specifications given in the permit. [t shall be compe-
tent for the Committee to decide whether to refuse payment of part or the
whole of the amount granted as subsidy, if the work done is not satisfactory. .

(vii) Interplanting with crops other than cover crops shall not be done
without previous approval of the Planting Committee or in contravention of
any of the conditions laid down-by it for any interplanting. The Committee
shall have due regard to the financial status of the applicant, the lie of land,
the fertility of the soil and the effect of the interplanted crop on the rubber
crop when considering requests for permission to interplant.

(vili) Tapping shall not be commenced in any replanted areéa unless in
the block selected for tapping not less than 75%, of the trees had attained a
girth of 20" at a height of 3" from the ground level and the Board’s Inspecting
Officials had certified to that effect.

(ix) The Board shall be competent to recover the entire subsidy from a
grantee or his successors in title if conditions (vii and viii) a e violated.

3. The Planting Committee will decide whether subsidy is to be granted
to any applicant or not. Ifit is decided to grant the subsidy, a Replanting
‘Subsidy Permit will be issued by the Chairman and a replanting licence will
also be sent along with it to the applicant. The permit contains instructions

“on how the work of replanting should be done to make t.ue permit holder
cligible for the subsiby and indicates the stages of work to be completed to get
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part and final payments of the subsidy, The Rubber Instructors will give advice
to the permit holders in all matters relating to replanting under this scheme.

4., This scheme marks the first organised attempt at replanting, The
proposals for replanting have beén already delayed by 5 years “since the De-
velopment Committee reported. Therefore, the phasing should not ‘be too
long.

.. . 5. Wehave estimated that there is need for replanting of 35,000 acrés
within 7 years (and not 10 years as proposed by. the. Rubber. ﬁoard)lfbr
estates and holdings of 50 acres and above, and of another 35,000 acres for
holdings of less than 50 acres. The holdings are dealt with in a separdie
section and we concern ourselves here with estates. The subsidy scheme
emphasises that it is only ‘a measure of assistance’ and ‘it should bear'a pro-
‘portion to the amount spent by the planter’. But the replanting programiiie
should not be left to the free will of the estates. The Rubber Board in con-
sultation with the producers should draw up a phased ‘programme for each
estate and see that it is implemented. In the subsidy scheme it is from the
cess collection that the subsidies are planned, to be paid.. If more is paid to
an estate as subsidy than what has been contributed by it, it can only be .at
.the expense of the contribution of another estate. When, the subsidy is paid
.put of the collective fund of the cess paid not only by estates'but also by hold-
ings, there is a possibility of the small holdings section which'is weak, contri-
buting to the replanting expenditure of estates and this will not be justifiable,
When the grant of a subsidy which will be about % of the total expenditure
is-dependent on the producer finding the balance of funds,. the result will be
that only those who have such resources will be able . to .take advantage of it.
Some of the big units have working funds of their own. A few. others who
Jave no such funds are in a position to borrow funds., .These will therefore
be getting a good part of the subsidy. 'Some producers, ,t‘drhptcdj_fby jhc wind-

" fall of the subsidy may be induced to borrow | at 'h'jgh _Tates ‘of interest. Aﬁy
scheme of replanting should be an intégrated one, pooling own resdurces “and’
borrowings. :

6.. One ot the conditions in the subsidy scheme for. ,b,é'in'g_'e’rititled to a
subsidy is that the lund to be replanted in, any :year, should contain (I,i‘:ubi?er
trees not less than 75%, of which are more than 3f) years old or trees that do
not. yield more than 300 lbs. to an acre. , This is intepded to prevent ?ﬁas’id'i'és '
going to applicants whose lands did not contain contiguous old or low yielding
.trees capable of being uprooted in one block. An ‘estate owner.who "did not
‘have such lands, loses his right for the subsidy. A rigid rule of this kind rieeds .
examination whether it would hinder replanting by owncrs ‘who have given a
better account of themselves and reward those whose record. of feplanting ‘is
very poor. The limited character of the scheme is also not in accordance
with the needs of replanting. It has been represented. that *The scheme .is
.intended to replant only a part of the area which it is desirable to replant.”
.Some may not join it. Some may benefit only partially, The small holders
representatives on the Board said of the scheme ;—

“Working on these figures it is unlikely that this scheme can 'meet -“t‘he'
estimated requirements of 40,000 tons by 1960.”

‘The scheme does not envisage any subsidy to those holding below 4.
on o o Wkt bty ok G,

and production and generally produce inferior rubher and therefore it is better
not to encourage the development or i““eése.'.of,.'s'uch '1101 d_iilgs, '.Fli';t‘lie; R
is said that the present price has praved an incenfiye, to small growers o keep
alive the existing trees as long as possible, , This apptoach, twatds small. gro-
wers arises from the fact that the subsidy scheine is mot. integrated with faat
of establishing sound units of production in the first instance. Su%s'iély to " big
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estates may mean in some cases reward for paying excessive dividends without
using it for replanting till now. Subsidy in certain other cases may mean that
good estates wli:iéh have spent their own resources to do some replanting in
the past are asked to finance bad estates which have more areas to replant.
Refusal of subsidy to uneconomic holders will mean that, instead of utilising
thé’ subsidy to make them economic, they have no redemption in the future:
Thus the subsidy scheme may give rise to a situation in which blocks of hold-
ings and estates which directly need replanting and which will be included
in ‘the 70,000 acres requiring replanting may go without being replanted 'for
want of funds. Subsidy without being properly weighted in favour of the
needy, and requiring as it does additional resources to match it will natu-
rally be’ taken ‘advantage of by big growers, This will result in' increasing
concentration of area in the hands of a few about which the Second Fived
Year Plan has cautioned in the following words : L T

“Care has to be taken to secure that development does not create fur-
ther inequalities and widen existing disparties.” (page 33).

7. Subsidy to uneconomic and small holders by way of common servi-
ces as uprooting of old trees, road making and social welfare can be justified
and they are dealt within the section on small holders. There should be an
exceptionally strong case for granting subsidy. There is no case for a sub-
sidy” except for those whose earnings leave no surplus for investment or are
inadequate for their maintenance and even in such cases controlled credit
over a long-term may be far more useful than a charity grant, The subsidy
scheme therefore will have to be revised in the manner detailed in our

proposals,

SECTION F

New Planting

1e small holder will find it more profitable to new plant instead (:5
replant as it' will enable’ him to'maintain the existing income from trees. Ne
p'lantirl “may be necessary’ to make uneconomic holdings economic. New
planting 'a:.é a substitute for unsuitable areas in the case of subsistence owners
l:hayy"béjtlxst,{ﬁable."" s : : ot

2. 1In the case of estates and the larger holdings, new.plantings may
be permitted in ‘the case of those who have no arrears of replantings and
those who conform to' the phased programme of replanting drawn up by the
Rubber Board. Certain exceptions may be made in the case of undersized
¢ompanies’ which' may need their "areas to be increased. In the past, new
plantings have been on a larger scale compared to replanting, resulting there:
]Ey in large areas comprising old rubber. To quote the statement of the.
] Sgﬁm‘l Government of "Ma:la‘)‘ra.' on the Report of the Mudie Mission

“Although in individual cases replanting may not be justified for
economical “or technical reasbns,’ ‘neither the Government nor the country
could afford"'to  see teris 'of thousands of acres of developed rubber in ‘thesé
areas degenerate into obsolescence. No amount of new planting in new areas
however desirable, that may be, could compensate for the appearance of
widespread distress in the old established areas of the rubber industry simply
due to a failure to replant.”

While one is not sure of the future of natural rubber, expansion should
be limited fo ™ demand "and related to the production of synthetic rubber.
Yt will * not be therefore " wise to "permit any new planting without proper
- regulation. “We have  ‘already referred to the need for new planting of 25,000
acres by estatés to meet the losses in production arising from uprooting olq.
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trees and to meet the increasing demand. The question is to what extent
this area may be distributed to existing owners of estates. Generally, estate
owners will find it difficult to undertake at the same time both replanting
and new planting with their own reasources. But when they are permitted
to do 30, loans should be made available to them by the state finance
corporations for new plantings also. For the purpose of maintaining produc-
tion at the required level both the new planting and the replanting schemes
will have to proceed together. Lands for new planting will have to be
approved as suitable. A technical survey will have to be conducted for
this purpose. In the allocation of land for new plantings under the various
management groups in the industry, we repeat, that care should be taken
to sec that development doesmot result in increasing disparities between
the several sectors or lead to concentration of production in a few hands.

SECTION G

Labour Relations.

The future development of this Industry depends on proper relations.
Wehave referred to labour conditions in detail in the Tea and Coffee
reports. The recommendations in these reports have an equal application
to rubber. There are however ceitain points which need emphasis in
- relation to rubber. A uniform Minimum Wage is notified for tea, rubber,
and coffee by Stiate Governments, This may not be proper as the Minimum
Wage is based on the number of consumption units and the number of
earning members in a family and these may not be uniform in these three
industries, Secondly, Minimum Wages should not markedly differ from state
to state as otherwise these would thereby affect the profits of the industry
and create discontent among labourersalso. Thirdly, in industries such as
coffee and rubber in which the minimum price is sanctioned by the Central
Government on the basis of ' costs, a substantial element of which is wages,
consultation with the price sanctioning authority is necessary in changing
the Minimum Wage, as otherwise the price sanctioned may have no relation
to costs. Fourthly, the provision that labour should do the “customary
work” proves another hardship to small holders. The existing rule gives
room for labour to refuse to transport latex from the tree to the factory on
the ground thatit is not ‘“‘customary work”. Estates may be able to afford
. to employ specialised labour on tasks but a small holder has not got adequate
work to be given on a single task hasis, A single labourer may have to
perform all kinds of work in a small holding. The small holder should
therefore be free to engage labour on the minimum time wage. *

Labour relations are not as happy as one would like them to be. This
affects the efficiency of the industry. As we have dealt with this subject in
detail in the Report on Tea, we are not repeating it here.

As regards the implementation of the Plantation Labour Act, our
{{cgrl;:mcndatmns in Chapter VII of our Report on Coffee apply equally to
ubber.

SECTION H.
Sale of Rubber Estates.

Elsewhere in the chapter on Capital Structure we have referred to a
large number of Tndian companies having a comparatively high amount
of share. capital. This has partly its roots in the purchase of estates at high
valuation. Another consequence of such purchases is the stinting of
legitimate expenses such as improved agricultural practices to which reference
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has been made in the chapteron Costs. As purchases of estates at high
prices affected the financial soundnessof the industry, we are referring in
this Section to the need for careful and cautious valuation. ' Wrong valua-
tions have serious consequences to the industry., It might lead to over-
capitalisation and may effect the forcign exchange position on account
of repatriation of the sale proceeds of Sterling estates. Proper valuation is
particularly important in case of rubber in which the State notifies a price
based on cost of production and a reasonable return on capital invested,

2. A study of recent valuations of estates which were sold and
on which the Capital Controller sanctioned share -
Rules of guidance capital and dcbenture issues indicate the need
necessary, for and the directions in which rules of guidance
] were necessary in making such valuations.
(i) Old trees had a lower yield and had to be maintained at higher
cost. But all trees were valued at a uniform price.

b (i) Valuation has to be differentiated for low-yielding and high-yielding
rubber.

(iii) Valuation reports .referred to the poor condition of buildings such
as hospitals but did not take into account ‘the liabilities that would fall
on the new buyer to renew them.

(iv) In the calculationof netincome, income and expenditure of the
latest year was taken into account. Netincome might vary over a period
as a result of increased or decreased costs and yields. A longer period should
be chosen.

(v) Costs should include provision for depreciation of trees.

(vi) Calculation of future returns should be carefully done, basing it
on the capacity of a normal management to make the estate economic and
efficient and not on what is possible by an ideal management.

(vii) In calculating returns on capital invested, tax alone is dedl-xct.cd
from the profits but not other items like the managing agency commission
and interest.

(viii) As sellers will not generally spend on improvements, returns from
which they will not be able to realise after sales, and hence_thc property
may be neglected before sales, a certain allowance in sale price to restore
the property to normal order will have to be deducted.

(ix) As there are large variations in the valuation by employers’ re-
presentatives and the appraisers of the Rubber Board, greater scrutiny will be
necessary in accepting them. .

(x) Whenestates with a very large arca of trees 43 years old which
have been tapped for 35 years are sold, valuers say that even a lo_w yield is
possible only for the next. 10 years. But this low yield is capitalised as if
the tree will yield for another 30 years. In such cases the income should be
capitalised for valuation only for 10 years.

(xi) When estates are sold and bought by the same person in the capacity
of a private owner as seller and a company of which he is the managing direc-
tor as buyer, close scrutiny will be necessary about the valuation.

L3
It is, therefore, necessary to have definite rules of guidance and standardised
forms giving full descriptions of the condition of the estates so that the sub-
jective element in the valuation is reduced to the minimum.

3. We have made certain recommendations in our reports on Tea and
Coffee regarding regulation of land sales. They have an equal application
to rubber. They are reproduced below as applied to rubber estates:
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We recommend that if the seller or a prospective buyer so desire, the
Rubber Board should send its expert evaluators to assess the price of the
rubber estate. Such evaluators should be selected out of a panel of experts
to be maintained by the Rubber Board and a”suitable charge
for this service may be made from the parties concerned. Such’ evaluations
should also be done for the benefit of the Department of = Company Law
Administration and the Reserve Bank of India, as and wh_en_ necessary.

The Rubber Board should satisfy itself in regard to every sale that the
seller has credited to the Replanting Fund what is due from him and also
transferred the necessary funds provided for the execution of the phased
replanting programme.

"In order to make sure that the buyer becomes aware of his obligations
to the workers employed and takes responsibility for their continued employ-
ment on the same terms as under the previous employer, there should be a
stipulation in the deed of trausfer that the buyer takes this responsibility and the
buyer should also intimate accordingly each employee so taken over, under
advise to the State Commissioner of Labour.  Where that is not done, the alter-
native should be for the seller to be required to compensate his labour under
Section 25 (F) of the Industrial Disputes Act, as if they were being retrenched
and for the buyer to engage them afresh. In such a case, to avoid hardship
to the retrenched labour, the provisions of Section 25 (H) of the Industrial
Disputes Act which gives retrenched labour priority in the matter of re-employ-
ment, should apply to the buyer. A tribunal in Assam has delivered the
following judgment in respect of staff: .

“When an estate is sold as a running concern the incoming management
must take over the staff in addition to ordinary labour on the same terms
and conditions they had under the out-going management.”

The principle stated in the judgment should be followed invariably in
all cases of changes of ownership of estates. ‘

We have already proposed that a development staff should be respon-
sible for implementing a phased programme of replanting as well as replace-
ment and renewal of plant and machinery drawn up by the Rubber Board
in consultatipn with the producers concerned. This staff should also survey the
newly purchased estates and provide every assistance to the new owners
where ngcessary to bring the fixed assets to a normal condition.’ = !

We have proposed at several places in this Report certain additional
functions to be conferred on ‘the Rubber Board. As we have recommended
in the case of the Tea Board, we feel it is desirable to provide for the
constitution of some additional standing comimittees of the Board to carry ont
these functions. Provision should be made in these committees for cg.
aperation of experts whose knowledge and experience will be useful. These
experts could sit a3 non-voting members,



APPENDIX

‘Summiry of the Principles of the replanting programme in the
Report of the Mission of In&u.iry into the Rubber Industry in
alaya.

A.  Replanting cess and Fund.

1. “Regular provision for replanting is essential and it should be
made before profits are calculated. Such regular provision is clearly not being
made by 'the'estates’'as a whole.” .

2. “There exists at present a replanting cess réturnable to estates
only to the extent that they have incurred expénditure on replantiig. 'But
it amounts only to 1.8 cents per lb. ~The only way in which it can 'be
ensured that proper provision will be made by ‘estates for réplanting 'is to
impose an adequate replanting cess.”

, 3. “The cess should be at a flat rate at so much per Ib, Proper
provision for replanting depends not only on ‘the cost of replanting but also
on 'the yield per'acre. There is therefore no one rate of cess which can
be said to be appropriate in all cases. In fizing the level of the cess all
that can be done is to ‘balance the advantages against the disadvantages™.

4. “The cess must be fixed at such alevel as to endiire on thedfie'hdnd
that it provides reasonable security for the amounts that an estate ‘may'have

_to borrow from the fund in order to'carry through an adequate replanting
programme and on the other that the surpluses of ‘estates that ‘neéd not
borrow ‘from the fund are not excessive”.

5. “Taking everything into consideration, the great variety in the circum-

'stances of individual estates, the necessity for financing the poorer estates, the

“undesirability of locking up unnecessarily large sums belonging ‘to the better
estates, and the uncertainties regarding the cost of replanting, we decided to
recommend that the replanting cess should be 4.5 cents per 1b.” (100 cents
=1.563 rupees Indian).

6. «This cess will be retained as a replanting Fund for each ' ‘estate
according to the 'amount in lbs. of'its export.”
B. Funds for ‘Replan'ing.
1. “Direct subsidisation of replanting from general revenues 'is finan-
cially impossible™, .
2. “Extension to estates of the special cess-subsidy system already adopted
to secure 'replanting by small-holders would be grossly iniquitous,”

3. “There is no guarantee that the resulting addition by reduction of
taxation would be used for replanting.”
4. “Another possibility is the provision of easy credit facilities by
government. There are serious objections to this.”

(a) Occasional borrowing can be no substitute for regular prov'ision for
replanting,

(b) Repayment of capital would have to be required ‘only dver' a period
from say the 9th to the 25th year, and interest - pdyments tequired
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only from say the seventh or 8th year. Risks of default would be
high.

(¢) The security would not necessarily off set there. Full market values
would be difficult or impossible to obtain at forced sales.

'(d) The risks involved for the estates themselves might appear to them
" too great. They would be averse from borrowing at known prices
for rubber and having to pay back at unknown possibly lower

prices. _
C. Loans secured on the Replanting Fund.

1. “Wedo however recommend replanting loans differently secured.
What is required is accelerated replanting, even if necessary at the.expense
of replanting later on. (2} In suitable circumstances estates should be able
to overdraw on their accounts in the replanting fund. (3) Each application
for a loan from that Fund would have to be treated on its merits. A
full technical examination of the replanting plans and practices of the estate will
have to be made by the technical staff of the Fund. Consideration will have
to be given the character reliability and skill of the applicant. After the loan
has been provided regular inspection of the progress of replanting will be
necessary, It will be necessary also to keep a constant watch on the estates’
balance to see whetherit would be possible to increase the rate of replanting
should the estate desire to do so, or whether it is necessary to curtail that
rate as the outstanding balance is excessive. The Fund should therefore
have on its staff men with sound practical experience of rubber planting and
it would appear to be essential that it be managed by a banker of wide ex-
perience. {4) The main security for a loan from the Fund will be the future
payments of cess but it will be necessary to make the loan a first charge on
the land to cover the odd case when the estate ceases to produce. (5) If the
ownership of an estate is changed, the credit like the debit must go with the
estate, It should not be open to an owner who has a credit in the Fund and
who does not wish to replant to sell his estate and then withdraw his credit.
(6) If the Fund is not to be abused it is essential that interest be charged
at a rate comparable with that normally attached to loans on good security,
(7) The question of paying interest on balances naturally arises. It would
be anamalous to pay interest to an estate simply because it did not replant
or did not replant quickly enough. Provided however that this was avoided,
it might be possible to devise a scheme for paying a low rate of interest on
some of the balances in the Fund. (8) The Replanting Fund should charge'
besides interest, fees for inspection and something in the nature of bank’s
charges. The proceeds of the cess must riot be looked upon as going into
a pool which is ultimately to be shared by the estates. The proper analogy
is rather that of a bank in which each estate has its own separate account.
(9) Replanting Fund would require outside finance (of the order of 40 mil-
lion at ity peak) if a regular 39, replanting programme was undertaken.

D. Credit Balances in the Replanting Fund,

1. “At the other end of the scale would be the case of those high-
yiclding estates whose replanting credits in the Fund would be large and ex-
ceed their cost of replanting. Provision would have to be made for the re-
turn of the surplus balances to those estates. (2) No refund should be made
unless the estate has an immature area of about 219, or more. (At 39% of arca
to be replanted annually and as plants mature only from the 8th year, the
immature area is calculated as 219,). Exceptions will have to be made in
the case of estates whose percentage of high-yielding material is so large that
the maintenance of an immature area of 21% would involve the cutting
down of trees the felling of which would be uneconomic. (3) An estate with
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an immature area of about 21% or more should be entitled to automatic
refund of its balance if its yield exceeds a certain figures which in the interest
of the smooth working of the fund should not be placed too high. We think
that an estate with a regular 3% replanting programme which has at present
a yield of about 550 lbs, should be able, when the time comes, to compen-
sate successfully with the producer of synthetic rubber. We suggest therefore
that an estate with a yield of 550 Ibs. or over and an immature area of ap-
proximately 219, or more, should be entitled to an automatic refund of its
balance.

E. Diverse crops.

The estate owner should also be allowed to draw on the Fund to replant
any crop other than rubber which appear to him advantageous or to plant a
new area to rubber within the limits imposed by the estate’s present and
prospective credit balance in the fund, '

CHAPTER XI

The small grower in the Raw Rubber Industry.

In this chapter we shall discuss the problems of the small growers.
Under the Rubber Act, a small grower is defined as one holding 50 acres
' _ or less. We have, however, included in this group-
Intreductory. all those holding up to 100 acres. Among these,

growers holding 15 acres and less form a class by
themselves. Their problems are studied in greater detail and a Special
scheme of assistance proposed in later paragraphs of this chapter.

- . A very large number of small holdings existy
Concentration of small holdings in the Indian rubber plantation industry. These

N are largely conceutrated in the Kottayam district
of Travancore* as shown below. '
TABLE LVII

Table showing distribution of small kold'ngs.

Total for the whole Kottayam
Industry. district,
‘Size of hoitdings :
No. of Area " | No. of Area
Units. (in acres) | Units. (In acres)
Up to 5 acres. 23,364 45,193 20,639 38,563
Over 5 acres upto 10 , :
acres . 1,948 14,083 1,380 9,729
Over 10 acres upto 50
acres. . 1,475 30,394 765 14,349
Total 26,787 89,670 22,784 62,641

(85%) (70%)

Note:—Figures in brackets are perceatage to total of Cols. 2 aad 3 respec-
tively. ) e

Source:—Rubber Board,

®There has been a slow movement towards the high land for work in the
plantations—the plantation industry absorbs practically the wholc of the poputation of the
highland—Kottayam with its vast arca under high land has 87% of persons in primary
industries (not specified under cultivation) engaged in plantarion industry. 1In the whole
state of Travancore-Cochin primary industries ubsorb 14% of self-sujorting persons.  Qut
og til):nis, 459%, were engaged in fishing and 43% in plantation industries, (Census Report
-1951), - -
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“This concentration should facilitate the successful promotion of state
parinered co-operatives among the small holders.
3. The second fact to be noted about small growers is their
0 . reliance on mixed crops for their livelihood, 1In
Diversified cropping 1950 the Rubber Board made an investigation
and said as follows: ,
“Qut of 35 holdings investigated in 2 centres, 32 have mjxed crops
like cocoanut, pepper, tapioca etc., besides rubber in cultivation. Tn
many cases the arca planted with rubber is smallgr than that of other
crops.” :
The diversified economy makes small units less vulnerable o price
falls. i
4, In small units tapping may be increased or decreased when
rices rise or fall more easily than in case of

Greater elasticity of production the Jarger plantations with their heavier overhead
in small holdings. charg .

The Malayan Mission Report makes pointed reference to this fact in the
following words:—

“An estate’s tapping programme is desighed to produce the best result
in the long run and so when prices rise, production increcases very little, if
at all. When prices fall, on the other hand, to reduce tapping only increaseés
the difficulty ofp covering overheads and other fixed charges. Estate produc-
tion is therefore very inelastic. These considerations apply also to small
holders but with less force. Most small holders probably have no long-
term tapping programme and are more ready to increase or”decrease their
tapping as the price of rubber rises or falls. In many cases ton, unlike the
tstates, they have some alternative source of income to which they can
turn, when rubber prices fall. Small holders production is therefore
considerably more elastic than that of estates.” )

_ ' 5. The small growers suffered under many handi-
In ternational agreement worked Caps which have resultéed in  their stunted
against small boldings. growth. . .

India was a party to the International Rubber
Regulation Scheme which operated between 1934 and 1942. During this
period the area of new plantings by small holders was less than thosé by
estates, though in some carlier years (1925-28) and also in some later years
(1%4-3-46) the small holders had shown more plantings (Vide Tables LVIII
and LX).

TABLE LVIII

Table showing plantings of rubber since 1925,
) (In acres).

Estates of 100 acres and Small holdings less

over, than 100 acres.'
1 i 2 3

Planted ecarlier than -

1925 54,720 : 16,759
In 1925. 829 : 3,987
In 1926. . 6,335 17,071
In 1927, 5,661 7,055
In 1928. 2,389 3,437

Total. 69,934 ' 48,309
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The increase in the area of small holdings 1925-28 was about two
hundred psr cent of their area in 1923 while the increase in the area of
estates over 100 acres was only 309 of their area in 1925. This showed
the virility of small holders to expand in a free economy. Commenting on
this fact the report of the Indian Tariff Board 1951 said:—

“It would appear from this that the highly remunerative prices of
rubber in that year attracted many small agriculturists to go in for rubber
planting......The trend was for an increase in the acreage under small
holdings than in estates.”

The International Rubber Regulation Agreement which operated between
1934 and 1942 affected adversély the expansion particularly of small holdings.
The Tariff Board said in its report:—

“But for the restriction of new planting imposed by the International
Regulation Agreement, the rate of plantings of rubber during the restrics
tion period would have following the trend of prices more closely.”

Under the International Agreement, the quota for ecxport was fixed
as a percentage of standard output. The determination of the standard
output was varied from timeto time. The larger cstates were able to
increase their output owing to their better resources but small grqwers had
various difficulties in doing so. Hence a larger quota for export was
available for the former. Further, the coupons for exports were transferable
and small holders found it profitable to sell them to dealers who were
qualified to buy them when they were also owners of rubber areas, and also
to big producers. Small holders who were not alert and assertive could not
get their standard output fairly assessed. It should be noted that under the
agreement surplus stocks could not be accumulated by the producing counties
New planting was prohibited except for experimental purposes but replanting
upto 209 during the five control years 1934-1938 was permitted, Thus
the control did not give the small holders any benefit from increased
yields and areas as compared with big producers.

“Regulation of output increases permitted the encouragement of a
profitably high price level without at the same time attracting increasing
supplies from many small holders.””> (World Rubber and its Regulation
K. E. Knor Stanford University, P 111)

6. The consequence of International Rubber Restriction Agreement
was a decline in the tempo of planting by small holdings as compared to the
pre-restriction period. The following table illustrates this:

TABLE LIX
Table showing planting of rubber between 1935 and 1942.
(Tn acres)
Year Estates of and above Small holdings less than
100 acres 100 acres,
1 2 3

1935 95 3
1936 631 5
1937 1,264 45
1938 1,616 161
1939 2,833 1,185
1940 2,528 1,367
1941 1,341 789
1942 3,446 2,464

Total 1355¢ 6,019
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In the pre-restriction period between 1925 and 1928, the increase 1n
planting by csptatm was 15,21‘31- acres and that of holdings was 31,550 4. ., IE{'I;)I‘C
than double the arca planted by estates, Between 1935 and 1942, the position
was reversed as shown in the table above. In 1942 a new situation aros:i;
The rubber producing countries like Malaya, Java and Burma fell in the han
of Japan. The Allied Powers had to depend on rubber produced in regions
within their own control, In India the rubber control and Production Order
1942 was passed underwhich the Central Government purchased all the
rubber at prices fixed from time to time. The monopoly purchase was ter-
minated on 30-4-1946 but price control continued. The disappearance of res-
triction on replanting and new planting with the cessation of the Interna-
tional Agreement in 1942, and the assurance of a plarket ai a fixed price,
resuited in 1943 “in the largest increase in planting in any one year singe
1926”, During this period the small holders planted a larger area than
estate-holders, as is shown in the following table : :

TABLE LX
Table showing area planted and the kind of planting material ufzd;

(In acres)

Estates Of which budded Small hold- | Of which budded -
Year area rubber and clonal | ings area | rubber and clonal
. "planted | seedlings rubber. planted. | seedlings rubber,

1 2 3 4 5
1943 5,879 3,310 8,789 1,179
1944 4,937 2,238 6,784 562
1945 5,331 3,149 4,849 309
1946 1,892 1,062 2,396 169

Total, 18,039 9,759 22,818 2,217

.Since 1934 rubber has been under conitrols, firstly under thé International
Agreement, secondly under Bulk Purchase Scheme during the war, and after .
that under the price regulation scheme of the government. Compared to estates,
the small holding area rapidly expanded in a free economy between 1925 and
1928; depression had its effect on the expansion there-after; the International
Agrcement restricted it further; during the war the removal of restriction on
plantings and the Government purchase scheme at fixed prices gave a fillip
to expansion. In September 1947 price of raw rubber was fixed at Rs. 72 per
100 lbs. under the Production and Marketing Act 1947. The rate of planting
of small holdings began.to decrease with this reduction in the notified
price. ’

7. Commenting on low rate of planting after 1946, the report of the
Development Commitiec said “the rate has dropped progressively 1o a very
low level in  1949”. But since 1951, plantings by small holders has shown
un increase with the increase in notified prices,
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TABLE LXI.
Table showing plantings by estates and small holders since 1947,
(in acres)
Year Plantings by 'estates over By small holders
100 acres.

1 2 . -3
1947 ' 1,467 1,375
1948 1,001 334
1949 904 209
1950 1,359 145
1951 1,087 243
1952 1,240 375
1953 1,370 795
1954 1,592 809
Total. ~ 10,020 4,285

8. One fact should not be forgotten in the comparative study of area
planted. Small growers did show during the war period a greater extent of
planting. But they had neither technical assistance nor better yiclding plants.
. Hence between 1943 and 1946 while estates planted 9,759 out of 18,039
acres with Detter yielding ‘plants (about 509,), small growers . planted only
2,217 acres but of 22818 acres with such plants (about 10%). Their
expansion was greater than that of estates in this period but mainly low-
yielding trees. :

This dearth of good planting material and technical assistance remained
uncorrected even after the Rubber Board came into existence. During
the period 1947-1954 small holdings planted better yielding plants in 1,648
acres while the estates 7,393 acres. While this is the position regarding
plantings in general, replantings also have been very poor. Commenting on
poor replanting by small growers, the Development Committee said in 1950:—

“This is regrettable because it is in the small holdings that rubber trees

have deteriorated very badly almost beyond repaid and replanting was

more urgently required”.
_ Until March 1950, the statutory price for rubber in India was appreci-
ably above world price level. From April 1950 the international price became
abnormally high being around Rs. 300 pcr 100 lbs. The rubber producers
made strong representations that the statutory prices for rubber  should
be increased appreciably to provide higher profits and reserves for
rehabilitation. Accordingly the price was raised to Rs. 122.8-0 in March 1951,
During this period April 1950 to March 1951, the notified price was not attrac-
tive enough to encourage new planting or replanting. The Tariff Commission
wrote as follows in their report about the condition of small holders :—

“Many of the small growers intend to abandon rubber cultivation and
utilise the land for growing more remunerative annual crops......... Some of
the small holders have already cut down their rubber trees and have alrea-
dy planted tapioca. In afew holdings the tapping of the preserit stands
of rubber have been stopped and the small holders have begun the
spreading of peppervines which they have recently been cultivating. The
price of essential commodities has gone up......... The increase in price *of
rubber has been small as compared with other commodities™
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9, This, in short, is a review of the ups and downs in the development
of small growers. That the small growers have, despite severe odds, continued
to retain a place in the rubber economy is proof of their resilience. They have
further shown in recent years a keen desire for using high-yiclding planting
material out of their own resources. It was represented that during 1953 :—

“The demand from small holders was for 30 lakhs of clonal seeds out
of which only 10 lakhs could be supplied. They wanted one lakh of budded
plants for which 5,000 were supplied. They wanted 3 lakhs of clonal plants
for which 5,000 were supplied. They wanted 3 lakhs of clonal plants for
which 1} lakhs were supplied during the year 1953.” (Indian Rubber
Grower Vol. 3.1 P. 14).

10, The following is the position regarding needs of replanting in
Greater percentage of respect of holdings of less than 100 acres.
low yielding area. .

Out of a total area of 102,147 acrgs under holdings below 100 acres,
almost the whole area required replanting. While in the case of estates,
area of trees not older than 30 years which required replacement by better
yiclding seedlings was only about a fifth of the total area under low yielding
trees, in the case of holding it formed about 809%,. (Vide Table LVI in
chapter X). If the whole area of trees older than 30 years and thatef
ordinary low yielding trees of 30 years and less was compared to the
total area, the needs of replanting were greater under small holdings.

Estates of 100 acres ~ Holdings below 100 acres

. and over (in acres), (in acres).
1. Total area 1,05,093 1,02,147
2. Low yvielding 69,525 94,335

9% of 2to 1. 669, 929/,

11. While in estates the area of low-yielding trees decreased between
Recent increase under low-yicld- 1950 and 1954, it increased under small

ing area. holdings.
Estates low yielding Holdings low yielding
Year area (acres). area (acres).
1950 74,473 63,429
1954 69,701 67,482

A scheme of replanting along with subsidies for small growers of 15 acres
and less as a solution to the existing condition of a high-percentage of low-
yielding and aged trees is discussed in the final paragraphs of this chapter.
We shall now consider the main problems of small growers relating to in-
sufficiency of land, land tenures, indebtedness, cultural practices, processing
and marketing and the possibilities of a co-operative organisation.

12, The main problem of the small grower is insufficiency of land,
“An average family of threc workers is able to
work and manage a holding of 12} to 15 acres.
Holdings of less than 5 acres in area which do not
give full employment for at least one worker are uneconomic and. an economic
average family holding should consist of 10 to 15 acres.  According to this
general definition all small holdings of less than 5 acresin area are all
uncconomic.” (Development Committee Report). '

Inadequacy of land—
the main problem,
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A minimum holding from the point of view of giving a minimum drea
for a single tapper is 4 acres. A rubber holding should in the least comprise
an area of 4 acres. The table given below indicates the average holding for
those holdings 5 acres and less as about 2 acres. The area of the holding
has therefore to be increased for a very large number of holdings.

TABLE LXII.
Table showing size of holdings and estales

As on 31st December -
) . 1946
Size of holding. . Average Avcrage
No., Acres. |acre per [ No. Acres. | acre per
holding. holding.
1 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 7
Upto 5 acres. ™ 13,156 19,082 1.5 23,364 45,193 2
Above § upto 10 acres. 1,290 8,595 7.0 1,948 14,083 7
Above 10 upto 50
acres. 1,311 24,881 19.0 1,475 30,39+ 20
Above 50 upto 100 acrés. 187 12,458 67.0 209 16,756 80
Owver 100 acres. 215 93,304 434.0 237 1,00,813 425

The table shows that the number of holdings of 5 acres and below was
13,156 in 1946 and 23,364 in 1955. This increase is to be attributed to the
registration in 1955 of a number of holdings not reported to the Rubber
Board in earlier years and is thercfore no indication of an increase in the
number of units. Considering the income from rubber, a subsistence holding
giving a net income of Rs. 1,200 per year* should comprise about 12 to L5
acres of rubber area. This indicates how much more land a small holder
will need if we consider not merely the minimum tapping unit of area but
an arca of a subsistence holding. Where of course the net subsistence income
of Rs, 1,200 comes from other sources, the minimum necessary for a
small grower in rubber may be less. .

Apart from the nced for making economic units by the provision of
additional land, a scheme for consolidation of holdings may also be neces-
sary as in the casé of other crops. When once small units are consolidated,
they should in law be prevented from being broken up in the future.

13. There are three prevailing forms of land  tenure in small holdings.

One form relates to ordinary leases. The Development Committee Report

pointed out that holdings of 15 to 100 acres emplo-

Land tenutes, yed generally outside labour. "The owners might

cither reside on the holding or not. In the latter

case, a manager has to be appointed for supervision or the holding is leased
out. According to this report under such leased holdings,

‘the lessee overtaps the treesto obtain the maximum profit without

due regard for the health and longevity of the trees. Further little or

 no attention is paid by him for the improvement of the holding.

All these render leased properties progressively low-yielding and

uneconomic.”

*The report of the Committce on $iz¢ of holdings of the Planning Commission
(February [956) said :—

“According to the data on pational income, the annualincome per earner in agricul-
ture amounts to Rs. 500. Assuming 2 to 2.5 earners in the family of an agriculturist, the
annual income of an average agricultural family should come to Rs. 1,200. Adopting
this a8 a rough basis we suggest that a farm which yiclded a gross average income of
Rs. 1,600, or a net income of Rs. 1,200 and is not less than a plough unit or i3 multiple in
arca may be considercd is afamily holding.” * .
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Another form of tenure was crop-sharing by small holders. - Under
this tenure, the price of rubber when sold is shared equally between the
owner and the tapper.

Crop-sharing results in intensive tapping by the tapper and poor invest-
ments in improvements by the owner. The former wants'more quantity
to be tapped and the latter would like to stint in expenses on improving the
holding. :

The third form of tenure is the holding of land by tenants under Tenancy,
Acts which provide for fixity of tenure and fair rents.

Unless fixity of tenure is assured, and fair rents on rubber lands frozen
at the level existing before planting of high yielding trees by the tenant and
rents were not raised from time to time with the greater improvements
made by the tenant, and compensation for improvements provided in
case of surrender of the land, the benefits of replanting and new plant-
ing will not satisfactorily reach the tenant. I addition to such a land re-
form, there will always be the need in rubber holdings for an agency to take
charge of leased properties, so as to maintain them in efficient condition and
pay also a rent to the owner. The proposed joint-farming society mentioned
in a later paragraph, should be able to take charge of such leased lands.

i4. The Rubber Board was good enough to supply in response to- our
request data regarding the debt position of 21 small holders in Kottayam divi-.
. sion of the T. C. State. These holdings are below
Debts of small holders. 25 acres and the particulars obtained are analysed
’ in Annexure XXIV. As our coverage is poor,
these figures can only be taken as illustrative of the indebtedness of small
holders but no general inferences can be drawn therefrom. The majority of
the creditors are private money-lenders. The loans are generally granted on
personal securities. Loans are repaid from the returns from cash crops, such as
pepper, cocoanut, ginger etc. The rate of interest is generally 12%. Out of
21 holders, 10 were free from indebtedness and the remaining 11 covering
125.15 acres of rubber and other lands had outstanding debts totalling
Rs. 19,300 or Rs. 155 per acre. The quantum of debt of these holdings is’
not excessive. ' . :

15. The following are extracts from evidence and reports of ‘the Tariff

Commission, Rubber Board and the DeVelopment

Cultural practices, Committee regarding cultural practices. The Tariff
Board said in its report 1951 :—

“In many holdings the selection “of proper varieties of planting material
has not been carefully done and this has resulted in lower yirc):lds pcg;-' acre,”

The Rubber Board said in its half-yearly report ending June 1954:—

“A preliminary survey of conditions in rubber small holdings by th
Field Officer revealed that the condition of trees and methods of tagliing ang
preparation of smoked sheets are really bad in the vast majority of holdings.”

The Development Committee Report said:—

“Dusting and spraying machines are required for the lication’
treatment against leaf disease which takes a.(%leavy toll of lea.vz::lgpev(:aaryO;rle:;v.gf
the repetition of which over many years .result in retardation’ of growth of
the trees and poor yield. They cost about Rs. 30 per acre. It is rather un-

economical for small holders to possess either of th i
treatment is beyond the means gf many of them.."ﬁsc machines snd cost of

Mr. K. L, Kershaw, Travancore Rubber & Tea Co. Ltd.,, Mund
kayam refers to the assistance which can be given to small holders for d::.:ltiril
for the control of phytophtora, a serious discase of the rubber trec, 8
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A successful solution to the problem of dusting will prove of enormous
benefit to the small holder and the moderate sized rubber estate. With the:
large acreages that can now be protected with a day’s dusting it is not un-
reasonable to assume that the larger holders would readily come to the assis-
tance of their small neighbours in order to keep a district as free of infection
as practicable. It would also prove possible for the Rubber Board to ecquip
the field inspectorate with the necessary machinery so that the latter may
move among small holdings to provide the necessary technical knowledge
equipment and know-how.” (Vol. 4 July to Dec. 1955 Indian Rubber
Grower).

We have mentioned in the chapter on Research and Advisory Services
about the need for maintenance of a staff for pest control by the Rubber
Board which would help growers, particularly small growers, in dusting and
spraying. We also recommend the establishment of central clonal seedling
nurseries and instruction in improved and less severe methods of tapping for
small holders. .

16. The small holder suffers for want of rollers to machine the rubber
sheet. It was represented at the meeting of the Rubber Board (20th meeting
17-9-1955) that there were 14,000 small holdings
Processings. and the supply of two rollers was not going to im-
prove matters. The smalil holder would hurry through
the stages of preparation which however require time. He is not interested
in improving the quality when the dealer purchases in lot without reference
to proper grading. His equipments being cheap are poor in quality. They
may not have the ease of use and may sometimes affect the quality of rubber,
What is needed is a chain of primary co-operative societies maintaiming smoke
houses for taking delivery of the latex of small holders and making smoked
sheets of uniform and good quality.

Latex marketing has also great scope in the future. To quote from a
speech of Mr. Cecil Stack, the Managing Director of Dunlop Rubber Com-
pany at a meeting of rubber manufacturers:—

“It is undoubtedly true that sheet rubber from small holdings can only
compete with smoke sheet from large estates at a considerablev discount.
With the increasing uses being found for ordinary latex however, a new field
is being opened up which offers some hope for reducing this discount, Both
Malaya and Ceylon offer many examples of latex being collected from
small holdings and brought to a central bulking station rather on the lines
of a dairying scheme. Subject to proper precautions being taken against con-
agulation of latex enroute.there is no reason why small holders’ latex should
not command the full controlled price for this grade less whatever small
charges may be necessary for the collecting agent. Latex foam goods have
obviously come to stay and it would repay the Indian Rubber Board to
consider whether a scheme on these lines could not be introduced for the
benefit of the small grower”. '

17. If the small growers’ rubber can be purchased in the. form of
latex for preservation, he can get the best price without any expense on
' roller’s acid, dishes, smgke house etc. But owing o
Co-operative smoke houses climatic conditions latex obtained throughout the
recommended, year may not be suitable for preservation. Subject
to this caution, there is considerable scope for ex-
pension of latex marketing if state-partnered processing co-operative factories
for this purpose are started. These processing societies will have to
combine marketing along with processing, The difficulties of the small
grower in respect of marketing are dealt with in the Chapter on the
marketing.
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18. The trouble however according to the Rubber Board seemled to
lie in the proper management of co-operatives. The Development Commit-
tee recommended the formation of experimental
co-operatives. On the recommendation of the Tariff
Board Government said in their resolution (25-8-1951)

that:—

“the Rubber Board should take suitable steps to improve the marketing
organisation for rubber at an carly datc in the light of the findings and re-
commendations of Shri Reddy’’. ‘

\ Investigations on this subject by the Board resulted in the following
findings:—

(i) “The efforts of the Board so far in inducing the small holders to

form co-operative societies had not met with success, owing to lack

- of enthusiasm on the part of small holders themselves to the propo-
sal. But the Board is of the view that the scheme should be kept in
view for implementation if and when the small holder takes interest
in it.” (Evidence of Rubber Board).

At the 16th meeting (November 1953) of the Board the Chairman stated
that the scheme for co-operative marketing ‘could not be implemented owing
to the reluctance of small holders to join the society’.

The Board oppointed a committee which reported in May 1954 that the
scheme was impracticable.

(ii) A preliminary investigation report of the Board stated:—
“A few educated small holders who were interviewed were very criti-
cal about the proFoscd society. Owing to very good demand they do
not scc any use of a co-operative society even if it is practicable to
form one. They said that their interests will be better served by re-
moving price control of the Board purchasing their rubber at con.
(tirol}cd price when there is no demand for their rubber from the

calers.

(iif) Another report of the Board stated:—

“The fact that such interested small holders may ecasily become
victims of the proposal and other machinations of middlemen who
usually purchase the small holders’ rubber to kill the co-operative
society should not be forgotten.”

(iv) “The co-operative officers of the State pointed out that ‘no ’
. . . r
society functioned in Kottayam division.” producer

The above mentioned points of view high-li hted the follow iff i
in the proper working of co-operative %ocieti&s. ollowing difficulties
i The middlemen .namely Dealers for some bj
also dealers would throw obstacles in the way of r.h: soéﬁ:tg.r oducers who are

ii The small holders were. very critical because they id ¢
the money lcnder-pum-dealcx'. .who had better resources .tyh:’rf rtehii;afrifio Sght
also afraid of possible losses in ‘marketing. . ere

ii The Board wanted that the small’ holders should tak initiati
in forming such society; the latter had little resources of their o;nthtz lggl-ﬂfttl;:
pqwcrful money-len er-cum-dealer-cum-big’ producer who was connected
with the big business of rubber manufacturers. ecte

iv. The co-operative officers did not evinc i i
B ¢ an :
such societies. : : ¥ interest in promoting

19. Owners of big estates who themselves have more affinities ‘with big

dealers and big manufacturers cannot be expected to “promote actively the

Difficulties in organising
«co-operatives.
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cause of small holders which might adversely affect some of them in their
business. The big manufacturer worked- through dealers-cum-money lenders
who were financed by private banks in towns and who had sub-dealers in the
village who were ecither big producers or money lenders. Village-lendership
rested with the latter. - A report of the Rubber Board no doubt recognised
though feebly this root evil when it said that small holders may easily be~
come victims of machinations of middlemen to kill the co-operative societies,
We have given in the appendix to this chapter relevant extracts from the
report of the Rural Credit Survey Committee which has brought out vividly
the marketing and credit problems of the rural producers, the unavoidability
of State partnership to build the marketing organisations of small holders
and the principles and procedure to be followed in organising central mar-
keting societies, We have indicated in Paragragh 25 the lines on which'a
rubber marketing organisation should be promoted for $mall holders.

20. In our report on Coffee we have analysed the problem of credit of

the small producer and suggested certain remedies. In Rubber the place of the

. small producer is even larger than in coffee. The

Suggestions for improvement Temedies we have suggested in the report on Coffee
of Co-operatives. apply to Rubber also.

21. Co-operative Banking institutions have so far done little for finan-
cing the small grower either by way of short term loans or long term loans.
Primary Co-operative societies of a multi-purpose character are in the first
place essential if full finance for the crop is lo be satisfactorily provided to
the small-holder. The rubber grower required supplies by way of manures,
spraying materials and tools for tapping and husbandry. He also needed
help in processing and marketing his rubber. The primary societies should
therefore be able to provide short term credit and the supplies and services
required. It will include in its membership all rubber growers big and
small. It will be the agency for implemtnting the subsidy and assistance

scheme in respect of holders having 15 acres and less, discussed in a later
section.

22. The function of this multi-purpose Co-operative Society should
not merely be the provision of credit, supplies and marketing but also the
introduction of improved methods of rubber production and processing and
helping to carry out the target of production according to the plans of the
Rubber Board. For successful working, the societies will have to be of adequ-
ate size to sustain a whole time trained manager and a full complement of
necessary staff. The existing pattern of credit service by the Reserve Bank
provides that the rate of interest to the grower should not exceed 63%. The
Reserve Bank lends at 13% to the Apex Banks which lend at 249, to the
Central Co-operative Banks which in their turn lend to the primaries at 44%.
The margin of 1%, thusleft tothe primaries may not be suflicient to meet
the expenditure on a wholetime trained manager and necessary staff. As
recommended in our report on Coffee, this margin may be increased by 1%
if one of the intermediaries, namely the Apex Bank as one of the two good
signatories for endorsing 'the pronotes of, primaries is removed. Apy addi-
tional funds for the maintenance of a trained ‘manager.should come from the
R.ubber B;:ard in so far as this manager helps the advisory service in its exten-
sion work. -

As we have recommended in the case of Coffee, we recommend in
the case of Rubberalso that the Reserve Bank may consider granting of
permission” for the formation of a special Rubber Co-operative Central Bank
for the Rubber growing areas which though spread over different states are
located mainly on the south-west coastal belt. Such a Bank may provide the

- necessary supervision for these societies,
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3. The main problem in the provision of long-term credit to the

small 2holdm's. who arcp largely subsistence farmers is that they have no secur_n}r1

: to offer except their h?ldmgs,‘ rtzt.ul:nsg fxt';(l):;i ng:ll\::es

- i will be barely sufficient, for maintainin, ‘

Long-term credit and their fan’:ilics. Their replanted and new plan-

ted areas could be offered as security but ordinary finaricial institutions may

not be willing to advance long term loans on - their security. _Recovery

of loan will not be possible during the non-productive period of ba

re-or new-planted area and the full loan will take about 25 to 30 years to be
repaid.

24. As we have recommended in the case of Coffee the solution of this

difficult problem lies in the formation of State-partnered co-operative joint

' farming societics on the lines recc_ommend_cd in our

Need for joint far- report on Coffee.  Such a society will provide inten-

ming sociclics, sive supervision, preparatory services for replanting

and new planting, long-term and short-term loans,

services, supplies and processing as in ordinary multi-purpose primary socie-
ties.

The use of the word “joint-farming’ should not be taken to mean pooling
of lands of small holders. Cultivation in individual family holdings need not
be disturbed. But uprooting of low-yielding trees, clearing of new areas,
maintenance of nurseries, and bud-grafting may be done jointly. Areas gran-
ted to small holders for new planting may get common services as above
mentioned, Areas which are relinquished may need the  care of such societies
until new settlers are found. Some owners may prefer to leave their
lands to the society when they themselves do not cultivate. .Such holdings too
may have to be taken care of. A plan of supplementary crops and/or livestock
and poultry rearing may have to be promoted as an adjunct of small subsis-
tence holdings, Joint-farming should be interpreted in this sense and not as
pooling of lands as a large-sized plantation.

25. We have in this scheme provided at the bottom for ordinary multi-
purpose primary societics and joint-farming societies of small growers of
rubber. They will have to be fostered by a central

Central marketing socic- co-operative bank, a central supply society, and a
ties. central marketing society. As there is no marketing
agency for rubber, central marketing societies are

necessary to collect latex directly and process it or collect the smoke sheets
where primary multi-purpose: socicties undertake processing. The primaries
will be affiliated to them. The marketing societies should purchase outright
the rubber and collecta charge for meeting administrative expenses and
‘losses in marketing. They should provide the service of grading. It should
be a condition of the license granted to the manufacturers for the purchase
of rubber that they should make purchases of rubber preferentially from
thess societies. The socicties should have their warehouses and special
grading inspectors. These societies should be partnered bv the Rubber
Board. The Board and the affiliated societies will hold shares in these societies.
A certain number of dircctors will be nominated by the Board. Others will
be clected by the affiliated primaries. Care should be taken to see that the
directors have no personal interest in marketing as dealers and represent only
the producers. The senior staff of these societies shall be appointed by the
Board. The societies will get marketing finance on the pledge of produce

f;;onkthc R2szrve Bank through the proposed Rubber Co-operative Central
ank. B .

26. We have mentioned in Chapter X that the ‘Rubber Board are
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now implementing a scheme of phased replanting of 70,000 acres which is to
) be partly financed by grant of subsidies at varying

A replanting and new  rates for both estates and small holdings. We have
planting scheme for discussed also the question of grant of subsidies to
small holders. estate and holdings over 15 acres and outlined a

* scheme of loans against a compulsory replanting fund.

We shall now discuss this question as it applies to those having 15 acres and less.

27. Grant of subsidy is justifiable in the case of those who have no surplus
income nor can offer adequate security for long term loans. Where loans can
be given by combining an element of subsidy in it such as interest-free loans,
or loans over long periods which will naturally involve risks, the method of loan
service rather than free grants is preferable in the interest of building self-

respect in the applicant and soundness in the business for which the loan is
advanced.

Additional land is needed to make holdings economic. The loss in
production of the uneconomic holder holding less than 15 acres resulting
from the up-rooting of old trees for replanting has to be met. He has to maintain
himself during the period when the plants have not attained maturity.
New planting may have to be permitted for uneconomic holders where this
is preferable to replanting. This may be costly for the small holder to
undertake without the aid of a subsidy. Soil erosion has to be prevented
in the new planting areas by providing grants to small holders who
undertake approved soil conservation measures. Subsidy may be paid in
kind and take the form of supply of planting material, fertilisers, fencing
materials, cover crop seeds, services for bud-grafiing, clearance and prepara-
tion of the land and free pest control service etc.

28. In distributing permits for replanting, a certain percentage of
area will have to be fixed as the maximum for each estate or small holding.
Small holders holding below 15 acres should be

Principles of a replanting allowed to replant and new plant a minimum of

_ policy. " 4 acres though it exceeds this percentage. Deterior-

ation of soils in a locality also requires consideration.

29, The problem of accelerated replanting is mainly one of drive, intense
supervision, co-ordination of various activities of different agencies, and the
active co-operation of the grower, The problem therefore is one of providing an
administration to work at high pressure. Need for caution is equally great in the
matter of proper recruitment of the personnel, training, supervision and direction.
A special programme of this kind will have to be implemented on the lines of
Community Projects through provision of targets, well-designed co-ordination,
an adequate decentralised staff under a central administration, periodical
meetings, a pursuit of targets round the year, and public co-operation. _As
mentioned in the Report on Coffee there should be a development officer
in charge of development, and the subsidy and co-operative schemes for
small growers below 50 acres. Public co-operation should be fully enlisted
by forming local associations. Instructional leaflets, talks and demonstrations
by the staff, courses of instruction in replanting, appointment of small
holders in local committees, who thereby get opportunities to receive upto-
date information on replanting, may all be necessary for the education of
the small holder in improved: practices. :

30. As far as possible, subsidies should be for collective services, and
in kind. Even a long-term loan over a long period, either interest-free or
at a nominal rate of interest, has an element of subsidy in it. There are risks
of the plants being affected by destruction or disease during their immature
peried and After. The employer witness gave evidence on this question
before the special Industrial Tribunal, Madras as follows:—



110

- #All forms of animal life are destructive to young rubber: hAll domtsltelsc
animals cat away the young rubber. At early stages of growﬁ raits, 11110470’
porcupine can destory young plants. -~In my own estates I avlt]: ost pe
trces in  the last 3 years' equal to about 17 acres of plantation aVl?g
knocked down by elephants. Once to my knoweldge 11 acres Odi');ou“g
rubber were destroyed by a family of porcupine. Apart from diseases
there is considerable loss from storm and winds. Every estates loses some trce(si
annually from these causes. Fire can damage tapping panels of |:rees'r3.n1
cause severe damage to trees ina clearing. Because trees were formelis ¥
grown on river banks, some damageis caused from floods. Sun can a 3
cause damage to young clearing where newly budded -rubber require
to be shaded from the sun.”

31. Just as therc is provision for suspension and remission of land
revenue in years of failure of crops, some amount of irrecoverable loans
due to the causes mentioned above may have to he written off. A fund to
meet losses will be necessary in the case of loans.

32. Services of this nature which contain an element of subsidy may
have to be provided in respect of growers of less than 15 acres. It remains
now to extent of funds that will be required and the sources from which
they could be raised.

33. As regards the urgency of increasing the area of high yielding
rubbber in small holdings the Minister for Commerce and Industries said
during the debate in the Lok Sabha on the Rubber Amendment Bill in 1954:—

“There are estates which produce as much as 1,200 lbs. of rubber per
acre as against estates which produce only 200 lbs. 'per acre and we
in trying to fix the price have taken the minimum at about 400 lbs. per
acre, That shows that those estates which are really efficient and produce
1,200 lbs. are making colossal - profits when we fix the price on the basis
of 400 lbs. per acre. He was even prepared to be autocratic in the
matter of helping the small growers if it was possible for them to take a
step in that direction withodt injuring the larger interests of the country.
He was even prepared to make a departure from the existing position by
giving a higher price. But a method must be evolved by which the smaller
producer got a little more.” '

34. We have stated elsewhere that the total area for replanting to

be allocated tosmall holders of 50 acres and below should be half of 70,000
acres which is the area that is now planned for

Allocation of arcatobe  (i..e., 35,000). We recommend that out of this
replanted by holdersof 35,000 acres the Rubber Board should allocate
15 acres and Iess, asuitable area for replanting by holders below 15
acres taking into account the condition of trees

and other relevant factors.- The areca to be allocated for replanting by
those holding. less than 15 acres may roughly be taken as not less than
21,000 acres making an allocation on the basis of proportion of the
area under the group below 15 acres and the group between 15 and
50 acres. We have also stated that an area of 25,000 acres should be set
apart for new planting by small holders of 50 acres and below. Outof
this about 12,000 acres may be set apart as a provision for making une-
conomic units of .less than 4 acres into holdings of 4 acres, where suitable
land is available in the vicinity of the holdings. On "an average this
will provide for 6,000 uneconomic units of 2 acrcs each to be increased
to 4 acre units, The proportion fixed for new planting by small holders
should not be a rigid one. In view of the existence of 25,000 uneconomic
units needing added lands whatever is not taken up by medium growers
holding between 15 and 50 acres should also be made available for new
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planting by those holding 15 acres and below. - The cost of replanting in
the case of small holders may be taken asless than for estates since the
former have far less overheads to meet. We have estimated the cost of
replanting for estates at Rs. 1,400 per acre. In the case of small holders
the cost for replanting as well as new planting may be roughly put at
about Rs. 1,000 per acre. The cost of replanting 21,000 acres and new
planting 12,000 acres (exclusive of cost of land) would thus work to about
Rs. 3.3 crores, spread-over a seven year period i e. about 48 lakhs per
year. We expect that the allowance for replanting permitted in the price
structure for rubber would be utilised by the small holders to the maximum
extent possible.

35. We have now to consider how additional funds for this purpose may

be raised. Recently a device has been adopted in order to get for the Rubber
Board the difference in price between imported and

A small holders’ assist- ~indigenous rubber when the price of the imported
ance fund proposed. rubber is less than the Indian controlled price.
The Board resolved on 12-6-1956 that : ‘suitable

measures be taken so that the difference between the Indian price and
the import price of rubber may ensure to the advantage of the Board.’

Government issued on 6-8-1955 a public notice (12. Pub. (2)-56-31-7-56)
as follows :—

“Government have decided that imports of the following grades of raw
rubber would be licensed to actual users on an ad hkoc basis

Crepe rubber other than sole crepe.
Sheet rubber.

Scrap rubber.

Latex.

Synthetic rubber.

Reclaimed rubber.

o oe TP

Imports would be licensed subject to such conditions as the licensing
authority may deem fit to impose.”

36. Under these conditions the Rubber Board will issue the licence
only 10 those importers who agree to pay the difference between internal price
and imported price to the Rubber Board when the price of the imported
rubber is less than the Indian controlled price. The amount so realised is
to be utilised for providing assistance to small holders. This device climinates
the risks and administrative responsibilites involved in "importing rubber
and distributing it to the manufacturers. But it has been objected to on
the ground that it is inequitable and unethical. Moreover, the income

" from this source will also be very variable and no planned assistance will be
possible on reasonable estimates of the income,

37. . A better way of providing for a Small Holders’ Assistance Fund
would be to levy a suitable surcharge on the excise duties on rubber
manufacturers. We have observed earlier that the amount
Surcharge on excise  required for carrying out the new planting and replanting
duty on tyrcs suggested. programmes proposed by us for small holders of 15 acres
and below would be about Rs. 48 lakhs per year for seven
years. A part of this amount should be met by the small holders from the
element for replanting provided in the price of rubber and the reduction in
the cess recommended for them. We feel that the balance can be made av- .
ailable by a surcharge on excise on tyre manufactures of about 29 ad va-
lorem. We accordingly recommend that such a surcharge on excise be levied
on tyre manufactures to provide for the Small Holders’ Assistance Fund,
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The Small Holders® Assistance Fund should be administered by the
Chairman of the Rubber Board in consultation with a ‘committee of small
holders. The Chairman will use the agency of the co-operative institutions as
far as possible in implementing the scheme of subsidy and loans.

The amount of subsidy and the loan payable to this section of the small
growers from this fund must be adjusted to the amount needed to supplement
the resources available with the growers themselves, i.e. the element for re-
planting allowance included in the price structure and the element in the cess
amount which is allowed to be rctained by this section of small holders,

" When the co-operative institutions recommended by us come into being, we
expect that all the small holders will become their members. When this is
done, our recommendations for formation of a compulsory Replanting Fund in
the case of estates and holdings above 15 acres should also apply to these
holders of 15 acres and below. The replanting fund would then consist of the
element allowed in the price stiucture as an allowance for replanting and the
reduction in the cess which we have recommended for them. Both these am-
ounts would be collected from each holder and credited to a separate Re-
planting Fund for each holding to be maintained and administered by the co-
operative socictics when they are formed. The loans granted to these small
holders would then be adjusted against the amounts accruing to the replanting
fund as we contemplate ‘the State Finance Corporations and -othér financing
agencies to do on behalf of the larger estates.

38. To recapitulate, we recommend the establishment of a Small Holders’
Assistance Fund to be made up of a surcharge on the excise duty on rubber
tyres. This fund should be utilised: '

(2) to issuelong termloans for replanting and ncu-rn planting to small -
holders owning 15 acres and less;

(b) to meet losses in the recovery of longsterm loans;

(c) to payto individual holders cash subsidies for the maintenance of
the small holder and such other items of expenditure on replanting and new
planting which cannot be paid in kind;

{d) to distribute to individual holders subsidies in kind such as planting
materials, fencing materials and fertilisers; ' ‘

land (¢) to provide common services such as clearance and preparation of
and. '

APPENDIX.
Extracts from the Report of the Rural Credit Sarvey Committee.
Principles of co-operative marketing

*Co-operation can succeed only if between the forces of co-operation on
the one hand and the opposing forces of private credit and Pprivate ‘trade on
the other the disparity that ever tends to be present does not exceed certain
rcasonable bounds. In India the external forces pitched against co-operation
have in many insidious ways entered into and vitiated the internal cohesion
of co-operative bodies themselves. The powerful interests of export succeeded
in imposing the cash economy only within the periphery of their own tran-
sactions with the rural economy. ~In the cities and towns grew up bodies
which were ancillary to the main institutions of export trade and finance.
Tht;se consisted of banks, firms, trading houses and individuals—agents, fin-
anciers etc. . Lower down in the rural area was the village money lender and
the village trader, often -the same individual, who also aligned themselves to
the new cconomic system. The reaction of those who sought to advocate a
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return to the old order was wholly unrealistic.  Much more to the point would
have been a planned and determined attempt on the part of the State to mi-
nimise the socio-economic effects of the new and incvitable forces on millions
of people adversely affected by an unplanned transition from one order to
another. In India it would have been futile to expect any significant re-
colgnition of the concept until after political power passed to the people them-
selves,” : ; :

“There continues to operate a mechanism of trade, finance etc., the
working of which has by and large been consciously or unconciously against
the interests of the rural producer. Access to-seats of power and sources of
finance was largely cut off from -the weaker sections that formed the bulk of
rural population. To these sources of finance is'established a chain of contact.
At the far end of the chain are the village financiers such as the money lender

- and the trader who are also recipients of finance from sources and reservoirs
higher up the channel. Sometimes two or more of these the village leader
(Panchayatdar or village officer) the village lender and the village trader are
one and the same person. A hoard affinity governs their attitudes towards the
rest even when there is more than one leader, more than one lender, and
more than one trader. A few of the examples given illustrate how the
trader or private processor offers bitter opposition to the co-operative market-
ing or processing society and how sometimes he affects an entry into the
society itself or at other times forms a rival one so that his influence may
be predominant and his interests made safe against co-operative incursion.
This can be readily explained. Both money lender and trader derive their
interest in the producer of cash crops which are sold in the urban market from
the fact that there is enough profit at the marketing end. They are part of
a financial and trading machinery which operates in order to supply urban
demand which is relat vely paying. Itis inconceivable that credit for pio-
duction = could be largely co-operative while finance for marketing and
processing remained largely private.

- The close conformity of association and interests between the sub-
ordinate officials of government and the more powerful elements of the
.village (the bigger land lord money lender trader from whichy «lass the
village headman is also drawn) is a matter 1o be borne in mind as of
great significance in explaining the failure of implementationof the policics
and directives, co-operative or other, emanating from the higher levels of
administration............ Frequently the directions remain on paper, especially
when they involve some disadvantage to the more powerful in the village,
Acting in,concert functions with these, the suboidinate official whose functions
take him to the village, creates for the benefit of the superior officers what
might be called the illusion of implementation woven round the reality of
non-compliance.” .

“The failure of co-operative credit is explicable in terms of the total
impracticability of any attempt to -combine the very weak in competition
with the very strong and expect them by themselves to create conditions,
firstly for their emancipation from the interests which oppose them, and
seccondly for their social and economic development in the context of the
several disadvantages historically imposed on them by a structure of the type
described. ' The problem is not so much one of reorganization of co-operative
credit as of the creation of new conditions in which it can operate efiectively
and for the benefit of the weaker, The prevailing conditions cannot be
transformed by the very persons who are oppressed and rendered weak by
their existence. The forces of transformation have to be at lcast as powerful
as those which are sought to be counteracted. Such forces can be generated
not byl co-operation alone but by co-operation in conjunction with the
State.” '
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“QOne may consider an institution for the rchapilitation] (::'1 CﬁPl:iICdfschil-
.dren struck down by the malady of infantile paralysis. The litt'e patien are
carried out, muscles gradually

i f treatment prescribed and
::::rtgﬂc::il:lﬁ;; all :?fom mgdc to rehabilitate them and send ltcllle;: bagk te
normal [ife. Noone has yet suggested that those children shou pend or

themselves as much as possible and form themselves into 2 mutual association

for individual rehabilitation.” K )

“The scheme of state participation is based on a rejection of the idea
that co-operative credit is a close enclave which has no orgﬁlli tiortmcctm.n
with planning. It is also based on a recognition of the fact ta s ai) lt‘itpa.m-
cipation in co-operation cannot stop short at an mtcrl_:m_adla;q ] ige e mtusl
be taken to its logical conclusion which is that of providing : oti the cutnéafor
a strong and suitable superstructure such as can be effective ai( operated for
his benefit through the financial administrative and technical participation
of the State. . . .

The principle of reorganization is recognition of the need (a) to leave
scope at the rural base for societies to become fully co-operative within a
measureable period by the process of themselves replacing the state part of
share capital and (b) at the higher levels to retain the major partnership of
the state until such timey however long, before the co-operative organisation
at the rural basis develops sufficient strength and will need, against the
competition and opposition of private vested interests and for various other
reasons, a suppott which is atonce powerful, sympathetic, financially adequate
and technically competent.” .

Based on these principles, the committee made the following recommen-
dation regarding marketing societies:—

“Co-operative societics for marketing should be on the basis of State
partnership,  The technical personnel should be provided by the State
Government. The programme should be vigorously pursued of extension and
development of marketing societies at the primary level and at other
levels to the extent necessary to support the primary structure. It is necessary
to ensure by positive state supervision that the medium. cyltivator certainly and
the smaller cultivator wherever possible is effectively -represented and his
interests adequately protected. /

As a rule there should be no compulsory acquisition of processing plants
etc. for the purpose of entrusting them to co-operatives but whére members
of a o-operative society or persons prepared to form themselves into a co-°
operative socicty offer to subscribe not less than 30% of the share capital and
provided the state government is satisfied that acquisition is in conformity
with public interest, it may after notification compulsorily acquire the concern
for this purpose. :

Before issuing a licence for a new plant factory or mill in any particular
arca Government should ascertain whether any existing co-operative society
or one likely to be formed is both willing and in a poistion to take up the
work. In that evenj licence should be - issued to the society and not the
private party. ) '

. The co-operative organisation will be concerned with storage and ware-
housing in smaller owns and All-India and State Ware-housing Corporations
at All-India and state centres of importance, They may also be used for
Purpose of distribution of commaodities, Where a godown or a warehouse is
situated at a regulated market or other Place notified in this context, the
-acquisition may be compulsory but on payment of compensation.” ’

“The State Government should hold 5] ¢ of the sh ital of distri
. . . - tr t
co-operative marketing societies formed eithe/;-) on a cteir;;;-iﬁp;r co(;nmod;fy

s
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basis. Well organised district co-operative marketing societies may according
to their situation find it possible to operate also as societies for the processing
of agricultural commodities.

The State Government should make available the services of suitable
technical staff. .

Training classes for officers in charge of godowns and licenced--warchouses
should be organised.”

CHAPTER XII
Research, Training and Advisory services,

As early as 1909 rubber planters in India had come to sec the need

for research. The scientific department of the U. P. A. S. I. has been very
Introductory. largely responsible for taking the initative in

’ the matter of promotion of research on problems

of rubber growing. It was on representations made by the U. P. A, S. I.
that the Government of Madras appointed a scientific officer to work along
with the scientific department of the U. P. A. 8. 1. As a result of his re-
commendations, experimental stations were established in Mundakayam, Ten-
malai and Mopli where very useful investigations were carried out on
agronomical and mycological problems concerning rubber and into the causes
of the “secondary” leaf fall. The stations in Tenmalai and Mopli were
closed down in 1926, but the Mundakayam research station continued to
function till 1931. But the rubber slump in 1931 and the consequent fall in
the revenue of estates forced the cldure of this research station. Since then,
the industry has been without any organised research centre to advise it.
Recently, under a scheme sanctioned by the Government of India, a rubber

r&ca;ch institute with an experimental station has been started by the Rubber
Board. .

2. The following note of the Rubber Board explains the objectives of
The Rubber Research Institute, the Institute, its organisation and functions:—

“The purpose of the Institute is to employ sciences like agronomy, botany,

-plant pathology and applied chemistry for the advancement of rubber
growing in India. The Institute will have four main research divisions
of the above sciences working in co-ordination with one 'another under
the Rubber Production Commissioner who will be its Director. Each
division will have a suitably equipped laboratory and a Research Officer
and a Research Assistant.

The broad lines of the functions of the Director and allocation of the
field of research are as follows:—

Directors: Organising the Institute, general planning of the research and
experimental work and giving technical advice. L
Agronomy Division: Study and classification of the rubber growing soils,
and study of all problems relating to the preparation of the land for
planting, cultivation and maintepance of the soil in a good state of
fertility. - c\ : .
Botany Division: Study of the rubber tree, its improvement and all botanical
problems from planting to production of latex. :
Pathology Division: All problems relating to diseases and pests of the
rubber tree.

Chemistry Division: All problems relating to the processing and preparation
of the raw product (latex) into forms in which it is required by the
consumer, and improvement of its quality.” :
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i ; 5 i 1 Station
3. For the Rubber Research Institute and the Experimenta ;

attached to it, the Board has arquired a land which is a fhlll{lo:t]; mcasmg
about 77 acres in Puthupally village about 3} miles easto b uﬁdinym::) hous;
The hillock has nearly 15 acres of flat land on the top. Abu g O i
both the Research Institute and the Board’s office will be C(}n:h 1;1 o
the centre of this plot, and staff quarters around. The slopes o Fd e
are to be utilised for the Experimental Station yv}lerC\fﬁpla?tiglg anl otin
sxperiments will be conducted. Nurseries for raising high yie alilg plan f
materials for distribution to the Rubber grower, particularly small growers,
are also to be established during the coming planting season.

4. Even though the Rescarch Institute building has not been constlx;ugtcd
the Agronomy, Pathology and Botany divisions have begun to wgr n:h a
small temporary laboratory set up in the Board’s office premises, and at kv.:
Experimental Station. The Research Officers are also doing advisory work..
Besides the Research Officers, it is proposed to establish an Extension Servi-l:e
with a fairly large staff to undertake the work of dissemination of the
scientific knowledge gained and new or improved methods evolved from the
results of research for practical application among the rubber growers most
of whom, numbering more than 25,000, are small growers.

5. We hope this Institute will soon start _functioning in full' measure,
and fill the long fclt need of rubber plantersin India for an effective research
and technical service. The long-time effectiveness
Ne d for ~x ension and of technical services depends upon a continuous
tralning services, flow of the results of research through extension
workers to the planters in the field. A great deal of the success of the
extension service will depend upon the ]‘,aison officers and.thcu .approach to
the task. They should have the capacity to explain new ideas'in a manner
that will win ready acceptance. For this purpose, necessary training v'nll
have to be given to the Liaison officers. The advisory staff and the extension’
service will not be able to function effectively unless they have the support
of the local planting community whom they have to help and serve. We,
therefore, recommend that the Rubber Board should organise regional advisory
committees consisting of representatives of influential planters whose help wi
be available to the Advisory Officers to facilitate their work by securing-
necessary local co-operation. The advice of these local committees will also
.be helpful to the Rubber Board, for purposes of planning and development
of the industry in the regions concerned. ‘

6. A Liaison Service alone will not be effective unless the estate ma-~
nagers through whom they have to work were also trained in methods of
rubber cultivation. The existence of such skilled management will not only
ensure a rapid incorporation of the results of research in production but also
act a3 an immense encouragement to the Liaison Service: We dre - of the
view that there is a need for a suitable course of training in- rubber growing
so that planters may take advantage of such facilities. In addition, it will
also be hclﬂful to those young men who contemplate rubber growing as a
career, cither as proprietors of their own estates or as employees . in
companies. Proper training in methods of rubber production and plantation
management will enable them to utilise their resources to the best advantage.
This is a service which we consider the research station should arrange.
We recommend that the- Rubber Board in consultation with the industry
should organise such a course in suitable places in rubber growing regions.
The nature and the course of training, the number of people to be trained,
the methods of selection and other details connected with the training scheme
should be worked out by the Rubber Board and the Research Station. We
hope that the future entrants into the rubber industry as managers and
supervisors in the plantations would be recruited from those who have under-
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-gone this preliminary training. The Research Station should also convene
periodic conferences so that rubber planters and the research staff may come
together and discuss matters of interest and exchange views on rubber
. cultivation problems. These additional activities other than research and
extension, namely training and education, may form part of the Research
Institute and the.proposed extension service.

7. Plant protection and pest-control raises several problems specially

for the small growers. Finance i;rcquircd for spraying and other equipments

L . and an agency is necessary for providing this

Mobile pest control units service angd ?r:structing grmcrspin thcig use.

g8 1 . We recommend that the Rubber Board under

its Extension Department should have mobile pest-fighting units which could

be sent round from estate to estate to help the planters towards better plant-

. protection.” The services of these mobile teams should be made available to

all rubber . growers at rates depending on the size of their holdings. The

administration of this service should be by a staff of field workers which

should be separate from’ the extension service though the extension service
and the pest control units must act in close co-operation with each other.

The standards of cultivation in rubber, particularly for small growers,
have to be raised. While the extension service proposed will certainly help
in this direction, a planned programme of targets may have to be reached.
Persuasion may in the last resort require some sanction, more as a deterrant
than for actual enforcement. The second Five.Year Plan has provided for
it in respect of maintenance of standards of husbandry in other agricultural
lands. We recommend that such sanctions should also apply for rubber.

CHAPTER XIII
The machinery for control of Plantation Industries.

We shall discuss in this Chapter the need for some organisational changes
for the control and development of the Tea, Coffee and Rubber industries.

The Tea, Coffee and Rubber Acts as amended in 1953 and 1954 pro-
vide for the development of these industries under the control of the Union
Government. The Tea, Coffec and Rubber Boards constituted under the
three Acts are charged with-the responsibility. of developing the respective
industries. The Central Government, however, has the power to take action
relating to these industries on its own initiative also.

The nature of the controls exercised’ by the Central Government at
present vary for the three industries. In Coffee, the government approves
the basic price and in Rubber it notifies the prices for various grades of
rubber. In both these cases, the government tries to ensure that the grower
gets a price to cover his cost of production and a reasonable return on
capital. The government has, however, also to see that _efficiency and
economy resulting from free competition are not sacrificed in a sheltered
economy. :

QOur own proposals such as implementation of a phased programme of
replanting, scientific study of costs for fixing coffec and rubber prices, keeping
watch over financial requirements, assistance for loans, prowsion of supplies
through state partnered co-operatives or companies, directorates for research,
education, training and extension, control over marketing, provision for
manufacture of - standardised cheap tea and coffee, and regulation of pro
duction in relation to demand, place greater responsibilities on the three
Boards and consequently increase the supervisory responsibilities »f the Central
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i Labour
Government. Also, we have proposed the establishment of a Central
Wcl?'arc Orgarﬁsati:m under tch fuspices of the Central Government. _Control
of industries brings with it the formulation of policies from time to time and
the issue of directions and ryfes to carry them out.

Besides there will be need for suitable co-ordination between the rubber
plantation industry and the synthetic rubber industry which will be in the
‘Public Sector’ under the Central Government. Thus the work connected
with the control and development of Tea, Coffec and Rubber industries will

increase considerably.

2. Complaints have been often voiced by some members of the Boards

about the inefficiency of control by the Central Government. These related to

delay, non-consultation of the Board on matters

Complaints about the which affected the industry, losses resulting from

pretent methods of Contrel  changing policies, policies not based on fact-finding,

and changes in policies due to changes in personnel

of administration. While some of the complaints can be rectified by an impro-.
vement of the administration, some others are inherent in the system itself.

3. Fact-finding by an independent agency is mecessary in respect of

' costs on which price-notification or basic_prices are

Ingredients of control : based. Guidance and standardised rules will be

necessary in respect of improvement of fixed assets

and standards of cultivation and review of -.costs and profits. Close associa-

tion of the Boards with various departments and organisations in respect of

finance, extension work, labour welfare and implementation of labour laws,

supplies of equipments and accessories for production, marketing and distri-

bution will arise out of our proposals. Collection of statistics by the three
Boards will have to be standardised and supervised.

4. On various points of regulation as production targets, price-fixing, re-
gulation of internal consumption and exports and supplies, the industry will
have to be consulted. The controlling authority will have to organise necessary -
research, inform itself of all facts, and promptly lay down changing standards,
where necessary, to which the industry will have to conform. Through its
staff it will have to review conditions from time to time. The foundation for
the proper regulation of industries is fact-finding and consultation with the
Industry as pointed out below : ‘ '

“Every major determination by government in the regulatory sphere
should be preceded by an earnest effort to find, the facts. This may
involve broad research in economics history and the administrative
phases of the general problem, investigation of the records of companies
most affected by the proposed decision, collection of statistics from the
industry on a periodical basis to provide factual background for all of the
_agency’s decisions, and consultation with experts and interests likely to be
directly or indircctly affected by the proposed decisson.”” (Elements of
$Ubll:l)c Administration Edited by F. M. Marx, Prontice-Pall, Inc., New
ork). ’

5. To advise the executive there should be a suitable organisation of
sufficient status and knowledge of the problems of

Freedom of the controlling thF three industries. Parliamentary control of
ageacy, minute details of changing orders necessitated by
regulation of private industry is hardly possible.

We need a body whose experience and recommendations will be available to
the Government in formulating policies affecting production, prices, regulation
of consumption and exports and taxation concerning the three plantation
industries; this body could look after the proposed Central Plantation Labour
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Welfare Organisation also. A permanent body will establish certain con-
ventions and procedures which will create a sense of confidence for Industry.
Experience and tradition are the basis on which policies have to be formulat-
ed. Frequent changes in personnel due to exigencies of administration may
not have the benefit of experience and tradition. As mentioned by the Task
Force Report of the Hoover Commission on Regulatory Commissions,

“Where regulation requires constant adaptation to changing economic and
industrial conditions and wide discretion must be delegated to the admi-
nistrative agency, the independant commission provides the means for
insulating administration from partisan influences or favouritism and
obtaining the benefits of continuity of attention and consultative
judgments. ” (P. 28)

. . 6. Control of industry is something more than
Flexibility of adminitration. departmental administration of executive orders.
‘ A certain flexibility of administration is also neces-

sary. -

“Since the last war administrative theory had moved strongly towards
the detachment from traditional controls of administration, agencics
which had the characteristics of an industrial or commercial enterprise.
This development was due to a questioning whether civil service methods
of appointment and the settled procedure of administrative control coll-
ectively known as ‘red-tape’ could not be improved upon and whether
it was really possible for congress annually to make a genuine review of
the detail of administrative activities or advisable for it to intervene
continuously in rather trivial every day matters of administration.”
(T. V. A, International Application. 1. L. O. P. 122.) '

So long as regulatory work involved intervention in private enterprise
there will-always be problems of adjustment of private rightsand public
interest which will need handling by an expert independent agency which
will command public confidence.

- 7. What is required-is a specialised agency which will be able to take
an objective view of the problems involved and make recommendations to the
government. -It will review the working of the Boards and help them in the
performance of their functions. It will provide the fact-finding staff for cos-
ting. It will lay down for the Board common rules of procedure. It will act
as the co-ordinating centre in dealing with other departments. It will per-
form the various other functions mentioned in earlier para! Consultation
with it will be obligatory on the Ministry. This will enable the government
to have the considered views of an experienced and independent body on
important questions of policy on which Government have to take a decision.

We, therefore, recommend that a permanent Commission on the lines
suggested below be set up to regulate the three
Recommendations plantation industries,

: (i) Itshould consist of three wholetime mem-
bers including the Chairman. They should be appointed by the Government.
They will work under the Ministry of Commerce and Consumer Industries.
One of these members may bea general administrator and the other two
should have experience of economic and labour affairs.

(ii) In order to ensure continuity, the terms of the members be so arra-
nged that not more than one of them retires from the Commission at the end
of every three years.

(ili) The Commission will have to work in the closest possible liaison
with the Tea, Coffee and Rubber Boards. It will be desirable that represen-
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tatives of the Ministries of Finance and Labout be _asspaatgdh\év:bth _thte Comm;
ssion when it discusses matters in which thesc Ministries mig e interested,

When such a Commission is established, it will be for the - Governmen;

to consider whether regulatory work regarding other plantation industries

and the rubber manufacturing industry could also be performed by this
Commission.

CHAPTER XIV.
SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS. .

One of the main problems of the ‘rubber production industry is to
increase production to mect the demands of manu-

Chapter I—General. facturers so as to make India self-sufficient as far as
possible in regard to her present and future require-

ments of raw rubber. (Para 6). .

The' areas in Malabar do not yield as hig}ll1 as some Part?eliln the
haoter  TT—Climati d South of Travancore. Ee average _Yi per
fmcf d‘;aracbcristics oil'crubtl:r acre in India, as comp red to other rubber
growing regions in India. growing countries is about the Iowest. (Para 2), -

Although rubber cultivation had its start on a plantation scale by British
planters, the greater part of the increase in the area under rubber cultivation
is attributable to the eInterprise of‘;1 a large number
wa. OF Indian proprietary planters, predominantly small -
Chapter III The organisa- 3 10 0 e vame into the field later. During and
rubber industry in India.  after World War II some of the foreign ownped plan-
tations have passed into Indian hands; nevertheless,
foreign investment in rubber continues to a sizable extent. (Para 1).

The total area under Sterling and Non-Indian ownership and control is
about 40,000 acres forming about 20% of the total area under rubber. The
production controlled by this section is nearly 30% of the total production of
of rubber of nearly 429, of the production of all estates of over 100 acres.

. Thus in rubber plantations a comparatively larger section is in the hands
of Sterling and Non-Indian controlled companies than in the case of coffee
although less than in the case of Tea. 559, of the area under estates is
under the control of 2 Sterling companies, and Ten Rupee Managing Agencies/
Companies/ Concerns. (Para 4) ' o
Holdings having an area of 50 acres or below number 26,787 units tota-
lling 89, 670 acres or 43% of the total rubber area. The small growers hold
an important place in the rubber industry. (Para 4). .
. The total capital invested in Rubber plantations of over 100 acres is-
estimated to be Rs. 9. 92 crores of which Rs. 7. 56 crores is Indian (76%) and
Rs. 2.36 crores is Non-Indian (24%). The invest-
Chapter IV. Capital ment in Sterling companies comes to Rs: 1. 96
Structure, crores, in Rupee Non-Indian companies to Rs. 1. 20
s The investm t.' crores, and in R&xpec Indian companies to Rs. 3. 94
crores. ¢ investment in proprietary and partnershi ; i i
as Rs. 2. 80 crores. (Parap14)l:: v P P Goncems 1 esmtcd
Between 1939 and 1954 there has heen a'noticeable shift in- the invest-
ment from Non-Indians to Indians. This is very marked in the share holdings ’
of Rupee Non-Indian companies. There has also been an increase in share
holdings by Managu}g Agents and Institutional Investors. Even so, the share
of Managing Agents’ holdings to the total ranges only from 1. 4 to 4. 4%;

1
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investrnent by Institutional investors is highcl: in Sterling companies, being
24.9% and lowest in Rupee Indian companies at 6. 1%, (Para 14).

In is not possible to say if the figures regarding valuation of fixed assets
reflect the real relative position of the various companies because the basis
of valuation among these companies may differ. (Para 23).

Between 1950 and 1953 there has been no growth in the value of
land assets in Indian companies while the Non-Indian companies show an
increase of 169, in all, in their land value per acre between 1950 and 1953,
Increase in the investment in buildings, plant and machinery is more in
the Non-Indian as compared to the Indian companies. The overall picture
shows a small increase in fixed assets in Indian companies to the extent
of only 4%, between 1950 and 1953, while the Non-Indian companies show
-an increase of 28%,. (Para 24). :

Out of an increase in savings and reserves of Rs. 33 lakhs in 27 Indian
companies between, 1950-1953, 9-lakhs have gone into fixed assets.. Of this
sum of 9 lakhs asum of Rs. 7 lakhs has gone into ‘buildings, 2 lakhs for

.plant and machinery and nil for lands, whereas four Rupee Non-Indian
companies between 1950 and 1953 increased their reserves by Rs. 12
lakhs and share capital by Rs. 7 lakhs out of which they invested Rs. 6
lakhs on lands, Rs. 5 lakhs on buildings and Rs, 2 lakhs on machinery and
others, i.e. in all Rs. 13 outof Rs. 19 lakhs. (Para 25). ‘

Between 1939 and 1953, 5 out of 10 Indian companies show a decline
"in land assests. (Para 26). - ’

Paid-up capital was less than the value: of net fixed assets according
to our own figures and those of the Reserve Bank. The sum of share capital
and reserves, i.e., net worth was not on the aperage less than fixed assets
but on the other hand shows a surplus over fixed assests. (Though insignificant
according to Reserve Bank-figures). (Para 27).

Case studies show that' 7 companies have increased fixed assets from
funds other than their own resources and 7 companies had “long term
funds”* below Rs. 91 per acre. 14 cut of 24 Indian companies had therefore
little “long term funds.” The average “long term fund>” for the year '1953
for 24 Indian companies amounts to Rs, 91 per acre. (Para 27).

We find that Sterling and Rupee Non-Indian companies, have greater
“long-term funds” as compared with the Indian companics. These funds
will have to be further increased to meet the replanting needs of the
industry, (Para 30). :

The period 1950 to 1953 was one when monetary resources greatly
. increased because of the price increases granted by government during ‘this
period. At the same time their comparative non-investment in fixed assets
by Indian companies showed greater cash and other assets with them than
with Rupee Non-Indian companies. {(Para 36).

A study of growth of share capital showed (i) there has been no increase
in share capital between 1946-1953 in Sterling .companies, (ii) Indian
companies showed an increase in share capital in the first period 1939-1946,
(ili) the percentage of share capital to total assets between 1939 and 1953
decreased more in Sterling than in Indian companies and (iv) the percentage
of total share capital and reserves to total assets decreased under all types

. of management between 1939 and 1953. (Para 39).

*The term “Long term funds® is used in a VHZ special and restricted sense to denote
the excess of sharc capital and reserves over net fixed assets which represents tae sum that
could be made available for purposes of long-term needs, .
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If we divide the increase in reserves during these 14 years
and find the average annual increase per acre, it would amount to Rs. 27,
Rs. 25, Rs. 18 and Rs. 11 respectively for Sterling, Rupee Non-Indian,
Indian companies under managing agents, and Director-controlled Indian
companies. (Page 41) )

While over a long-range period of 1939-1953, 10 Indian companies
showed a poor, annual average allocation of Rs. 11 to Rs. 18 per acre, contri-
butions to the reserve by 24 Indian companies worked to an average of
Rs. 33 per acre between 1950 and 1953, (Para 41).

While reserves per acre in 1953 amounted to Rs. 398 per acre for
Rupee Non-Indian companies and Rs. 496 for Sterling companies the reserves
per acre for Indian companies amounted to Rs. 282. (Para 41).

In the absence of any significant additions to paid-up capital, retained
profits have formed the main source of increase in internal resourcesin the
industry. But these have not been adequate. (Para 42).

“Long term funds” may be estimated to be of the order of-Rs. 309
for Sterling, Rupees 216 for Rupee Non-Indian companies, and Rs, 91 for
Indian companies per acre (Para 42).

Chapter V. Cost of The region-wise analysis of costs brings out
production of rubber. the following facts:—

(i) Madras is a high cost region.

(ii) The increase in costs between 1950 and 1953 is to be attributed
largely to the increase of labour costs, bonus, commission and
salaries to staff. (Para 7). . :

On the whole, there is little variation in production costs between th
Rupee Indian and Partly Indian companies. . The costs were higher for Sterl-
ing companies by about Rs. 8 per 100 lbs., due to‘higher cultivation charges of
about Rs. 5 and higher processing charges of Rs. 3. And this was so despite
their higher yields. The proprietary concerns incurred more on tapping
and collecting latex than all others. They incurred less on processing. The
smallness of their general chargesalso helped to reduce their costs. These
concerns incurred in all about Rs, 10 less than Rupee concerns. (Para 8).

An increase in costs [may be partly due to high maintenance charges
of low-yiclding trees, greater expenditure .on improved cultural practices
and processing and a higher standard of expenditure on labour and staff
and general management, A study of costs of Rupee Indian and Partly
Non-Indian companies showed that they varied under almost all the heads
of expenditure. (Para 8). ’

The proportion of the major heads of the costs to total costs is‘more
orless the same in Madras and in T. C, State and this proportion has been
maintained in all the four years. (Para 9). ’

The total coverage of our analysis of small holders’ costs is very limited.
The analysis shows that the small holder spends between 469, and 66%, of the
total costs on tapping (even where money wages for labour put under this
head by the small holder and his family are not added) while the estates spend
between 30% and 46% on tapping. The small holders spend very little on
manuring, pest control and spraying and dusting and their costs under ‘general
charges’ are much less than those for estates. (Para 10)

The Rubber Board will have to examine the needs of communication in

rubber growing regions and bring th th i
e VI, T . o1 g them to the notice
ChﬂP.';':;i suppu::'“l”" of concerned authorities, namely Local Boards, and
the State government. (Para 1).
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The Ministry of Commerce and Consumer Industries should examine
the representations about relaxation of import controls. As regards the
future organisation for supplies at no profit-no loss basis, we recommend
that our proposals made for coffec should also apply to Rubber. Also the
monopoly distribution of fertilisers supplied by the Government of India Pool
should yest in this new organisation. The proposals are quoted below:—

“We feel that a co-operative supply. organisation under the auspices of
.the Coffee Board will be a more responsible agency for distributing
chemical fertilisers and mixtures than private firms. We thercfore
recommend the establishment of a co-operative organisation for this
purpose. This organisation should have the sole right of sale of
chemical fertilisers and mixtures.”.

“We hope that when a central co-operative organisation is established
it will be possible for estates to get the supplies required by them at
reasonable rates, We have recommended that the sale of fertilisers to
coffee growers should be a monopoly of this co-operative organisation,
The central co-operative supply organisation should channel its supplics
to small growers through central co-operative curing socicties and
directly to big companies and partnerships as under existing rules they
cannot join central co-operative curing societies. If rules do not permit
membership in the central co-operative supply organisation of companics
and partnerships, the alternative organisation would be a central supply
corporation _directly making supplies to companies, and partnership
concerns and through central co-operative curing societies to small
growers.” (Para 3). .

As the large consumer buyers in the market are only two or three, the

sellers have often no option except to sell their better grades as lower grades,

As the large growers are in most cases able to scll

Chapter VII Marketing of their production without any hitch in the matter of

Rubber, grading, it can be inferred that it is only on the

small holders that the loss' arising out of degrading

rubber mainly falls. ‘This loss to the small growers can be averted only if

‘State-partnered co-operative societies step in the field for porcessing and
marketing the small holders’ production of latex.  (Para 11). -~

We recommend that licences granted for import of rubber should contain
a stipulation that they are not valid for imports of Group I quality. (Para 12).

During periods of high production, growers and dealers have to hold
disproportionately large stocks with them. We consider that as in the
operation of a sheltered economy for rubber the manufacturing industry is
also benefited by the fixation of maximum prices for raw ruhber, an obligation
is cast on them to absorb the growers’ output of rubber in proportion to the
quantities produced. During ‘seasons of high production of rubber, the
manufacturers should step up their purchases as quid pro quo for the shelter
which they get. It will be for the good of all, if the important manufacturing
concerns come to an agreement on ' this point. Otherwise, to achicve the
desired result, we suggest that the purchase licences issued to manufacturing
concerns should be on a quarterly basis, proportionate to the quantum of
production of raw rubber in these quarterly periods on the basis of a suitable
formula.. (Para 13).

The minimum and maximum price is fixed only for one centre namely
Cochin. There is need for fixing minimum and maximum prices for the other
important marketing centres also. We feel that prices could be fixed (delivery
within municipal limits) for Kottayam which is an important trading centre
for rubber where 76 out of a total of 305 decalers have establishments for
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- . - 1 her
rchases and sales. On the same principles, prices can be fixed for othe
gpartant centres also where large transactions in rubber take place. }f thﬁ',
is done, one of the obstacles that stand in the way of a large number of gma

holders getting the minimum prices will be removed. (Para 14.)

Ifa dealer or manufacturer is compulsorily made to_issue purcha.fée
bills, stating thé grades and the quantity of each grade or rubber purchased,
room for mal-practices can be reduced. Most of these unlicenced petty
merchants who a.e numerous will find it difficult to operate, if this restriction
is imposed on purchases in lots. (Para 15) :

Gross profit as related to total capital employed showed a higher figure
for Dire~tor-Controlled companies than for Sterling
Chipter VITL. Profitsand companies in the year 1953. As between 1950 and
their allocation. 1953 Sterli'g companies showed a decline while the
Director-Controlled Indian companies §howed a rise.
Gross profits per acre was higher in Director-Controlled Indian companies

and Sterling companies than in Rupee Non-Indian companies.

Percentage of gross profit to net worth and share capital was higher
for Rupee Non-Indian companies than for the Indian, :

- While between 1946 and 1953 there was a fall in the percentage of gross
. profit to gross sales in Sterling companies, there was a rise in Director-Con-
trolled Indtan companies. These comnanies showed a percentage of 43 as
against 28.52 for Sterling companies in 1953.

The average gross profits for a majority of companies cannot be regarded
as excessive if depreciation charges for renewal of old trees are added to
costs. (Para 14).

The average managing agency commission on gross profit was 7.67% in
Sterling companies, 4.5 to 7% in Rupee Non-Indian companies and 10% for
Indian companies. 419% of the Indian companies paid an average commission
over the statutory 119, (cf. The new Companies Act). (Para 15).:

The percentage of commission as related to gross profits paid to managers
and senior staff amounted to 5.469, in Sterling companies and 3.84%, in
Rupee Non-Indian companies. (Para 16).

In the case of Sterling companies because of the higher incidence of

taxation, the ratio of profit after tax to profit before tax is the lowest.
(Para 17). - ' ’

Rupee Non-Indian companies made a greater percentage of net
profit after tax on net worth than Indian companies under Indian managing
agencics, Sterling companies showed the smallest percentage of net profit
after tax on net worth. Analysed in proportion to acreage the Indian
companies showed according to figures of the Reserve Bank an average
net profit after tax of Rs. 119 per acre, while the Rupee Non-Indian companies
showed Rs. 155. Our own figures showed the same trends. Sterling companies
according to our figures had a net profit after tax of Rs. 42 per acre,

The same trends were scen when net profit after tax was related to 100 Ibs.
(Para 18).

The percentage of dividends to profits after tax was high between 1951
and 1953 in Sterling and Indian companies. :

As related to paid-up capital, dividends (24.76%,) were highest in
Rupee Non-Indian companies in 1953, They were lower in Indian
companies (139% to 20%) and Sterling (5.61%). In 1953, 3 out of
4 Sterling companies, 2 out of 3 Rupee Non-Indian companijes, and 4 out
of 10 Indian companics paid a dividend of 20 to 39%. on ordinary shares. .
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The remaining one Rupee Non-Indian and 3 Indian paid a dividend
between 10 and 19%. The remaining 3 Indian paid less than 10%,. The
figures of the Reserve Bank showed that the percentage of distributed profits
as related to paid-up capital was 9.7 for Indian companies and 20 for Rupee
Non-Indian companies, and as related to net wobth was 7.6 and 12

respectively. Dividend per acre was Rs. 85 for Indian'and Rs. 100 for Rupee
Non-Indian Companies. (Para 19). :

On the basis of four month’s costs of production the estimated average

Chapter IX Finance. working capital in 1953 was Rs. 92.3 per acre.
: .. (Para 2).

Bank advances constitute only a very small percentage of total

working ' capital employed by rubber producers. The interest on these
advances averaged between 4}% to 12% and one bank charged in
addition to interest a2 commission of 2 annas per cent. \We consider
t.hay. the levy by some of the banks of a commission in_ addition to
interest is u_qiustiﬁed, and. accordingly recommend that the Reserve Bank
may use their good offices with the banks and where necessary use their

legal powers under section 21 (2) of the Banking Companies Act so that
the levy is discontinued. (Para 2).

. Raubber dealers also advance money to producers. The dealers charged
an interest which thr_)ugh nominal in some cases, generally varied between
2 and 6%. Sometimes, the rates were as high as 9 to 129, They also

:(:;llectgt)i in addition to the interest, a commission on the sale proceeds.
ara 3).

We observe that most of the companies and the larger proprictary
concerns have generally no difficulties in obtaining short term finance.
Certain difficulties have, however, been expressed by a section of the small
companies and proprietary concerns. The financial difficulties of this
section of the industry can only be removed by the State Bank providing
finance in an abundant measure to the producers. With the opening of the
branches of the State Bank in the rural areas, and the consequent develop-
ment of more abundant credit facilities and with the development of the
co-operative credit institutions recommended by us in a later chapter, we
expect that the difficulties of the rubber companies and proprictary concerns
in obtaining short-term loans should largely disappear. -~

The State Bank should also offer the facilities of extending the period
of short-term loans by renewals when the former could not be repaid in
time due to unforeseen circumstances. (Para 5).

Chapter X Expansion and The serious problem facing the rubber plantation
Develapment of natural rubber,  industry is the competition from the synthetic.

In India, the Government have now under consideration a proposal to
establish a synthetic rubber plant. The fact that government have on hand
such a scheme would itself cause nervousness among natural rubber producers
and make them hesitant in launching on further investment in plantation
rubber. : '

The scheme of production of synthetic rubber has to be co-ordinated
with that of natural rubber so that rubber growers may have no cause for
dismay. We feel, therefore, that Govenment should make a clear statement
of policy about rubber development to remove the apprehensions of rubber

growers. (Para 1). .

With the threat of formidable competition from the synthetic, the

plantation industry’s hope lies in reducing by all possible means the cost of
production to the minimum. (Para 2).
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Any scheme of replanting from the point of view of increasing the yields
should provide for rcpc]l;ccmcnt of low-yielding trees. (Para 4.

If consumption proceeds at the rate at which it has incre:aseil1

Section B B in the past few years, the consumption woul

ction B Bsimate of area to b, 40,000 tons in 1960 and 63,000 tons in
1970. (Para 2).

Making a broad estimate, the Rubber Board said as follows in its
recent pamphlet on replanting:—

“Nearly 80% of our 2 lakhs of acres is under unsclected low-yielding
strains “of rubber planted from 1902 onwards. More than half the
tress in this area have outlived their economic life.”” (Para 11).

If we estimate the demand for the next ten years till 1965, the extra
production that will be needed will be about 20,000 tons which can_be
produced from 1.2 lakhs of acres of high-yielding rubber on the assumpgon
of an yield of 800 lbs. per acre. The minimum area that should be brought
under high-yielding rubber may, therefore, be fixed at 1.2 lakhs of
acre. (Para 12).

A certain amount of new planting will be necessary to meet the loss in
production, Further, certain small estates may nced extension by new.
planting, ~ Small holders too should be helped to own-at least a minimum
of 4 acres which is considered the minimum unit for a single tapper. Some
estates will need substitute acreage as new planting owing to unsuitability of
lands for replanting, Some may need expansion.

At present Government have sanctioned a scheme of 70,000 acres to be
replanted with high-yielding rubber trees, within a period of ten years. We_
recommend that this target should be reached within a period of seven years
instead of ten years. We further recommend that an area of 50,000 acres
should also be set apart for new planting with high.yielding trees.

The sanctioned area of 70,000 acres for replanting may be alloted as
35,000 for estates over 50 acres and 35,000 for small growers holding 50 acres
and below. In a similar manner the proposed new planting area of 50,000
acres may be divided as half and half for each of the groups. (Para_13).

/Section C Review of certai The Rubber Board has expressed the inability
aspects of \z:l:k"ivng of the of the industry to catch up with the demand in the
Industry. following words;—

“At the rate of replanting and new planting which have been carried
out in recent years, indigenous production might not catch up at all
with the the internal consumption.” (Para 1).

Commenting on the results of maintaining aged trees the report of the
Tariff Board concluded:—

“Many of the plantations are old and their ‘average yields have gone
down “considerably. Though some of these estates have replantéd to
some extent the benefits of such replanting have not so far significantly
affected total production.” (Para 2). : o

 The statement given in Annexure XXIII will show that out of total
glantmgs from 1939 to 1955 by both estates and holdings, 889, was contri-
uted by new plantings and only 129, by replanting. (Para 3).
Deterioration in rubber trees has been brought about by intensive
tapping during the war, (Para 4).

Poor cultural practices were also a factor responsible for low yields.
{Para 5). : .
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.

The present plight of the industry may be attributed to the policy of
price guarantee since 1943 which was unaccompanied by a regulation of
production techniques and profit allocations. It paid the producer to keep

s even the oldest trees despite their poor yields. One consequence of price
regulation has been the continuance of some companies and proprictary.
concerns with low production and high costs. Absence of free competition

among the producers retained inefficient, low yielding, and high cost units.
(Para 6).

As Government have sheltered the Industry by restricting imports and
fixing a price, it becomes necessary that the standards of estate-maintenance,
production costs, and distribution of profits should be reviewed from time to
time so that it may be ensured that inefficient and uneconomic practices
are not allowed to be continued in the industry. (Para 6).

We have suggested in our report on Tea that dividends might by
reduced by 50% in order to increase the internal resources for replanting
and meeting costs of labour welfare. We have similarly recommended in
the report on Coffee that dividends and mandging agency commission should
be reduced. These recommendations alse apply to Rubber. We recommend
that dividends and managing agency commission should be reduced in those -
companies where they are on the high side. (Para 7).

‘The Commission’s recommendations in order to improve efficiency and
_to bring-down administrative costs made in respect of Tea and Coflee in
paragraphs 8 to 13 of chapter XIX and paragraph 7 of chapter XVIII of

the reports on Tea and Coffee respectively have an equal application to
Rubber. (Para 8).

The amount included in the price as rehabilitation allowance has not
been fully used by the industry for that purpose. (Para 10).

The Industry does not also appear to have built up a depreciation
fund out of the amounts made available in the price structure, (Para 12).

Qur own figures of the area to be replanted and the available working
funds indicate that'not all companies have adequate funds to meet their
replanting needs. The estates will need loans to supplement the rehabilita-
tion allowance included in the price structure if a rapid programme of re-
planting is to proceed smoothly. In addition, the estates will also need long
term loans for buildings, plant and machinery.

We recommend that the Industrial Finance Corporation and the Co-
operative Land Mortgage Banks of the States in' which rubber estates are
situated, should meet all these nceds. The State Finance Corporations will
have also to provide finance for repayment of past debts in suitable cases.
Future financing will be thwarted so long as old debts remained.

‘While there could be no relief to estates heavily indebted, it should be
possible to redeem those having potential repaying capacity by arranging for
sale of a portion, adjusting the loans to actual sum of debt and a fair
rate of interest, granting instalments of repayments and repaying the creditors.
Such cases would need study by the Rubber Board, The State Finance Cor-
Forations and the State Co-operative Land Mortgage Banks should, provide
ong-term finance in the case of estates which would work successfully with
a redemption of their debts. If a sympathetic policy is followed by these
institutions, the financial needs of the rubber estates for medium and long-
term loans for productive purposes will be largely met.

The State Finance Corporations when considering applications for loans
from rubber estates will no doubt need the service of experts for the scrutiny
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of technical aspects of the applications. For this purpose we suggest that they,
in consultation with the Rnbber Board, should appoint a panel of experts
of standing with specialised knowledge of rubber production.” The experts
may be persons drawn from the industry or from the expert staff of the
Rubber Board.

The Rubber Board should have a Plantation Finance Committee which
should keep a close watch on the financial needs of the rubber industry
and it should discuss the financial requirements of the rubber industry not
only with the State Bank of India and the State Finance Corporations and
Co-operative Banks but also with Commercial Banks, and oth_c? financing
institutions. It may also advise the government regarding provision of loan
finance on easy terms to the rubber growers through one of the existing
institutions. If this committee finds that as a result of experience of the
working of the Finance Corporations and other financial institutions, they
are mot in a position to mect the long-term needs of the rubber industry, it
may make necessary recommendations for the establishment of a new Finan-
cial Institution under the auspices of the Rubber Board. (Para 14).

_ Though financial provision for replanting was specifically included in
Scction D. A Replanting the price, the industry was tardy in the matter of
programme. replanting. . :

We recommend that the following principles should be observed in regu-
lating replanting and new planting of rubber. :

(i} The provision in the Rubber Act for licensing replanting or new
planting should be rigorously enforced. '

}ii) Replanting and new planting should be allowed only in areas suit-
able for rubber. In permitting new planting, care should be taken to
examine unsuitable areas under rubber, if any. in the estate concerned, and
in full consultation with the cstate-owners, a phased programme of aban-
donment of such arcas should also beprepared. A survey by the Rubber
Board may be necessary to mark out areas which are unsuitable for replan-
ting and those which may be suitable for new planting.

(iii) Replanting 2nd new planting should be allowed only with high-
yielding planting material approved by the Rubber Board. The Board
.should for this purpose arrange to provide good planting material from
approved nurseries and seed distributing centres, ‘

(iv) In sanctioning replanting and new planting the Rubber Board
should keep in vicw the latest developments in the field of synthetic rubber
and the estimated demand for rubber.

(v) 1If the applications for replanting and new planting permits exceed
the target fixed for replanting and new planting the rubber Board should in
issuing licenses give pnorlt‘ies to smaller holdings and smaller estates.

(vi) In issuing licenses for new plantings to existing concerns, due note
should be taken regarding the fulfilment of their phased replanting pro-
gramme, as described in a?atcr paragraph in this section. Further, in sanctioning
future expansion, care has to be taken to see that concentration of rubber
area is not unduly increased in the hands of a few concerns.

.. Besides the above principles, it is for the Government of Inciia. to con-
sider as to how far it would be desirable to permit expansion of the Non-
Indian sector in this strategic and sheltered industty. (Para 2).

We recommend that the element provided in the price f; ir
should be separately funded with the l)Rubbt:r Board top t.h: c:erdifcpt}? I;t;f:lﬁ
estate and withdrawals allowed only for the specific purpose of replanting.
This fund may be called the Rubber Replanting Fund,  The amount standing
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to the credit of an estate in the Replanting Fund should go with the estate

" when it is transferred by sale or otherwise, to be held and used in the same .
manner. As regards rccovery of the unspent balance of the provision for
replanting since October, 1952, there arc only two ways of doing it. The
one is that the existing working' funds should be fully used and the second
is that financial provision should be made for replanting programmes before
declaring dividends or repatriating capital in the future. (Para 4).

A phased; programme of replanting for cach estate to be implemented
- over a reasonable period should be drawn up, taking into consideration its
internal resources, the sum available in the Replanting Fund, and the borrow-
ings possible from the State Finance Corporations. This phased programme
of replanting should continue even when estates are transferred. In estimating
internal resources, in as-much-as the present plight of the industry is due
largely to distribution of profits in the past without making provision for
depreciation of trees cven though it was provided for in the sanctioned price,
the amount needed for renewing the trees should come from future profits,
Maximum use of future profits for a rt':Elaming programme before distributing
dividends or repatriating profits will therefore be justifiable,

A programme_of this kind namely a replanting fund invested with the
Rubber Board, the preparation of a phased programme of replanting in full
consultation wilh producers which they should  carry out, a maximum use
of working funds along with borrowings, a control over distribution and
repatriation of profits for some ycars where necessary in order to repay
borrowings and meet replanting costs in each year, a continuing liability on
new buyers to execute the programme, a development staff for advise, penal
provisions against defaulters, and resumption of estates under the provisions
similar to those under Industries (Development and Regulation) Act reluct-
antly as an unavoidable last resort will meet the ends of developing the hatural
rubber industry. (Para 5).

Our recommendation is that the amount which has been specifically
included in the price structure for purposes of replanting as well as the amount
in the cess fund which it is proposed to use as replanting subsidy should be
put in the Rubber Replanting Fund of each estate in the case of
estates and each holding in the case of holdings over 15 acres. With
an increase in the area of high-yiclding trees, the ‘replanting cess’ may be
reduced from time to time. We also propose that the phased programme of
replanting should take due note of this replanting fund available to each estate
and enforce maximum replanting by its utilisation. More funds will accrue in
estates having larger yields. In their case more replanting will have to be
insisted on as long as backlogs of replanting arc there so that they may fully
utllise their funds, (Para 6)

We recommend that holders of 15 acres and below should be made Liable
to pay only that portion of the cess which is intended to cover administrative,
research and other expenses af the Rubber Board but not the element which
is to cover the replanting subsidy,

A feasible method from the administrative point of view would be to
cellect this reduced cess in the case of small holdings of 15 acres and less on
the basis of acreage.

Such an amount can be easily collected by state governments, along
with land revenue and paid to the Rubber Board after deducting reasonable
charges for collection, (Para 7).

The proposals for replanting have been already delayed by 5 years since

Section E. The new replanting the Development Committee reported. ‘Therefore,
subsidy acheme, the phasing should not be too long. (Para 4).
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.. The replanting programme should not -be left to the fre¢ will of the
estates. The Rubber Board in consultation with the producers should draw up
a phased programme for cach estate and see that it is implemented. (Para 5).

There should be an exceptionally strong case for granting subsidy.
There is no case for subsidy except for those whose earnings leave no surplus
for investment or aré inadequate for their maintenance. Even in such cases
controlled eredit over a long-term may be far more useful than a charity
grant. (Para 7). : _

New planting may be necessary to make uneconemic holdings economic.

New planting as a substitute for unsuitable areas in
Section F. New Planting. the case of subsistence owners may be justifiable.
(Para 1).

In the case of estates and the larger-holdings, new plantings may be
permitted in the case of those who have no arrears of replantings and those
who conform to the phased programme of replanting drawn up by the Rubber
Board. Certain exceptions may be made in the cas¢ of undersized companies
which may need their areas to be increased.

. While one is not sure of the future of natural rubber, expansion should
be limited to demand and related to the production of synthetic rubber. It.
will not be therefore wisc to permit any new planting without proper regula-
tion. Generally, estate owners will find it difficult to undertake at the samie
time both replanting and new planting with their own resources. But when
they are permitted to do so0, loans should be made available to them by the
State Finance Corporations for new plantings also.

, For the purpose of maintaining production at the required level, both
the new planting and the replanting schemes will have to proceed together.
Lands for new planting will have to be approved as suitable. A technical
survey will have to be conducted for this purpose. In the allocation of land
Aor new plantings under the various management groups in the -industry, care
should be taken to see that development does not result in increasing disparities
between the several sectors or lead to concentration of production is a few
hands. (Para 2). - ’ '

We have referred to labour conditions in detail in the Tea and Coffee
Section G. Labour Relations, FcPOFts: The recommendations in these reports have
‘ an equal application to rubber, )

Notification of a minimum wage is' based on: the number of
consumption units’ and the number of ecarning members in a
‘family and these may not be uniform in these. three industries.
Secondly, minimum wages should not markedly differ from State to State as
otherwise these would thereby affect the profits of the industry and create
discontent among labourers also. Thirdly, in industries such as coffee and
rubber in which the minimum price is sanctioned by the Central Government
on the basis of. costs, a substantial element of which is wages, consultation
with the price-sanctioning authority is necessary in. changing the minimum
wage, as vtherwise the price sanctioned may have no relation to costs.

A single labourer may have to perform all kinds of work in small
"holdings. The small holder should thl:zreforc be free to engage labour on the
minimum time wage. ' ’

Labour relations’ are not as happy as one would like them to be. This
aflects the efficiency of the industry.,” We have dealt with this subject in
detail in the Report on Tea. (Para'l).

Section H, Sale of Rubber Purchase of estates at high prices affect the
Estates, + financial soundness of.the industry,
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Wrong valuations have scrious consequences to the industry. It may
lead to over-capitalisation and may affect the foreign exchange position ou
account of repatriation of the sale proceeds of Sterling estates. .

Proper valuation is particularly important in case of rubber in which

the state notifies a price based on cost of production and a reasonable return
on capital invested. (Para 1). ’

.. It is necessary to have definite rules of guidance and standardised forms
giving full descriptions ofthe condition of the estates so that the subjective,
clement in the valuation is reduced to the minimum. -(Para 2).

We have made certain recommendations in our reports on Tea and

Coffee regarding regulation of 1and sales.. They have an equa! application to
rubber. (Para 3). L.

A very large number of small holdings exist in the Indian rubber-
- Chapter XI The small grower plantation industry. These are largely concentrated
in the Raw rubber Industry. in the Kottayam district of Travancore.

This concentration should facilitate the successful prom-stion of state-
partnered co-operaitves among the small ‘holders. (Para 2).

The second fact to be noted about small growers is their reliance on
mixed crops for their livelihood. '

The diversified economy makes small units less vulnerable to price falls,
{Para 3)

In small units tapping may be increased or decreased when prices rise
or fall more easily than in case of the larger plantations with their heavier
overhead charges. (Para 4).

The small growers suffered under many hzlndicaps ‘which have resulted
in their stunted growth, .

The International Rubber Regulation Agrecement which operated between

2334 ag;:l 1942 affected adversely the expansion particularly of small holdings.
ara .

Compared to estates, the small holdings area rapidly expanded in a free
economy between 1925 and 1928; depression had its effect on the expansion
thereafter; the International Agreemert restricted it further; during the war,
the removal of restriction on plantings and the Government purchase scheme
at fixed prices gave a fillip to expansion. Since 1947 the rate of planting of
small holdings began however to decrease with the reductions in the notified
price, '

Replantings also have been very poor. (Para 6).

That the small growers have, despite severe odds, continued to retain a
place in the rubber economy is proof of | their resilience. They have further
shown in recent years a keen- desire for using high-yielding planting material
outof their own resources, (Para 9).

If the whole area of trees oider than 30 years and that of ordinary low=
yielding trees of 30 years and less is compared to the total area, the needs of
replanting are greater under small holdings. (Para 10).

. While in estates the area of low-yielding trees decreased between 1950
and 1954, it increased under small holdings. (Para 11).

The main. problem of the small grower is insufficiency of land.

A minimum holding from the point of view of ufiving a minimum area for

a single tapperis 4 acres. Arubber holding should in the least comprise an
‘area of 4 acres. (Para 12).
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Unless fixity of tenure is assured, and fair rents on rubber lands ﬁ'ozt‘fll
atthe level existing before planting of high-yielding trees by the tenant alé
rents were not raised from time to time with the greater improvements made
by the tenant and compensation for improvements, provided in case of surren-
der of the land, the benefits of replanting and new planting will not satis-
factorily reach the tenant. In addition to such a land reform, there will alwaYs
be the nced in rubber holdings for an agency to take charge of lease
properties, so as to maintain them in efficient condition and pay also a rent
to the owner, (Para 13).

The quantum of debt of these holdings is not excessive. (Para 14)

We recommend the establishment of central clonal seedling nursericlf
and instruction in improved and less severe methods of tapping for sma
holders. (Para 15).

The small holder suffers for want of rollers to machine the rubber
sheet,

He is not intcrested in improving the quality when the dealer purchases
in lots without reference to proper grading., His equipments being cheap are
poor in quality. They may not have the case of use and may . sometmes
affect the quality of rubber. What is needed is a chain of primary co-opera-
tive socicties maintaining smoke houses for taking delivery of the latex of small
bolders and make smoked sheets of uniform and good quality. (Para 16).

There is considerable scope for expansion of latex marketing if state-
partnered processing co-operative factories for this purpose are started.

These processing societies will have to combine marketing along with
processing, (Para 17).

The Rubber Board wanted that the small holders should take the
initiative in forming such societies; the latter had little resources of their own
to fight the powerful money-lender-cum-big producer who was connected with
the big business of rubber manufacturers.

. The co-operative officers did not evince any interest in promoting such
societics. (Para 18). - .

In our report on Coffce we have analysed the problem of credit of the
small producer and suggested certain remedies. In Rubber the place of the
small producer is even larger than in Coffee. The remedies we have suggested
in the report on coffee apply to rubber also. (Para 20). .

Primary co-operative socicties of a multipurpose character are in the
first place essential if full finance for the crop is to be satisfactorily provided to
the small holder. The rubber grower required supplies by way of manures,
spraying materials and tools for tapping and husbandry. He also needed help
in processing and marketing his rubber, The primary societies should therefore
be able to provide short-term credit and the supplies and services required.
It will include in its membership all rubber growers big and small.” It will
be the agency for implementing the subsidy and assistance scheme in respect
of holders having .15 acres and less proposed by us. (Para 21)

The function of this Multi-Purpose Co-operative Society should not
merely be the provision of credit, supplies and marketing but also the introduc-
tion of improved methaods of rubber production and processing and helping to
cal;ryra out the targets of production “according to the plans of the Rubber
Board.

_ As we have recommended in the case of Coffee we recommend in the case
or Rubber also thatthe Reserve Bank may consider granting of permission
for the formation of a special Rubber Co-operative Central Bank for the
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Rubber growing areas which though spread over different states are located
mainly on the south-west coastal belt. Such a Bank may provide the neces-.
sary supervision for these socicties. (Para 22).

_For successful working, the societies will have to be of adequate size to
i;stmnﬁ)wholc time traincd manager and full complement of necessary staff.
ara 22}.

Any additional funds for the maintenance of a trained manager should
come from the Rubber Board in so far as this manager helps the advisory
service in its extension work., (Para 22).

The main problem in the provision of long-term credit to the small

. holders who are largely subsistence farmers is that they have no security to
offer except their holdings, returns from which will be barely sufficient for
maintaining themselves and their families. Their replanted and new planted
areas could be offered as security but ordinary financial institutions may not
be willing to advance long-term loans on their security. Recovery of loan
will not be possible during the non-productive perind of a replanting or
l('!lgwpla;;;td area and the full loan will take about 25 to 30 years to be repaid.

ara -

As we have recommended in the case of GoTee the solution of this
difficult problem liesin the formation of state-partnered co-operative joint
farming societies on the lines recommended in our report on coffee. Such a
society will provide intensive supcrvision, preparatory services for replanting
and new planting, loag-term and shot-term loans, services, supplies and
processing as in ordinary multipurpose primary societies. (Para 24). :

The use of the word ‘joint-farming’ should not be taken to mean po-
oling of lands of small holders. Cultivation in individual family holdings
need not be disturbed. But uprooting of low-yielding trees, clearing of new
areas, maintenance of nurseries, and budgrafting may be done jointly. Areas
granted to small holders for new planting may get common services as _above
mentioned. Areas which are relinquished may need the care of such
societies until new settlers are found. Some owners may prefer to leave their
lands to the society when they themselves do mnot cultivate. Such holdings
too may have to be taken care of. A plan of supplementary crops and/or
livestock and poultry rearing may have to be promoted as an adjunct of small
subsistence holdings. Joint-farming should be iinterpreted in this sense and
not as pooling of lands as a large-sized plantation. (Para 24).

We have in this scheme provided at the bottom for ordinary multi-
“purpose primary societies and joint-farming societies of small growers of
rubber. They will have to be fostered by a central co-operative bank, a
central supply society, and a central marketing socicty. As there is no
marketing agency for rubber as in the case «of Coffee, central marketing
societies are necessary to collect latex directlf and process it or collect the
smoke sheets where primary multi-purpose societies undertake processing. The
primaries will be affiliated to them. The marketing societies should purchase
outright the rubber and collect a charge for meeting administrative expenses
and losses in marketing. They should provide the service of grading. It
should be a condition of the license granted to the manufacturers for the
purchase of rubber that they should preferentially purchase rubber from these
societies. The societies should have their warchouses and special grading
inspectors. These socicties should be partnered by the Rubber Board. The
Board and the affiliated societies will hold shares in these socicties. A certain
number of directors will be nominated by the Board. Others will be elected
by the affiliated primaries. Care should bec taken. to see that the directors
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i t only the
est in marketing as dealers and represen .
producers. 'The senior staff of these societies shall be appointed by the Board

duce from the
ieties will get marketing finance on the pledge of pro
ﬁl;:cﬁilc%fn‘]:l th%gugh the groposcd Rubber Co-operative Central Bank.

i ing, i tage of area will
In distributing permits for replanting, a certain pcrccﬁl hg?din Nk

have to be fixed as the maximum for each estates or sma 'od n%w nall

holders holding below 15 acres should be allowed to replari)t :aur;Z ) p

a minimum of 4 acres though it exceeds this percentage. (Para 28).

The problem of accelerated replanting is mainly one of d_nve,a r:Ete?If:
supervision, co-ordination of various activities of dlﬁ'erent..agc‘mlc%% ovidin
active co-operation of the grower. The problem thereforeis one g ﬁ rea%
an administration to work at high pressure. Need for caution is equally gand
in the matter of proper recruitment of the personnel, training .suplervxsu:nd ne
direction. A special programme of this kind will have to be mlxlp c;:m'm cd on
the lines of community projects through provision of targest; well- e_m_gr:e Lo
ordination, an adequate decentralised staff under a central adfmms ra r:-’
periodical meetings, a pursuit of targets round the year, and public ctl)-ope :
tion. As mentioned in the report on coffee there should be a deve opmc}n
officer in charge of development and the subsidy and co-operative sc_hem(i:_s 0(11'
small growers below 50 acres. Public co-operation should be fully enliste
by forming local associations. Instructlpnal leaQQts, tallfs and demonsi-l-
trations by the staff courses of instruction in replanting, appointment of sma
holders in local committees, who thereby get opportunites to receive ‘upto
date information on replanting, may all be necessary for the education of
the small holder in improved practices. (Para 29)

As far as possible, subsidies should be for collective services, and in
kind, Even a long-term loan over a long period, either interest-frée or at a
nominal rate of interest, has an element of subsidy in it. (Para 30).

Just as there is provision for suspension and remission of land revenue in
years of failure of crops, some amount of irrecoverable loans due to the causes
mentioned above may have to be written off. (Para 31).

Services of this nature which contain an element of subsidy may have
to be provided in respect of growers of less than 15 acres. (Para 32). .

- Wehave stated elsewhere that the total area for replanting to be
allocated to small holders of 50'acres 2nd below should be half of 70,000 acres
which is the area that is now planned for (i.e., 35,000 acres). We recommend
that out of this 35,000 acres, the Rubber Board should allocate a suitable area
for replanting by holders below 15 acres taking into account, the conditions
of trees and other relevant factors. The area to be allocated for replanting
by those holding less than 15 acres may roughly be taken as not less than 21,000
acres, making an allocation on fhe basis of proportion of the area under the
group below 15 acres and the group between 15 and 50 acres, We have

have no personal intér

by small holders of 50 acres and below. Out of this about 12,000 acres
may be set apart as a provision for making uneconomic “units of less than
4 acres into holdings of 4 acres. On an average, this will provide for
6,000 un:conomic units of 2 acres each to be increased to 4 acre units.
The proportion fixed for new planting by small holders should not be a rigid
one.. In view of the existence of 25,000 uneconomic units needing added
lands, whatever is not taken up by medium growers holding between 15 and
50 acres should also be used for new planting by those holding 45 acres and
below. The cost of replanting in the case of «Ssmall holders may be taken as
less than for estates since the former have far less overheads to meet, We



135

have estimated the cost of replanting for estatesat Rs. 1,400 per acre. In
the cas: of small holders the cost for replanting as well as new planting may
be roughly put at about Rs. 1,000 per acre. The cost of replanting 21,000
acres'and new planting 12,000 acres (exclusive of cost of land) would thus
work to about Rs. 3.3 crores, spread over a seven year period i. e. about
Rs. 48 lakhs per year. (Para 34).

A part of this amount should be ‘met by  the small holders from the
clement for replanting provided in the price of rubber and the reduction in
the cess recommended for them. We feel that the balance can be made
available by a surcharge on excise on tyre manufactures of about 2% ad-
valorem. We accordingly rccommend that such a surcharge on excise be
levied on tyre manufactures to provide for a ‘small holders’ assistance fund.
The small holders’ assistance Fund should be administered by the Chairman
of the Rubber Board in consultation with a committee of small holders,
The Chairman will use the agency of the co-operative institutions as far as
possible in implementing the scheme of subsidy and loans.

When the co-operative institutions recommended by us come into being, -
we expect that all the small holders will become their members. When this
"is done, our recommendations for formation of a compulsory Replanting Fund
in the case of estates and holdings above I5 acres sﬁould also apply to these
holders of 15 acres and below. The Replanting Fund would then consist of
the clement allowed in the price structure as an allowance for replanting
and the reduction in the cess which we have recommended for them. Both
these amounts would be collected from each holder and credited to a separate
Replanting Fund for each holding to be maintained and administered by the
co-operative societies when they are formed. The loans granted to these
small holders would then be adjusted against the amounts accruing to the
Replanting Fund as we contemplate the State Finance Corporations and
other financing agencies to do on behalfof the larger estates, (Para 37).

The advisory staff and the cxtelnsion lservicl;: wng not 3:: able to funcfu;;n

: . . . effectively unless they have the support of the

%Lhiﬂf;of;ieﬁi:fch’ triTBE  J5cal planting community whom they have to help

, . and serve. We recommend that the Rubber

Board should organise regional advisory committees consisting of representatives

of influential planters whose help will be available to the Advisory Officers
to facilitate their work by securing necessary local co-operation. (Para 5).

We recommend that the Rubber Board in consultation with the industry
. should organise a training coyrse in suitable places in rubber growing regions.
The nature and the course of training, the number of people to be trained,
the methods of selection and other details connected with the training scheme
"should be worked: out by the Rubber Board and the Research Station. We
hope that the future entrants into the rubber industry as managers and
“supervisors in the plantations would be recruited from those who have
undergone this preliminary training. .(Para 6).

The additional activities other than Research and extension, namely,
training and education may form part of the Research Institute and the
proposed extension service. (Para 6).

We recommend that the Rubber Board under its Extension Department
should have mobile pest-fighting units which could be sent round from estate
to estate to help the planters towards better plant-protection. The services
of these mobile teams should be made available to all rubber growers at rates
depending on the size of their holdings. The administration. of this service
should be by a staff of field workers which should be separate from the
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¢’
extension service, though the extension service and_the pest contro! units
must act in close co-operation with each other. (Para 7).

The standards of cultivation in rubber, particularly f_'or small.growerls,
have to be raised. While the extension service proposed will certainly help
in this direction, a planned programme of targets may have to be reached.
Persuasion may in the last resort require some sanction, more as a deterrant
than for actual enforcement. The Second Five-Year Plan has provided for it
in respect of maintenance of standards of husbandry in other agriculture
lands. We recommend that such sanctions should also apply for rubber.

‘ i 4 isational changes
Chapter XIII. The machi Thereis need for* some organisa
for control of plantation "7 for the control and development of the Tea, Coffee
industrics. and Rubber industries. (Para 1).

Our proposals place greater responsibilities on the three Boards and
consequently increase the supervisory responsibilities of the Central
Government. (Para 1)

Control of industries also brings with it the formulation af policies from
time to time and the issue of directions and rules to carry them out. (Para 1).

Fact finding by an independent agency is necessary in respect of costs
on which price-notifications or basic prices are based. Guidance and standar-
dised rules will be necessary in respect of improvement of fixed assets and
standards of cultivation and review of costs and profits. (Para 3) ‘

To advise the executive there should be a suitable organisation of
sufficient status and knowledge of the problems of the three industries.
(Para 5). . C

We need a body whose experience and recommendations will be availa-
ble to the Government in formulating policies affecting production, prices,
regulation of consumption and exports, and taxation concerning the three
plantation industries; this body could look after the proposed Central Plan-.
tation Labour Welfare Organisation also. (Para 5).

What is required is a specialised agency which will be able to take an
objective view of the problems involved and make recommendations to the
government. It will review the working of the Boards and help them in the
performance of their functions. It will provide the fact-findihg staff for
costing. It will lay down for the three Boards common rules of procedure.
It will act as the co-ordinating centre in dealing’ with other departments.
Consultation with it will be obligatory on the Ministry, This will enable the
government to have the considered views of an experienced and independent
body on important questions of policy on which Government have to take a
decision. (Para 7). . :

We, therefore, recommend that such a body be set up to regulate the

three plantation industries. (Para 7).
~According to our terms of reference we have to' make
recommendations to Government on the mea-
sures necessary': :
(a) to secure for the producer a fair price for his product and to the
. consumer a fair price for the article he buys; ° :
(b) to enable the provision of necessary finance for the plantation
industries; .

Summary.

(c) to ensure suitable marketing arrangements; and

(d) to develop and expand the tea.. coffec and rubber plantation
industries. ‘ .
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In Parts T and IT we have made recommendations on these points for
the tea and coffee industries. For the rubber industry, at the relevant places
in the earlier chapters of this part we have already made our recommenda-
tions on these poins. Thus, we have in the chapter on marketing shown
from the figures of costs furnished by the reporting units of the industry, that
the present minimum price which is based on cost of production plus return
on investment, is adequate and fair to the average grower. Those who get
higher yields make more profits. For those whose production is below ave-
rage, the return is somewhat less, and for them the hope lies in replanting
with high yielding materials. So far as the consumer is concerned, his inte-
rests are safeguarded by the notification of a maximum price. Both the
producer and consumer will stand to benefit further in a substantial measure
if the replanting schemes recommended by us are implemented.

In regard to finance, we have in the chapters on Finance, Expansion
and Development of natural rubber, and the Small Grower made recommen-
dgﬁons for financing the industry's short-term and long-term needs.

Regarding marketing, our view is that it is only the small producers who
need assistance and for them measures have been recommended in the chapter
on ‘Small Grower’ for formation of co-operatives for processing as well as
marketing. In the chapter on marketing of rubber, has been suggested certain
measures which, if implemented, would remove some of the minor difficulties
which' beset both the small and large producers.

The development of the industry depends on how successfully and
speedily the replanting needs are carried out. Side by side with replanting
there should also be planned expansion of acreage and if these are carried out
in the manner recommended in the chapter on Expansion and Development,
costs will be reduced and the industry can hope to withstand the competition
from synthetic' rubber, should it arise in the future. We have also made
proposals for financing replanting which is very necessary for the industry’s
survival in the face of the threat from synthetic rubber. These and other
measures recommended for the betterment of the assets of the industry, in the
relevant chapters, will go a long way in mecting the development needs.
We have also recommended that there should be a development staff with the
Rubber Board and that the Board should also provide adequate advisory ser-
vices'and co-ordinate scientific research.

We have now come to the end of our work., Before we conclude we
wish to thank once again the assessors who accompanied us on our tours at
great personal inconvenience to themselves and helped us to see a good cross
section of the rubber industry in the different regions and understand its prob-
lems. Qur thanks are due to the Ministries of the Government of India for
their co-operation in conducting the inquiry. We are grateful to the
Reserve Bank of India for having furnished valuable statistical data in connec-
tion with our inquiry. We also thank the producers and their organisations
in the various rubber growing areas for their help in the conduct of our tours,
for having furnished replies to our questicnnaire, helped us with their views
in our meetings with them and given detailed information on many points
on which we had to.make references to them. We thank the Rubber Board
for the trouble they took in furnishing detailed answers to our questionnaire
and to the many references we had to make to them during‘the course of the
enquiry. Our thanks are also due to the Rubber Companies for thr facilities
granted for visits to their Rubber estates. To them and to the Rubber manu-
facturing companies and their association our thanks are due for the replies
to our questionnaires anh the statistical data furnished. - We also thank the
Superintendents and managers of the estates we visited for their kind hospi-

* tality and for the trouble they took in taking us round their estates and expla-
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ining their problems. We also thank the Government Cost Accounts Officers
and their staff for the help rendered to us in all the stages of our work.

The brunt of the work of organising and supervising the work of the
enquiry fcll upon our able Secretary, T. S. Seshukutty, who came to us with
a wide back-ground of experience and knowledge of commercial and indus-
trial matters. We are grateful to him for the very able and valuable assistance
rendered by him throughout the course of the enquiry. The task of the

. Research Officer, Shri O. S, Krishnamurthy, was indeed onerous which
he discharged with great ability and diligence. After he left - us in
November, 1955. his successor Shri V. S. Natarajan continued the work with
commendable cfficiency. On him devolved the brunt of the work at the
drafting stages of the report, which he discharged with great ability. Our
thanks are due to them. We also thank our staff both on -the research and
clerical side for the hard work cheerfully done in compiling numerous sta-
tistical tables and other statements required from the large volume of evidence
and information received. :

(P. M. MENON)
(K. G. SIVAWAMY)*
. (M. V. MATHUR)
New Delhi, December 16, 1956, *Subject to dissenting minute.
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I—New PrLanTING By THE PRIVATE SECTOR

The commission report has proposed new planting to the extent of
25,000 acres by estates holding over 50 acres. It thereby provides for an
expansion of the industry by about 25%, over the existing area. This expan-
sion is provided for in addition to replanting of 509, of the area requiring
replanting (35,000 acres target for the next 7 years out of 70,000 acres- of
low yielding trees under estates). The issues to be decided when allowing new
planting are the following:— :

(I} Should expansion be permitted by estates when there are large
arrears of low-yielding trees amounting to 709, of the rubber arca to be
cleared by replanting ?

(2) Has the estate-sector of the industry enough resources and credit
worthiness for clearing the arrears of replanting and also undertaking new
planting ? )

(3) Does the general condition of the industry warrant any reliance on
it for new planting ?

S . . . - . .
(4) What is the evidence given by the industry on our questionnaire
in regard to its capacity to raise funds for new planting ?

(5) What are the limits of new planting in an industry with an over-
whelming area of low-yielding trees ?

!
'th'-’(s) How is the present unregulated rapid expansion to be dealt
with? )

1. The target aimed at in the report is 35,000 acres of replanting by
the uprooting of old low-yielding trees. Itis to be completed in 7 years,
When there is a balance of another 35,000 low-yielding acres to be uprooted
and replanted, is it wise to expand the existing area of one lakh of acres by
another 25,000 acres ? It is obvious that all resources should first be used to
establish the industry on a sound basis by replacing low-yielding by high
yielding trees before permitting it to expand. Or there should be enough
resources with the industry to clear all arrears of replanting and also to under-
take new planting. The commission report has highlighted the problem that
““the industry’s hope lies in reducing by all possible means the cost of produc-
tion to the minimum’” which depends, according to the report, on replanting.
with high yielding planting material. If then replanting is an urgent and an
unavoidable problem, provision should be made for replanting not only
35,000 acres in the first seven years but also the remaining 35,000 acres.
On the basis of the demand for the next ten years the commission report
estimated a certain area of high yielding trees to be new planted. The report
naturally does not want to look far beyond in an industry which 'has to face
competition of the synthetic rubber. For this limited demand, if an area of
25,000 acres of new expansion is provided, what is to become of the low-yield-
ing area of 35,000 acres not covered by the proposal? If allowed to remain
the problem of high price\due to low yield will remain unsolved to this extent.
One third of the area will thus remain in a depressed condition without being
re-organised to bring down costs and face synthetic competition. If this area
is also replanted, production may increase to a greater extent than the report
has envisaged, and even if preduction becomes essential for an increasing
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demand  after ten years, the industry will have to face capital expenditure
not only for 70,000 acres of replanting but also 25,000 acres of new p_Ian_tmg.
Refereace is made in a later para to the resources available which indicate
that even on the average without examining individual caszs, the estates
cannot find the resources for both replanting and new plaating.

The history of this industry has been that it has always new-planted but
not re-planted. The consequence has been that out of an area of 1.05 lakhs
of acres under estates, 54,720 acres comprised trees aged more than 30 years
requiring replanting. Even this new planting has not been wholly of high
yielding material and the low-yielding area amounted to _14,805 acres. What ,
the market will achieve in a free economy towards hastening uprooting of low
yielding trees in years of low prices has been prevented by an uninterrupted
assurance of a high price under the international agreement, the bulk purchase:
scheme during the war, and a notified price . which has been increased from
time to time under the Rubber Control Act. “The high price has helped the
continuance of low- yielding trees. The area replanted and total planted was
as follows between 1938 and 1955 :— ‘

Tolal planting Total replanting
(acres) (acres)
Earlier than .
1938 64,665 1,899
1938-1954 39,623 14,670

Inadequacy of replanting may not be harmful if the industryxhas set
apart necessary funds annually for replanting in order to renew old trees and
uses this fund at the right time for replacing old trees.  The commission
report said: . ' .

“The industry does not also appear to have built up a depreciation fund

for this purpose out of the amounts made available in the price

structure.”

This is the one industry which was provided with ample funds during
the last 8 years and more not merely to cover annual depreciation charges
in respect of the wasting asset of the rubber tree but also to meet the cost of

-clearing arrears of replanting. The economical yielding life of a rubber tree
is considered as 33 years and the cost of replanting is estimated as between
Rs. 1,000 and Rs, 1,400.  The annual provision for replanting at the
maximum cost therefore amounted to Rs. 42 per acre yielding 350 lbs,, or
Rs. 12 per 1001bs. Since February. 1955 the price has been increased by
Rs, 12 per 100 Ibs. part of which is to meet replanting costs and also by
another sum of Rs. 5/12 to meet the cost of increased cess to be paid to the
Rubber Board. Half of this increase of Rs. 12 may be estimated as a grant
in the price for replanting. A sum of about Rs. 4 out of the sum of Rs. 5/12
is also to be distributed as a replanting subsidy under the scheme of the
Rubber Board. An ecleraent in the price was provided since October 1952
amounting to Rs. 6.82 per 100 lbs. for replanting. In all, the payment in the
price for replanting would amount to about Rs. 17 (Rs. 64+446.82) i.., Rs.
5 more than what is justified on the basis of maximum replanting costs per
acre. If normal replanting costs were estimated as Rs, 1,200 per acre, the
annual provision would be less i.e., Rs. 10 instead of Rs. 12 per 100 lbs. This
would increase the excess payment over the normal provision to Rs, 7 per
100 Ibs. instcad of Rs. 5. In other words, the consumer of rubber is paying
not less than Rs. 5 per 100 Ibs. or Rs. 17/8 per acre as a subsidy to the
private sector_to repair the damage to the industry brought about by its own
neglect to replant in the past. And this subsidy is paid with the full know-
ledge that what was paid since 1948 has not been used for the purpose of
replanting. The commission report has urged that hereafter the replanting
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fund either for clearing past arrears of replanting or for providing for future
depreciation should be separately invested and drawn only for the purpose
of replanting. This proposal also provides for interest on thissum to be paid
to estate owners even though the subsidy part of it for clearing replanting
arrears is not a depreciation charge to which the industry is entitled but a
premium for neglect. Whatever form the subsidy for replanting may take,
cither as a grant in the price structure, or in addition, an interest on it when
the Rubber Board maintains it as a replanting fund, it becomes difficult to
understand the provision in the report for new cxpansion by the estate sector,
in the fact of existence of a low-yielding arca under it. This has been the
very ailment from which it haS\rabcen suffering from since 1938, and which
it has failed to cure itself by replanting despite financial assistance, provided
for the same.

The report of the commission no doubt recognised the limitations of new

planting. It quoted approvingly the statement of the Federal Government
of Malaya on the reportof the Mudie Mission 1955 as follows :—

“Neither the government nor the country could afford to see tens of

thoasands of acres of developed: rubber in these areas degenerate into
obsolescence. No amout of new planting in new areas, however, desir-
able that may be, could compensate for the appearance of widespread
distress in the old established areas of rubber industry simply duetoa
failure to replant.”

The report no doubt recognises the various limitations of new planting.
It says that it should be properly regulated in relation to the production of
synthetic rubber and demand. It says that new planting will be necessary
to extend the area in small estates 'or as substitute acreage where lands are
unsuitable for replanting. But it has not made an effort to estimate whether
for these two purposes a large area of 25,000 acres will be required for new
planting by estates holding over 100 acres.

The report has laid down certain general-principles which it is obliga-
tory on the Rubber Board to observe in regulating new planting. These are
wholesome principles which should be observed. The report says that ‘in
issuing licenses for new plantings to existing concerns, due note should be
taken regarding the fulfilment of their phased replanting programme.” This
is unavoidable under the proposals.of the report asreplanting is a compulsory
programme to be completed in 7 years. Estates should complete replanting
of 35,000 acres whether they do any new planting or not. And even assuming
but not admitting they have resources to do new planting in addition to this
programme, there is no reason to permit them to do it while they have another

"round of 35,000 acres of replanting to do. Replanting itself has been phased
as 50%, of low yiclding area for first 7 years so that estates may not be unduly
compelled to execute a programme ' not consistent with their capacity and
resources, If it is considered that estates can also do new planting to the
extent of 25,000 acres which according to the reportis to proceed together
with replanting and hence becomes obligatory to be completed within 7 years,
then priority should be for replanting the remaining 509, instead of new expan-
sion, particularly when the purpose of increasing the high yielding arca is
equaly achieved by it.

The second principle which is obligatory on the licensing authoriiy to
observe is, '

“In sanctioning future expansion care has to be taken to sce that
concentration of rubber area is not unduly increased in the hands of a
few concerns.”
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‘The report later on says

“In the allocation of land for new plantings under the various manage-
ment groups in the industry, we repeat, that care should be taken to sce
. that development does not result in increasing disparities between the
several sectors or lead to concentration of production in a few hands.”
Chapter 111 of the report showed the following concentration in . the
rubber plantation. ] )
Area in acres

2 Sterling companies. 21,624
2 Non-Indian managing Agencics. 12,736
2 Indian managing agencics, 15171
4 Director controlled Public Ltd. 6,785
2 Indian proprietary concerns. 3,550
Total. . 55,866

~ Out of an estate area of about one lakh of acres, 569, was concentrated
in the hands of 12 concerns. If licences for new planting are to conform to
the rule that concentration should not be increased and disparities are not
also to increase, a certain nhumber of companies can hardly be granted any
permit for new planting. The proposed twenty-five thousand acres of new
planting by estates may have naturally to be granted to other concerns hol-
ding the remaining 449, of the arca. :

In other words estates with 44,000 acres will have to be expanded by
25,000 acres to 69,000 acres or about 609, of their existing area. Will they
be able to bear this large expansion?

New planting means expansion of an industry which is tantamount to the , '
the starting of a new industry. When Sterling and Non-Indian companies are
permitted to expend, it means the starting by foreign concerns a new industry
with foreign capital in a sheltered and strategic sector. The commission report
is doubtful whether expansion may be permitted by foreign concerns and
therefore leaves it to government to consider

“as to how far it would be desirable to permit expansion of the non-
Indian sector in this strategic and sheltered industry.”

Conservation of foreign exchange resources and national self-sufficiency
in rubber, these two important objectives of industrial policy, require that
new expansion should cease in the Non-Indian concerns. State assistance
by way of' an assured price can hardly be justified t6 foreign concerns
whose annual profits repatriated amounted to 14%, on capital. Neither is rubber
an industry in which the country lacks capacities to manage it. . Leaving the
question of acquisition of Non-Indian estates for the moment, there is absolu-

tely no case for their expansion. Hence there ought to be no new planting by
Sterling and Non-Indian companies. g

_ When goverrment considers this question and stops expansion, all the
new planting will have to be dcne by the Indian section. The question will
again arise whether the Indian section comprises 60,000 acres can absorb all
the 25,000 acres of new planting,  And if we exclude the big Indian concerns
holding about 22,000 acres as expansion by them will be.a breach of the second
principle that cor.centration should not be unduly increased by new plantings,
the other Indian units holding about 38,000 acres in all (60,000 acres being
their total holding) will have to expand by another 25,000 acres. This will
also prove too much to be undertaken by the Indian sector. There is therefore
no case for any scheme of new planting by estates except in unavoidable

circumstar.ces when substitute areas have to be found in the case of abandon-
ment of inherently unsuitable areas. ,
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2, Even asuming that rew: planting is permitted only when all low-
yielding areas have been replanted, has the industry enough resources to
manage both? New planting of 25,000 acres by estatesis a definite target
to be reached by themin 7 years. It isto proceed together with replanting.
Funds must therefore be found simultanecusly for new planting along with
replanting.

Elsewhere in appendix ‘C’ is given a statement of the funds available for
replanting. As the estate arca in the Indian section was about 60,000 acres
and a3 low-yielding area was 789, in the case of estates, such area requiring
replanting amounted in all to 42,000 acres. The target proposed for replan-
ting being 35,000 acres for the estates, the target for the Indian section amoun-
ted to 21,000 acres for the first seven years (3/5 of 35,000 acres). Statement C
showed that on the average the Indian section had adequate funds provided
in the price structure for mecting the borrowings in 12 years for replanting
21,000 acres in 7 years. The statement also tock account of the available
long term funds in the industry (Statement B). If land security alone is taken
into consideration on the assumption that a sum of Rs. 875 per acre can be
borrowed from banks on low-yielding acres and Rs. 750 per acre on high-
yielding areas, it will not suffice on the average for mecting replanting costs
of 21,000 acres for the firstseven years. (Statement A). Butone need not
go by the land security available in the concerns when there is an assured and
an ample provision in the price for meeting replanting cost. If the State
Finance Corporations lend on the security of the replanting fund for a period
of 12 years, the first batch of 21,000 acres will be replanted. Loans will
have to be taken for another 12 years for replanting the second batch of 21,000
acres, Also there cannot be and ought not to be a provision in the price
structure for new expansions. Neither any long-term funds existed with the
industry for this purpose. Realising this position.the report says:

“Generally estate owners will find it difficult to undertake at the same
time both replanting and new planting with their own resources. But
when . they are permitted to do so, loans should be made available to
them by the State Finance Corporations for new plantings also.”

This may be possible if, on the security of the replanting fund, loans for
new planting can also be given. But then the recovery of the loan will have
to be extended both for replanting and new planting over a very long period.
In such a case the price notification should state that the element in the price
for replanting could also be used for new planting and the rules of the Replan-
ting Fund should also provide for gepayments out of it also towards loans taken
for new planting. These are radical changes which need thinking over, and it
is doubtful whether government will consider them. It should also be remem-
bered that in making these calculations, the annual normal provision for
depreciation of existing trees is not considered at all. We are presuming that
the absorption of this provision temporarily for a period 1o clear arrears of
replanting can be made up later on by continuing this large provision for replan-
ting over a longer period until a garden has 39, of immature plants annually
for renewal of old trees, or such a financial provision for replanting at a later
date. It will be, therefore, difficult to convince the government to advance
loans for new expansion through State Finance Corporations until the estate
has cleared arrears of replanting and provided for necessary depreciation
charges for future replanting. ) ,

3. The general condition of the Indian section of the estate industry too
was not such as to bear both the burdens of replanting and new planting.

Growth of fixed assets was insignificant, investmentwas poor in fixed
assets, share capital and reserves were not adequate to cover the value of fixed
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assets in some companies, share capital was stationary, reserves were poor, and
long-term internal resources were little. '

14. These are the findings of the Commission as.would be evident from
the following extracts :—

“A study of the average figures for 4 years 1950-1953 (Reserve Bank

figures), show that there has becn no growth in the value of land asscts

of Indian companics while the non-Indian companies

Insignificant growth of  show an increase of 169, in all, in their land value

aucts, per acre. Increase in the investment in buildings plant

and machinery is more in the Non-Indian as compared

to the Indian companies. The overall picture shows a small increase in

fixed assets in Indian companies,.to the extent of only 4%, between 1950
and 1953, while the Non-Indian companies show an increase of 28%."

“Qur own figurcs showed that between 1939 and 1953, 5out of 10
Indian companies showed a decline in land assets.” .

““As regards investment, outofan increase of 33 lakhs of reserves and
savings between 1950 and 1953 in 27 Indian com-
Poor investment in fixed panics, 9 lakhs were invested in fixed assets, while out
ansels, of an increase of Rs. 12 lakhs under reserves’and Rs, 7
lakhs under share capital in Non-Indian companies,

Rs. 13 lakhs were invested in fixed assets,”

““Paid-up capital was less than the value of net fixed assets according to

our own figures and those of the Reserve Bank. 14 out of 24 Indian

Fixed asseta not covered by companies had little long-term funds (share capital

share capital and reserves ang PLUS reserves excluding balance of profits minus fixed

poor long-term funds. assets.). 7 out of these 14 had fixed assets purchased

from funds other than their own internal resources,

3 companies had a sum below Rs. 35 per acre and 4 companies had long-
term funds between Rs, 35 and Rs. 93 per acre.”

“According to Reserve Bank figures between 1950-1953 the percentage

of increase of share capital was nil in Indian companies. According to our
figures there was a decline by 6.399, between 1946

No Increasc in share  and 1953 in the Indian companies under Managing
Capital, agents and share capital was stationary in the
1953 Director controlled companies between 1946 and

“If we divide the increase of reserves per acre during the 14 vears

1939 to 1953 and find the average annual incfease per acre, itgwould am!:)unt

. to Rs. 27 for Sterling, Rs. 25 for Non-Indian,.

Poor rascrves, Rs. 18 for Indian and Rs. 11 for Director Contro-

. i led companies. According to Reserve Bank figures

addition to Reserves . amounted to Rs. 33 per acre annually between 1950-
1953 in Indian Companies.”

*“The available longbtclrm funigis (share capital and reserves excluding
alance of profits minus net fixed assets 1=

Poor long-term funda. E:t;?ﬁtofbe I\‘T)f the order of Rs. 3610) If%?-yslt)ei]?:té

. or Non-Indi i I

Indian companics.” ndian companies and Rs, 91 for

The review of the industry in the report was also not encouragj
for permitting new expansion. Reference has been already madﬁzgggdzz(:;gh
'CIJ‘L re lﬁnupg_ and ncglt!rgcnc:h to build a depreciation fund for this purpos‘iy
¢ following extracts from the report showed certain oth i .
Dty po ain other defects in the
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‘*Absence of free competition among the producers retained inefficient

low yielding and high-cost units.”

“41% -of 17 Indian companies paid a managing agency commission

S:vcmgz;gfg; 1950-53) over the statutory 119 as provided by the company
ct in .

“4 out of 10 Indian companies studied, showed a dividend of 20 to 399, on
ordinary shares and 3 paid a dividend between 10 to 19% in 1953. The
Reserve Bank figures for 24 Rupee companies showed similar trends.”
““Purchase of estates at high values has resulted in over-capitalisation and,
consequent stinting of expenditure on legitimate items.”

“Proper labour relations on which depended the future of the industry
were not as happy as one would wish them to be.”

4. The industry too was no hopeful of new planting unless long term
loans were granted to the extent of Rs. 750 per acre to be realised in a period
of 25 years and interest was free or deferred for the first 8 years. The Rubber
Board wanted this assistance as otherwise, according to its evidence.

“at the rate of replanting and new planting which have been carried
out in recent years indigenous production might not catch up at all with
the internal consumption.”

The U. P. A. S, I. said in its evidence that

It is not possible to raise funds from the investment market since no
investor can see any adequate return for this investment.”

The small holders’ representatives in the Rubber Board said:

“If new planting is left to private enterprise as before, it is likely to
remain as incipient and ineffective as during the past years.”

5 (a) New planting or expansion in an industry which has to uproot
70% of its trees and replant can never be an absolute programme but can
only arise as complement to replanting, .as for instance when large areas are
unsuitable and have to be abandoned, or where undersized companies
required expansion and could not be helped otherwise by amalgamation, or
as a adjuncts to central factories for processing rubber. New plantings has
also a large place in the sector of small holdings in making about 23,000
uncconomic units of an average size of 2 acres economic.

5 (b) New planting is dependent on a proper land-use survey. The
report of the Mission organised by the international Bank for Reconstruction
and Development on the economic Development of Malaya said :—

“We recognise that. it is necessary to consider other possible uses of
land before its alienation to rubber, e.g., where mining opportunities
are indicated, where forest reserves have overriding priority in the
interest of conservation, or where lands are more suitable for development
in large unified projects than individual holdings.”
The report of the same Bank on Ceylon said:
“Policy should concentrate on the improvement of that part of the
existing rubber area which can already produce the quantity expected to
be marketed in the future. The total area under rubber should not
be increased and might even be reduced. There is accordingly no need
to search for new lands suitable for rubber cultivation,”
The Mudie mission report said:
“An energetic and concentrated effort should be made in the near future
to arrive at 2n agreed Federal land-use Policy sufficiently clear to permit
progress to be made in new planting to rubber wherever alternative land
uses have not a sounder economic claim.”
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5 (c) The Commission report on Tea made the following finding about
new plantings. '

“In our assessment the immediate problem before the Tea industry in
India is not so much any large scale extension of the arca under cultiva-
tion as of continued maintenance of results already achieved and impro-
vement of existing assets.....c.ioceeceaees When the time for replanting
comes, some of the Jands may have to be abandoned. To make up for
the acreage thus lost new lands will have to be brought under tea.” -

These observations in the report of the Commission have a general
application to any plantation industry one of whose fixed assets is a wasting
one becoming uneconomic after a certain number of years, and also dead after
a further period. ‘

Need for expansion in the estate group will arise only when all. low-
yielding areas have been.made high-yielding and unsuitable areas have been
abandoned. New planting is no doubt necessary to compensate for _Ioss in
production as a result of uprooting of trecs. Soms new planting is justified to
meet the demand after 10 years, But the facts above mentioned are convin-
cing enough that the estates are unsuited fot undertaking this emergency new
planting. The recommendation in the Commission report for new planting of
25,000 acres is a conservative one. But the reliance of the Gommis;an report
on the estate sector to implement this target seems to be unrealistic.

6. A new situation has arisen in regard to new planting. In the
absence of'strict regulation, there has been a phenomenal increase in new
lanting, of 4,593 acres in 1954 and 5,133 acres in 1955. In 1956 the increase
Eas been great. But replanting is insignificant. Possibly big units and particul-
arly Non-Indian units are expanding Iest they may be prohibited from doing
soin the future. The Quilon Planters’ Association says in a recent memorandum
that ‘in 1956 alone about 20,000 acres have been newly planted.” An immediate
ban is necessary on new planting by the estate group pending investigation of
this unregulated expansion. Otherwise plarned production of raw rubber in
co-ordination with synthetic rubber might be defeated. On other grounds
too the immediate banning of new planting is necessary. Large funds since
" february 1955 have been provid~d for replanting. As the estates ane in control
of such funds, they may divert them for new planting. If they are to be
conserved for the purposes for which they have been granted pending the
formation of the proposed replanting fund, their wrong diversion should be
banned, Also new planting with the aid of such funds should be prohibited.
Further in view of the proposals in the Commission report tying new planting
with fulfilment of replanting and urging the Rubber Board to rigorously enforce
rules of replanting and new planting a further fullip to new planting when once
they are published, may be expected to forestall such proposals. Government
have admitted that synthetic rubber could be produced at 3 as. less per lb. than
raw rubber. One only hopes that raw rubber expansion may not create a
future crisis when estates may have to closein consequence of excessive
production at high costs. The rubber Board should be advised by government
to put 2 ban on new planting by estates pending its scrutiny and approval.

7. If there are so many difficulties in permitting new planting by
estates, if new planting of 25,000 acres by estates is obligatory to reach the
target of high-yielding areas within 7 years, and if both replanting and new
planting are to procced torether according to the report, we should devise
other methods for reaching this target of new planting. Two other factors
In new planting have also to be taken into consideration. The one is that
- in the interest of installing modern machinery, according to the Development
Committee Report; :
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“Large areas should be planted for modernisation of rubber plants and
installations in smaller units would be uneconomic.”

New planting by every estate unit will not reduce the number of units
and will not solve the nced for large plantations for feeding modera rubber
plants. On the other hand new planting by big units will increase concent-
ration, which under our proposals should n>t be permitted. The second is
the need for centralised processing factories and the huge capital required to
be invested for their installation.

Centralised factorié will help the development for the latex industry.
They can solve the complaints of manufacturers about the unsatisfactory
quality of the latex marketed. Quality of latex depended on bulking.

“Prominent latex chemists advise the use of very large tanks. *The
bigger the tank, the better will be the quality of the latex bulked. Bulking
minimises variation, gives a more uniform product and corrects many
other defects.”

(Marketing and utilisation of rubber latex in India—Pamphle-4—April
1950—Rubber Board). In addition to latex marketing such factories can
undertake the manufacture of different types of rubber as sole crepe, softened
rubber and smoked sheets. The report fof the mission of the International
Bank on Ceylon said in this connection that:

Tt is vei-y probable that future natural rubber consumption will be
mainly of high quality types and special forms (e. g. latex).’

Considering the costs involved, the Ceylon Rubber Commission reco-
mmended that such factories should be run by government, They said:—

“From the point of view of maximum profit to the rubber proprietor,

" we consider that it would be best for these factories to be built and
administered by the government, as it is obvious that any central factory
run by private enterprise will retain the major portion of any profits
for its proprietors. We feel that there should be no difficulty at all in
obtaining a manager capable of running a factory of this nature with
complete success and at considerable profit. . The administration of this
unit should be under the Commissioner of Rubber. There should be a
local advisory board. A government factory run on these lines will
prove a great benefit to all those engaged in the industry. The initial
cost should be paid by government and repaid by the factory over
25-30 years.

Ifit is conceeded that a centralised factory should be run by government,
it is preferable that the large new planting area necessary to feed it becomes
also part of this factory. ’

8. The new Industrial policy statement has also laid down certain
conditions when finance is required by essential industries and that on a large
scale. Such industries according to this policy statement should be in the
public sector. And if government lends to the private sector it will prefera-
bly be in the form of equity capital. This statement said:—

“Other industries (other than those of basic and strategic importance
which should be in the public sector) which are essential and require
investment in a scale which only the state in present circumstances could
provide have also to be in the public sector.......ovivemrenirrinnns Financial
assistance in suitable cascs specially when the amount involved is subs-
tantial will preferably be in the form of participation in equity capital
though it may also be in part in the form of debenture capital,” .
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In conformity with this policy statement, new planting which will need
substantial sums, will have to be undertaken cither by a governmental body,
or government should take shares in existing companies which are permitted
to undertake new planting on a large scale.

The industries referred to in the quotation above are those in the second
category, which will b= progressively state-owned and in “which the state will,
therefore, generally tak: the initiative in establishing - new undertakings, but
in which private enterprise will also be expected to supplement the effort of
the state.” Synthetic rubber has been already brought under this category
in the new industrial policy statement. Considering all the facts mentioned
in the preceding paras, centralised factories attached to large new planting
areas should also be state-owned. ’

. Synthetic rubber cannot be in the second category and raw rubber in
the third category of the private sector, The latter will need regulation to
function in integration with synthetic rubber. Raw rubber should therefore
come under the second category of industries, When the private sector has
to restore its fixed assets to a normal condition and has no resources to under- .
take new planting along with replanting, when a rubber plantation needed
modern costly machinery which a large scale plantation can alone afford,
when substantial funds are required from goverament on a large scale by an
essential and strategic industry, no choice is left for us to prefer between the
private or the government sector. All the new planting of 25,000 acres allo-
tted to estates will have mainly to be undertaken by a Development Corpora-
tion in which goverament holds 519, of the shares and the public, the remain-
der. Private enterprise will have enough to do in replanting high yielding
trees in the existing area for which full assistance will have to be given by the
government,

9. Acquisition of new planting areas.

Additional lands will be necessary for new planting. Good lands exist.
more in central and South Travancore. The observance of the principles
laid down in the commission report for permitting expansion will result in
the freezing of good new planting areas in the hands of non-Indian estates
ang tll)lig estates in Indian hands. The: Development Committee report
said that :

“some rubber estates have jungle land reserved for future planting.”

While some of these good lands may lie unused as a result of the pro-
posals, other areas in’ Malabar may not be as suitable for expansion. Conser-
vation of existing resources required that areas suitable for new planting with
these concerns will have to be acquired on the basis of a price for dry lands
growing no rubber.

II—SEeLECTIVE FrvanciaL AssisTANCE For WEark EsTATEs

10. The calculations made about the availability of replanting fund to
make repayments of loans borrowed for replanting (Statement C) are based
on the assumption that every estate will have a yield of 350 lbs, per acre. But
there are estates whose average yield goes down even to 200 Ibs. and whose
replanting fund will be small. Such estates will need long-term loans over
long periods. Also certain estates may have more areas to replant then the
normal 70% of low-yielding trees. They may not be able to provide adequate
security. As under our proposals the programme of replanting is compulsory,
and the provision of a replanting fund is also compulsory, government should
render every financial help to supplement this fund and thus facilitate the
smooth implementation of the programme. The Commission is not sure
about the State Finance Corporation meeting long-term credit needs as other
wise they would not have concluded as follows:—
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“If the finance committee in the Rubber Board finds as a- result of
experience of the working of the finance corporations and other financial
institutions they are not in a position to mect the long-term needs of the
industry, it may make necessary recommendations for the establishment
of a new financial institution under the auspices of the Rubber Board.”

Another recommendation of the Commission partially transfers to the
proposed finance committee of the Rubber Board the responsibility of answer-
ing the terms of reference in respect of financial arrangements for the industry
in the following words:—

“It may also advise the government regarding provision of loan finance
on casy terms to the rubber-growers through one of the existing institu-
tions.™

Beyond setting an advisory duty to. the Board on this question, the Com-
mission report makes no recommendation to this effect.

Amalgamation of smaller estates.

11. One method suggested in solving the problem of weak units is
amalgamation of smaller estates to form larger units.. According to the
Development Committee report 1950.

“QOverhead charges of smaller units would be high. A larger size would
reduce the managerial costs. It may be uneconomical to instal modern
labour saving machinery for processing of raw rubber on estates of less
than 1,000 acres. For these reasons amalgamation of smaller estates to
form larger units of about 2,000 acres or more is desirable. It is realised
that re-organisation is difficult and impractical in many cases. Never-
theless such a re-organisation is essential if Indian rubber is to compete
with better-organised rubber-growing countrics. Therefore, the question

of amalgamation of estates should receive the serious consideraton of .

proprietors and managing agency firms.”

If we are really serious about creating sound units for undertaking
replanting, the least that we should do is, where persuasion fails, to compul-
sorily amalgamate’ in public interest’ as provided in the Company- Act
smaller units which cannot afford to mainfain a managerial staff, and thus
create sounder units for increasing their credit worthiness for borrowings for-
replanting.

Replanting Finance Corporation. .

12. Secondly a special Replanting Finance Corporation modelled on
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation of the U.S. A. which had liberal
rules of lending and pravision for supervision and control over distribution
of profits, and at- the same time provided for writing off of losses in lending,
may better suit the Indian rubber estates which unlike in tea have not only
to replant aged trees but also low-yielding trees, to face synthetic rubber

Note:  The following are the rules for loans to business enterpriscs and participations
in such loans by the Reconstruction Finance Corporation,

s‘While the questicns of security and colleteral are important in determining whether a
joan will be made, they dp not alone constitute the factors upon which the approval or
rejection of an application is determined....... amsmosatsrineses A programme of payments will
be arranged with a view to the orderly liquidation of the debt by the borrower and in
8o far as can be estimated on a basis that will enable the borrower to make plans for the
development of futurc business without being unnccessarily restricted by a rcpayment sche-
dule that would impair the borrowers' working capital during the life of the loan...............
As long as any portion of a loan remains outstanding, no dividends may be paid by any
corporate borrowers nor may any distribution or withdrawals (except reasonable compensation
for services) be made by a partnership or irdividual borrower without the consent of
Replanting Fund Corporation nor mxﬁwmgmnlien for 1ervices of officers, directors or emp-
loyces be paid gt a rate in excess of that which appears reasonable to RFC.
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) - PR . . . F
tompetition, and also to meet the urgent national demand of this strategic

material. ‘

Such a finance corporation can function for the benefit of all the plant-
ation industries. It can finance both normal and weak estates. Greater details
about the neet for it have been already mentioned in my dissenting minute to

the T'ea and Coffee reports.

A Development Corporation.

13. Thirdly Government may take into a Development Corporation
weak estates so that they may be able to finance replanting and strengthen
thermn. Writing about estates which needed investment well in excess of the
yield from the replanting cess and which did not have its own or borrowed
funds to make up for long neglected replanting, the report of the Mission of
International Bank for Economic Development Malaya said :—

“This group scems to need some form of selective assistance, concentrated
on those estates prepared to undertake replanting at the high rate nec-
essary for their rebabilitation. In a great many of these cases rehabilit-
atiun could probably be accomplished only through liquidation and
absorption by interests prepared and able to invest in a major replanting
progarmme within a short period and to wait during the maturing period

to enjoy the financial results.” .

This is a radical remedy to liquidate and absorb. This would mean
acquisition. When an estate is acquired, it does not suffer any future loss
which it will have to bear if it continued and had to carry out the compulsory
replanting programme. It should be made to shoulder the responsibilities
for past neglect of replanting. As wisely suggested in respect of amalgamations
by K. E. Knorr in his book “World Rugber and its Regulation.”

“The Government might consult with planters associations to explore
opportunitics for merging small rubber companies, and in the process,
retire other plantations of low productivity. Again due care should be
taken that the high-cost units eliminated do not leave a fatal legacy in
‘the form of increased over head costs for the surviving estate companies,
Payment 1o the owners of abandoned plantation should therefore not
be made in cash or debenture stoc_ but in ordinary shares. Thisis the only
economic way of eliminating 'inefficient producing units through am-
algamations,’ i
Though the reference here is to merging of plantations of low product-
ivity and high costs with better plantations, the principle involved is the same
that weaker estates should be admitted only as ordinary share-holders and not
purchased.
State Inyestment in snares g comparies
14. Another alternative would be for government to invest in the
shares of companies which had neither its own resources nor credit worthiness
to borrow and undertake the responsibilities of management along with the
estates owners as has been mentioned in an earlier para under new planting.

The new Industrial Policy. ,

15. The Commission report provides for isfue of directives for the
proper maintenance of fixed assets but this carried with it the responsibility
for the government that every financial assistance is given for carrying out
the phased programme of replanting. The exercise of powers under the
Development and Regulation of Industries Act for non-compliance with
directives or powers similar to those under the British Agricultural Act can
only come last when all assistance has “been rendered to the private sector to
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carry ouit the directives. Financial assistance may take three forms, a special
Rehabilitation. Finance Corporation, a Development Corporation in  which
weak estates can hold shares, or contribution of equity capital by the state to
existing concerns,

- Whatever the method adopted, the problem of financing poor estates
for replanting and new planting cannot disappear by not facing it and will
need a solution by other methods than finance through existing state finance
corporations. One cannot jump from issue of directives for replanting straight
to resumption of estates under the Regulation and Development of Industries
Act or acquisition of estates for the management by a Land Commission under
the British Agricultural Act without providing for the intermediary stage of
full finance for implementing the phased compulsory programme of replanting.

III. ABANDONMENT OF UNSUITABLE AREAS
16. The Development Committee report said:—

“Jt may be argued even after ‘replacing the present obsolete stands of
rubber with high-yielding strains of it and by applying modern scientific
methods of cultivation we may be on the debit side to the extent of about
259%, in yield owing to unfavourable climatic factor as compared to
Malaya and Indonesia.”

At another place it said:—

“To reduce the Indian costs of production of rubber to a standard which
would bear: reasonable comparison with that of the East, economies have
to be effected even in the smallest items of expenditure.”

These extracts are given to show the urgency in Indiar for abandoning
unsuitable areas which increase costs and thereby reduce the competitive
position of rubber. When even under the best, of circumstances raw rubber
cannot compete in price with that of other countries, it is all the more
important to grow rubber in best available areas and certainly not .in unsuit-
able arcas. The Commission report has stated the problem in the following
words:— )

-“If yields are to be increased and costs reduced, rubber trees should
not be planted in unsuitable areas. Rubber trees exist in regions of
higher elévations, in lands where hard laterites, hard pans, and rocks
occur within a few, feet below the surface of*the soil or in exhausted
soils subject to scil wash in sloping lands. * The Development Committee
estimated the area of unsuitable lands as not less than about 10%,."

There are two sets of unsuitable. areas, one described above, and
another in small holdings where ‘the soil has become practically exhausted
by growing several crops of hill-paddy or tapioca. or where short-term crops
like tapioca have been cultivated as a catch-crop with rubber for several
years.” The proposals the commission has‘made for a solution of this
problem are .

“(1) Future replanting and new planting should not be done in

unsuitable areas. (2) In permitting new planting care should be taken

to examine unsuitable areas under rubber if any in the estate concer-
ned and in full consultation with the estatc-owner a phased programme
of abandonment of such areas should also be prepared.”

These proposals do not take account of elimination of existing unsuitable
areas except to a very limited degree when an estate is permitted to new-
plant and it may be asked to abandon its unsuitable arcas. on a phased
programme. ' ' - '

The Commission report might have recommended at least the same
principles which it laid down in the coffee report.
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“In deciding on any expansion, the urgency of new plantings for
those whose cxisting estates are in unsuitable areas should be realised.
Growers should be assisted to change over to suitable

..................

A programme of abandonment envisaged here should apply all the
more to a strategic industry faced with the competition of the synthetic if
costs are to be brought down and yields are to be increased. The Ceylon
Rubber Commissior: has given priority to this question in its report and
made a number of recommendations for growing substitute crops or reforest-
. ing the unsuitable areas and providing substitute acreage for new planting.

Commenting on this problem of retirement of unsuitable areas th
mission report on Ceylon of the International Bank said: - :

“The uneconomic acreage was estimated by the Ceylon Rubber
Commission to be about 1,75,000 acres. “A quantity of about 1,00,000
tons of rubber for probable disposal in the future world market
can be produced on about 5,00,000 acres, leaving an excess of 1,50,000
acres in the present acreage.”

If proper survey of non-economic acreage was made as related to
yields, costs, wages, and selling price, it would be more than 109%. Even
the area of 109, estimated by the Development Committee was not small.
It amounted to 20,000 acres. And as the Commission has proposed a new

lanting of 50,000 acres, this would make up for the loss, of:the small crop
E‘om the abandoned areas. A survey as in Ceylon of the area to be abandoned
is necessary. The abandonment should be on a phased programme. In
the case of big units such an abandonment can be enforced as they .have
a large area for maintaining them. They needed no substitute acreage by
way ‘of new planting. In the case of medium units holding between 16
and 50 acres new planting may be permitted to the extent of the abandoned
area. By medium units are meant those holders with moderate means
having 3 times the income of a subsistence holding giving a net income of
Rs. 1,200. 'In the case of uneconomic units of 15 acres and belew, abandon-
ment will have to be helped with subsidies and substitute area for new
lanting. The new planting area provided as substitute should be equal
.in’value and not in area to the abandoned area on the basis of net
income.
IV, - CONCENTRATION AND THE_PLAN

17, “The New Industrials policy (April 1956) has the following definite
objective;— o

- “Equally it is urgent to reduce disparities in income and wealth which
exist today, to prevent. private monopolies and the concentration of
economic power in different fields in the hands of small numbers of
individuals, Accordingly the state will progressively assume a predomi-
nant and direct responsibility for setting up new industrial undertakings
and for developing transport facilities.” .

Concentration of production in the hands of a few individuals has been
already referred to. According to the Commission report.

“In sanctioning’ future expansion, care has to be taken to see that
concentration of rubber area is not unduly increased in the hands of a
few concerns,” o

But reduction in existing concentration is a complicated problem.
Wh_erc big units want special financial assistance from government to clear
their arrears of replanting, it may be granted subject to their joining a
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Development Corporation with the state as the major participant in it. Such
a policy will help to reduce concentration. This is one method necessitated
by the new industrial policy which says that:

‘*financial assistance to the private sector specially ‘when the amount
involved is substantial will preferably be in the form of participation in

equily capital though it may also be in part in the form of debenture
capital.”’ )

Another method would be that unsuitable areas of rubber in big units
should be abandoned by them as they resulted in low-yielding rubber at high
cost. Price fixation too is vitiated when the costs of such areas are taken into
consideration in determining the price of rubber. The provision of substitute
acreage by new planting need not be allowed in the case of big units. A
third method would be to acquire the minimum extent necessary from such
big estates and supplement the ,economic holdings of small holders whose
holdings cannot be otherwise made economic than by such acquisition.

V. Source oF Funps GRANTING SuBsIDIES.

18. The Minister for Commerce and Industries said during the debate
in the Lok Sabha on the Rubber Amendment Bill in 1954;—

“There are estates which produce as much as 1,200 lbs. of rubber per
acre as against estates which produce only 200 lbs. per acre and we in
trying to fix the price have taken the minimum at about 400 lbs. per
acre. That shows that those estates which are really efficient and produce
1,200 Ibs. are making colosal profits when we fix the price on the basis
of 400 lbs. per acre.”

During the debate Shri K. P. Tripathi our Chicf Labour assessor pointed

to a method to subsidise_uneconomic estates:—"
- * - *
“All the units which are economical in character are earning a very

high profit and this will continue till all the units became economical
in character which is not going to be in our generation. The policy’
must be determined as how best to absorb the higher profits, of the
more economical units so that the less economic’units might be deve-
loped.” -

One need not go so far as this proposal, as there 13 a justification in
rubber industry to get back from etates with high yields the windfall in income
which occurred 4s a result of the grant of a uniform*price to all producers.
Further in fixing the price the higher costs of small holders were considered

" and to this extent the price was raised to big holders. ‘This resulted in
estates that incurred less costs getting a higher price over what was a fair
price.

Distribution of high profits was a result of high gross profits in some
concerns with high yields “due to the assured payment of a price notified
by government. As a notified price does not lend itself to be admtmstra_uvcly
varied from producer to producer, and as at the same time protection to
rubber industry has taken the form of a guarantee of a fixed uniform price, its
very enforcement created the problem particularly in industries with large
variations of income, of certain concerns making an excess profit over what a
notified price is expected to give a producer. This is onc of the examples to
illustrate how development programmes unless implemented with care and
caution increase economic disparities in income.

Secondly as a result of the guarantce of a high price, the ob-
jective of price control too, to develop an economically efficient indus-
_try, is defeated. Thirdly a greater amount of national income will
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be going into the hands of producers having a higher yield than the
basis yield on which the price is calculated and assured. It would be but
fair, when the price notification created this inequality of returns to producers,
to correct it by any other possible méasures. It should be possible, as in the
case of excess profit tax, to fix certain slabs of yields as 600, 800, 1,000 and
1,200 bs. and levy a graded price-cqualisation cess after taking full account
of increased expenses incurred to get a- higher yield. The cess might be so
fixed s0 that on no account should it take more from a producer than the
excess profit accruing from the existing price. The total amount of the cess
might be used as subsidy for development of small holdings.

19. One other source of income to the Rubber Board arises out of the
collection of difference in price between the Indian price and the import price
of rubber from the manufacturers. This has+ been ‘objected to on the ground
that it is equal to sale of import licence and that a consumer licence 1s expec-
ted to get for the consumer the article at the import price and not a higher
price. One suggestion has been made in this connection that the quota for
imports might be granted to the two manufacturers’ associations in India who
would undertake the responsibility of distributing it among their members and
paying the differénce. in price. The distribution of quotas to individual
manufacturers is the responsibility of the Rubber Board which it cannot share
with non-official bodies who do not form its executive branches. So long,
therefore, the present notification of collecting the price difference operates, 1t
is necessary that the Board alone should undertake this fynction.

Originally the idea seems to be to assist the Indian manufacturer by
importing rubber. This is clear from Sec. 8A. of the Rubber Act which

says:
It shall be lawful for the Board with the previous approval of the cen-

tral government to import rubber for sale or to purchase rubber, in the
internal market at such prices as the Central Government may fix.”

Finding this responsibility too much, it was considered whether the,
Rubber Board could arrange imports of raw rubber for the eventual distribu-
tion to manufacturers when the .world price was lower than the Indian contro-

.lled price. Considering the difficulties in handling imports of any kind, the
present procedure was devised so that the manufacturer would import but’
pay the difference in price. If the original idea of handling of 11 imports of
rubber by the Rubber,Board was implemented. The Board might sell it to
the manufacturer at a price not lower than that of the internal controlled
price. The profit it any would be a source of income for assisting the develop-
ment of the industry. As the Board igjust feeling, its way, and may not be
able to undertake this responsibility, there is no harm if it used the State
Trading Corporation as an agency for import and distribution of rubber to
manufacturers. This is nothing more thar the creation of a monopoly Buying
Commission for the purchase of rubber to be distributed to manufacturers,

The State Trading Corporation may make a profit when it sells rubber
.t a price not lower than the internal controlled price and this may be handed
over to the Board for subsidising replanting and new planting. But this will
be incidental to its primary function of helping the Board in the sale of im-
ported rubber to the manufacturers. . '

VI. Lanp Sares

20. The Commission report has proposed that it isobligatory on the
estates to replant according to a phased programme, and when an estate is sold,
the liability for continuing the programme rested on the new buyer. Sales
in the interim period before this proposal is implemented in law will escape

i
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this liability. Sales may be hastened too in order to forestall such legislation,
It is, therefore, necessary, if the proposal is not to become ineffective, that
immediate legisiation should be undertaken that no sales should be permitted
without fixing the liability on the scller to transfer the necessary funds for
the phased programme of replanting.

I have already proposed in my dissenting minute on tea that every sale
of estates over 100 acres should be permitted by the Tea Board. This should
apply equally for rubber. The objects in giving a permit are that the sale
price may be fixed taking full account of the age of trees, the new manage-
ment is approved from the point of view of interest in the industry and resour-
ces, the minimum economic size is in no way diminished, and  priorities
according to the superiority of different types of management are fixed by
government. . -

4
. In giving such permits the following order of priority pointed out in
the Tea Report may be followed :—

(i) Producers might join a statc-partnered production co-operative.
The principle enunciated by the Rural Credit Survey Committee
for the acquisition of processing factories might be followed. The
producers should raise 309, of the capital and government should
contribute the remainder, When such societies can be formed,
estates for sale should be first offered to them. -

{ii} Public limited companies director-controlled are founded on

people’s capitalism. If share-holding by a single person is limited to

59, as provided in the Banking Companies Act for Banks, they come

near to the co-operatives in their structure. The sccond preference

' in transfer of estates should be to those companies, in which noone
will hold more than 5%, of paid-up share capital.

{ili) Where one and two are not feasible, the Plantation Corporation
proposed for merging weak companies as share holders or for new
planting might purchase the estates sold. :

(iv) Where 1, 2 and 3 are ndt feasible, any person or institutibn may
by the estates subject to the approval of sale price by the Board.

VII.. Lasour

21. Rubber industry mainly exists in the state of Travancore-Cochin.
Hence the miinimum wage notification in this state has a greater bearing on it
than that in other states. There is a novel section in; it which does not
exist anywhere else in India, compelling employers to pay wages to their
permanent labour round the year. They are asked to give ‘some work connected
with the estate’ and unless labour refused to do it, should be paid minimum
wage even when the employer has “no work to give. There are ample
provisions in labour laws as lay-off and retrenchment compensation which
the employer has to pay in slack scasons of unemployment. This novel
section has resulted in labour employed for a scason demanding from small
holders who have not got ‘some work” to give wages, for the whole year. The
problem of supplementary employment in agriculture should be solved by
Siate Governments and not be left to' poor small holders to provide it. Itis
no use also to solve it by insisting on ‘some work’. The” work should be
useful and remunerative.

VIII. Macuinery For ConTROL oF PLANTATION INDUSTRIES

22, The proposal of the Commission recommending the establishment
of an independent commission for plantation industries is one to be welcomed.
The commissipn will bz doing part of the work of the Tea, Coffce and Rubber
Boards. It is necessary to consider how the Boards should be reconstituted
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in so far as part of their work will fall on the commission. The Board has
two functionspto discharge the one executive and the other deliberative. The
Chairman and his staff in the Boards will in future work under the proposed
Commission. They may as well be treated as an executive wing of the
Commission, The Chairman of the Boards may be whole time servants of the
Commission and designated as Controllers of Tea, Coffee, and Rubber
industries. ‘

Executive work is bound to suffer when the executive officers have to
share it with a semi-elected body of representatives of various interests. I have
already dealt in detail with the need for separating the executive work from
the advisory functions discharged by non-official representatives in my dissen-
ting minute on coffee. The representatives of various interésts may be wholly
elected and they should have the right to advise the 3 controllers of coffee,
rubber, and tea industries and the over-all commission. These changes may
be necessary so that the Commission’s work may not partly overlap that of
the Chairmen of the Boards. A wholetime commission at the top, and boards
of mixed type at the bottom will ill-assert and not go together.

‘IX. OTHER PrOPOSALS

23. (i) The replanting fund should be invested in the proposed Planta-
tion Finance Corporation which will release it for replanting with the approval
of the Rubber Board. Where more funds are required, this corporation will
advance them.

(i) The following proposals made in my dissenting minute regarding
tea should apply also to rubber regarding estates over 100 acres.

The Government of India should guarantee long-term loans. The law
should provide that titles to lands were unambiguously vested in the proposed
plantation finance corporation. '

Current finance should be distributed as far as possible in kind by integ-
rating it with the proposed supply co-operatives.

The government should also give a directive to the state bank to immedi-
ately provide full crop finance to every producer.

A centralised buying agency is necessary for purchasing and distributing
imported rubber machinery similar to the raw cotton commission in the U. K.
working under the Cotton Centralised Buying Act 1947 which has a monopoly
of imports and sells it at a price “to further public interests in all respects.”

3. The managing agency system being costly to_the industry should be
abolished. . :

4. The following proposals made in my dissenting minute to the

Report on Tea regarding labour, taxation and return for the producer in
Tea should also apply to rubber.

Small holdings should be exempted from the. Minimum Wages Act.

State governments should not issue minimum wage notifications unless

the majority of the employees and labour could not come to a decision and
requested the government to issue it.

- The annual guaranteed wage meant that the employer could not termi-
nate an employee, even when he was unable to continue his industry. It
raised larger issues and should not apply only to one industry.

(8} Medical relicf should be part of the Employees’ State Insurance
Scheme.

(b} Maternity benefit and compensation under the Workmen’s Com-

pensation Act should be brought under the Employees’ State Insurance
Scheme. )
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(c) Government should contribute to the expense of group hospitals.

(d) Expenditure on housing should be such that rent for its use could be
afforded by the workers and staff. Rent should be collected from the latter
and the wages may be increased to this extent.

(e) Economies could be sought by way of reducing public expenditure
on school buildings. A cess should be collected for education from labour.
The same may be added to wages. Parents whose children supplement their
earnings should get an additional wage to compensate for the loss resulting from
withdrawing their childern of ages 12 to 14 from employment.

(f) Labour should pay arate for civic services as water supply, sanita-
tion, lighting etc. The same may be added to wages.

- (g) The proposed welfare organisation should own all constructions and
be responsible for welfare working in co-ordination with the State Employees’
Insurance Corporation and State Governments,

(h) Provident funds should form part of life insurance schemes.

(i) The free feeding of children during the day should be taken due
note of when fixing wages.

(j) An all-inclusive wage should be the brinciplc of the wage-structure
in order to reduce the dependence of labour on employers for various civic
amenities,

(k) To drive_ home the civic responsibility to every citizen, the privilege
oif:‘r labour to pay for housing and civic services should be recognised and given
eflect to.

{l) Where employers provide amenities, they should be given a rebate
by the proposed welfare organisation.

5. Local rates and cesses vary from state to state and should not be
levied on estates which paid the welfare rate to the proposed welfare organisa-
tion.

Replanting costs should be treated’as revenue expenditure.

The eventual object of taxation policy should be to eliminate the distinc-
tion between agricultural and non-agricultural income for purposes of taxa-
tion. :

Revaluation should be for very exceptional reasons. It should in no way
affect the powers of” income-tax officers to allow depreciation or levy income
tax. The excess value should not be’ adjusted to share capital. Revaluation
should be done by the Central Board of revenue or Company Law Administra-
tion or Controller of Capital Issues.

6. [(a) Returns for the producer should be based on the following
principles, What are fixed assets should be broadly defined so that hospitals,
schools, and houses built for labour and staff, and which, in industries as
mines, are the property of a government welfare organisation, and in certain
states are maintained by state governments, may be excluded from fixed assets,
Otherwise share capital is increased upto their value and, in the absence of a
limit over distribution of total profits, is paid a high dividend thereby entren-
ching on the proportion of profits to be set apart for reserves.

Secondly their current value and annual value should be fixed. Profits
after setting apart 259, to reserves and paying taxes should be distributed in
the proportion of this annual value, the annual wages of labour, and the
annual salaries of staff.

(b} In calculating the annual value of fixed assets, such assets purchased
from future reserves should be excluded. ‘
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{c} Afier paying taxes and setting apart for reserves, and before distri-
buting the remainder, a minimum dividend not exceeding the interest rate on
government loans may be paid in years of profit.

(d) There can be no return on reserves as reserves belonged to the
industry so long as it existed, , )

(¢) Interest on reserves should be calculated as an expense and added
to reserves,

Profits after remunerating all interests in an industry belonged to the
government. So long as government did not claim it, it might be divided
between staff, labour and the share-holders excluding managing agencies!
who have been already paid a commission out of profits. The profits due to-
labour and staff in the proportion of their annual contribution (wages and
salaries) should be pooled and distributed to labour and staff according to
their total earnings which should be related to the output of work. Such
pooling should be for each region of approximately similar yields and
costs. '

A ceiling may be fixed for profit distribution in respect of superior of
employees, The cash amount distributed to subordinate employees and
labour should not exceed their annual salaries. Labour and employees may
be paid 25%, in cash as proposed by the profit-sharing committee. The balance
of 75%, shall be funded and invested in a trust to be formed. It may be
distributed for specified purposes of a non-recurring character as education,
marriage, disablement, purchase of a home or land, etc. The amount should
be invested in appropriate government loans and securities.

K. G. SIVASWAMY,
Member,
Plantation Inquiry Commission.



Statement indicating credit-worthiness of Indian concerns to raise funds for replanting,
(From the point of available land-security.)

Acres.
1. Approximate rubber area in Indian concerns. 60,000
2. Of which area of low yielding trees at 7/10. 42,000
3. Of which area of high yielding trees at 3/10. 18,000
4. Target for compulsory replanting by estates of 50 acres
- and over. 35,000
5. Of which area to be proportionately replanted by the
" Indian section being 60%, of estate under rubber. 21,000

6. Area that will be available as Jand security after uproot-

* -ing low-yielding trees to. ‘this extent of proposed

. replanting area of 21,000 dcres out of thc total low-
yiclding area (Col. 2). 21,000

7. Arca available as land security on the assumption that
two acres of low yielding trees is equal in value to one

acre of high viclding trees (} of 6). : 10,500
8. Total area available as land security (3 plus 7) 28,500
9. Cost of replanting 21,000 acres at Rs. 1,400 per acre

(in crores of Rs.) 2.94
10. " Value of land security available for borrowing at

Rs. 750 per acre on 28,500 acres (in crores of Rs.) 2.14

Deficit 80 lakhs

Area of land that on the averagc cannot be rcplantcd

for want of land security {in acres.)- 5,714

‘Proportion ;to the target of 21,000 acres to be

replanted, B 27%

From the point of view of availability of long-term funds
(share capital and reserves excluding balance of profits
minus net fixed assets) in Indian concerns. (Reserve
Bank figures).
Table XXII A of Capital stmcture of Commission Report.
1950 1951 1952 1953
Rupees per acre for 24
Indian companies. 14 Il 18 91

Annexure VIII (Commission Report)
No. of companies which had a minus under long-term

funds ranging from Rs. 16 to Rs. 310 per acre. 7
No. of companies which had a plus under long-term
funds amounting to Rs. 2 to Rs. 34 per acre. . 3
No. of companies which had a plus under long-term
funds amounting over Rs. 34 but below Rs. 93 per acre. 4
No. of companies which had a plus under long-term
funds between Rs. 93 and Rs, 207 per acre. 5

No. of companies which had a plus under long-tcrm
funds between R, 233 and Rs. 291. 3
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No. of companies which had a plus under long-term
funds amounting to Rs. 786.

No. of companies which had a plus under long-term
funds amounting Rs, },052

A rough estimate of funds for replanting on the basis

of the element in the price guaranteed for the producer
and area that can be replanted with these funds.

Element in the price for replanting per 100 lbs. since
Qct. 1952 (In rupees).

Element in the cess collected by the rubber Board beink
the sum proposed as subsidy per 100 lbs. in Rs,
Element in the price granted in Feb, 1955 (approximate)
in Rs.

Total,

Funds provided in the price per acre yielding 350 lbs.
in Rupees, '
Replanting fund available for 7 years on the total
acreage of 60,000 acres at Rs. 60 per acre after deduct-
ing 3,000 acres for cach year being the area uprooted
cvery year for replanting 21,000 acres and which will not
fetch the contribution to replanting fund (in lakhs
of Rs.} . . .

Average long-term funds availahle per acre (Share
capital plus reserves excluding balance of profits minus
net fixed assets) (Rs. 91 per acre for 60,000 acres)
(lakhs of Rs.)

Cost of replanting 21,000 acres in 7 years at 1,400 Rs.
per acre, (lakhs of Rs.)

Interest on the same at 449, when borrowed for
12 years at the rate of Rs. 42 lakhs each year for replant-
ing 3,000 acres each year at Rs. 1,400 per acre. (in
kakhs of Rs.) '

Total loan required in lakhs.

Replanting fund that will be available for next 5 years

after the first seven years on 60,000 acres on the
assumption that replanted acreage of 21,000 acres
have come into bearing at 350 lbs, in the 8th and Oth
year and yielded 800 lbs. for 3 years from 10th year to
12th year and the remaining 39,000 acres yielded 350
Ibs. on the average as during the first period of 7 years.
(lakhs of Rs.) '

Total available replanting fund and long-term funds

- (1, 2, & 6) (lakhs of Rs.)

Period in which the loan will be returned.

'6.82
4.00

6.00
17.00

60.00

201

55

294

1i9
413

228

484

12 years.
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Statement showing rate of planting and total planted area between
the years 1938 and 1953. .

Statement showing yield per acre in different rubber growing dis-
tricts in the year 1955..

Statements showing paid-up capital and reserves in Sterling, Rupee
Non-Indian and Indian companies as on 30-6-1954¢ and the
proportion of Indian and Non-Indian investment in them.

Composite balance shects for 17 rubber plantation companies and
balance sheets for different management groups for the years 1939,
1946 and 1953. ° : :

Statement showing increase in assets for 17 companies. (Totals for
all groups and for different management groups). '

Statement showing assets per acre and the growth during the
period 1939-53. (Company-wise and according to types of
management.) .
Statement showing sources of financing capital formation for 17
companies. (all groups and under different management.)

Statement showing company-wise figures of liabilities per acre for
the year 1953. -~

Statements showing figures of share capital, reserves, profits, fixed
assets, etc, per acre (company-wise 1950-53) and composite balance
sheets {1950-53), relating to some selected rubber plantation com--
panies, furnished by the Reserve Bank. '

Statement showing cost of production of rubber in various regions.
(Under major heads and item-wise).

Statement showing management-wise cost of production of rubber,
(Under major heads and item-wise).

Statement showing proportion of various heads of cost to total
average cost. .

Statement showing cost of production of rubber in the case of
small holdings. o '

Statement showing group-wise production and consumption of
rubber (excluding imports) since 1948, B
Statement showing group-wise imports of raw rubber into India
during 1948-1954. : .
Statement showing profits and their allocation according to types
of management.

" Statement showing trends in profits and their alfocations. (Stéto-

ment 1-18). . v
Statement showing important profit ratios and composite income,
expenditure and appropriation account of selected rubber planta-
tion companies furnished by Reserve Bank.

Statement showing requirements of working capital as furnished by
reporting companies.
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Statement showing estimated requirements of future capital expendi-
ture for five years, furnished by rubber companies.

Statements showing ages of rubber plants, area new planted,
replanted and area abandoned (Statements A to D), cost of new
planting and replanting one acre of rubber and tending it for
8 years (Statements E to G); and the planting material used (State-
ments H & I),

Statement showing ages of rubber plants and available working
funds. (Company-wise).

Statement showing the distribution of mature and immature area
under rubber in gome selected rubber companies. :
Statement showing area of new planting since 1938 and planting
material used.

Statement-showing the indebtedness and the sources and the
amount of loan borrowed by small holders of rubber.



ANNEXURE 1

Statement showing rale of planting and lotal planted area between the years
- 1938 and 1955

(Tn acres)

Area under :
plantings| verseieerd [conal seealiogs | Didgrane | 23 anat | 1 me
seedlings . ]
1 2 3 4 ‘5 6

Earlier
t1(.:)?]8 98,755.98 333.73 7,349.02 1,06,438.73 1,06,438.73
1938 659.71 14.61 1,276.10 1,950.42 1,08,389.15
1939 ) 1,213.74 526.74 2,322,76 4,063.24 1,12,452,39
1940 1,798.34 516,72 1,862.91 4,177.97 1,16,630.36
1941 _ 826.85 86.67 1,312.79 2,226.31 1,18,856.67
1942 3,191 .Oé 511.21 2,384.50 6,086.77 1,26,943.44
1943 10,735.55 1,748.78 2,767.26 15,251.59 1,40,195.03
1944 9,338.22 1,353.51 1,509.84 12,201.57 1,52,396.60
1945 8,217.93 |© = 2,704.30 816.58 11,738.81 1,64,135,41
1946 4,494.28 717.39 576.69 5,788.36 1,69,923.77
1947 4,931.76 486.04 899.07 6,316.87 1,76,240.64
1948 3,406.73 | 194.35 518.40 4,119.48 1,80,360,12
1949 1,382.31 239.99 305.77 2,428.07 1,82,788.19
1950 1,674.02 392.03 260.76 2,326.81 1,85,115.00
1951 512.44 491.91 688.39 . 1,695.74 1,86,810.74
1952 1,073.96 593.49 691.48 2,358,93 1,89,169.67
1953 1,348.66 1,149.81 7719.71 3,278.18 1,92,447.85
1954 4,664.81 2,576.42 999.74 '8,240.97 2,00,688.82
1955 5,133.57 1,007.92 409.67 6,551.16 2.07,239.95
Total 1,63,859.92 15,648.62 27,731.44 | 2,07,239.98 ves

Source ;(—Rubber Board



ANNEXURE I-A
Statement showing the rate of planting of Rubler for each year since 1930

Estates of & above 100 acres planted with

Small holdings(less than 100 acres)planted with

Total acreage planted with

Year of
Planting | Ordinary Clonal Ordinary Clonal Ordinary Clonal Total
serdling | Budded | seedling Total scedling | Budded | seedling Total seedling | Budded | seedling
rubber rubber rubber rubber rubber rubber rubber rubber rubb=r
L]
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

Planted Z
carliar \

than . _

1930 56985 2818 311 60114 38282 82 1 38365 95267 2990 312 93479

Plaoted .

m

1930 50 534 17 601 245 246 296 534 17 847

1931 i 830 830 167 5 167 167 830 997
1932 sow 134 i 134 84 as 84 8¢ 134 218
1933 50 50 121 = s 121 121 50 171
1934 24 922 9i6 | ' 244 10 254 : 268 932 1200
1935 11 - B84 95 3 ven 3 14 84 93

. [}

1936 32 599 631 - 5 37 599 e 636
1937 20 1244 ‘1264 23 22 45 43 1266 1309
1938 352 1264 1616 144 12 5 161 496 1276 5 1777
1939 272 2062 499 2833 896 261 28 1185 11_68_u 2323 527 4018
1940 222 1634 472 2228 1106 226 . 3 1367 1328 1860 507 3695
1941 12 1248 81 1341 719 64 6 789 7314 1312 87 2130

{(Contd.)



Statement showing the rate of planting of Rubber for each year since 1930

. ANNEXURE I—A (Contd.)

Year of

Estates of & above 100 acres planted with

[Small holdings(less than 100 acres) planted with

Total acreage planted with

Planting | Ordinary - Clonal ;rdiqaw Clonal Ordinary Clonal Total
" seedling Budded | -s=cdling Total seedling | Budded | seedling Total seedling | Budded seedling :
rubber rubber - :9bber rubber rubber rubber i rubber rubber rubber
T2 3 7 5 6 7 I 10 3y 2 13
1942 B4 218 | . 414 3446 2204 165 % 2361 3018 2383 509 5810
1943 2569 2059 1251 5879 7610 | 685 | . 494 8789 10179 2744 | - 1745 14568
1944 2699 1227 | 1011 4937 | 6222 | 283 279 678¢ | 8ozl 1510 1200 | nmnl -
1945 2182 602 | 2547 5331 4540 192 N7 | s | 6722 794 266¢ | 10180
1946 830 531 | 531 1892 2229 43 122 | - 2396 3059 576 653 | 4288
1947 331 822 314 1467 1223 73 79 1375 1554 895 303 | 2842
1948 399 507 95 1001 281 6 47 33¢ 680 513 142 1335
1949 s, 299 160 904 | - 141 68 209 586 299 208 13
1950 765" 246 318 1359 120 "8 17 145 885 254 365 | 1504
1951 17 585 385 1087 95 50 98 243 212 635 | o 483 1330
1952 216 616 378 1240 230 | ~— 4 141 875 446 650 | s19 | 1615
1958 6 | %0 63t 1370 73 [ - 18 404 795 379 |~ 718 1038 2165
1954 348 490 751 1592 174 | - 90 515 809 522 580 1299 2401
Total ¢ 69701 | 21385 10202 104288 674872 2206 2581 72359 137183 26581 12783 176647

Source >—Rubber Board,



4

ANNEXURE II _
Statement showing yield per acre in different rubber growing districts in the
year 1955 -
—
Total Tappable [Average yield
District S. No. prio'flulcht:::m (zx::-i:) F;r labt;rs
1- 2 3 4 5
Madras State
Malabar 1 120,724 329.00 367
2 T 73,476 229.00 320
3 | 220,401 813.90 272
s | 1z 550,02 269
5 248,944 - 748.97 332
6 765,889 1909.34 400
-7 619,000 1606,79 385
g8 | ~29629¢ |- '1095.00 270
T. C. State
Trichur  Cochin 9 | 326217 | 1447.97 225
10 1,278,000 2724.88 469°
11 570,300 1911.80 298 ~
12 212,164 663.03/ 320
13 70,092 173.00 405
T. C. State ' '
Kottayam  Changanacherry 14 402,800 l315.91A 306
15 773,100 2437.]—1 313
16 117,848 447.85 263.
17 296,780 725.02 408
Meenchill " 18 239,917 501.81 470
T. C.. State )
Kottamay Peermade 19 714,238 1609.63 444
" 20 198,330 754.27 263
21 235,960 610.46 387

{Contd.)
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ANNEXURE HI—(Contd.)

Statement showing yield per acre in different rubber growing disiricts in the

year 1955
District 8. No. pm'l;?x?r.lion Taay:]:::ﬂc A‘::;I g:c);i: .
in 1Ibs. (Acres) (im~ lbs.)
2 3 4 5
Thodupuzha 22 403,500 | . 1177.04 343
Quilon Kunnathur 23 535,500 1160.17 462
Pathanapuram 24 375,800 1106.63 339
25 811,900 1276.10 636
26 782,922 1295.75 604
27 142,271 322,94 410
28 123,101 232,00 564
Pathanamthitta ‘
- 29 262,3.0 650.99 403
30 | 811,900 1276.10 636
31 650,623 1088.86 | 598
32 108,600 227.35 £79
Shencotta 83 266,100 806.03 307
Trivandrum Nedumangad 34 |7 113,033 383.25 295
/" Vil-avancode 35 475,600 738.02 644
36 | 390921 | 366.10 1067
37 358,312 447.18 801
Coorg Coorg 38 84,448 342.00 259
39 178,019 498.27 360
40 251,518 1237.33 204
41 20,080 109.50 193

Source:—Rubber Board.
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ANNEXURE III

Statement showing Paid-up capital and Reserves as on the
A. Sterling Companies

(Figures in Cols. 4 to 7 in ‘000 Rs.)

30th Fune, 1954. °

No. of |Registered | Paid-up Profit and| Grand

Region Com-| acrcage { Capital | Reserves Loss Total
panics Account
0 Balance

1 2 3 % 5 6 7
Travancore-Cochin 3 22,933 94,49 76,46 10,39 1,8 I-’34
Madras 1| 8082 | 1200 2,00 45 | e
Mjysore 5 . i
Coorg .

Grand Total 4 | 25965 | 1,06,49 [ 78,46 10,88 | 1,9583
B. Rupee Non-Indian Companies
. No. of [Registered | Paid-u Profit and| Grand
Region Com- | acrecage | Capi Reserves Loss ; Total
panics Account
— Balance #

1 2 3 4 R 6 7
Travancore-Cochin 3 5724 40,77 12,81 5,99 59,57
Madras 3 7,012 31,00 20,97 8,19 60,16
Mysore . g
Coorg =
Grand Total 6 12,736 71,77 33,78 14,18 | 1,19,73

C. Rupee Indian Companies.
. No. of (Registered | Paid-u .{Profit and| Grand
Region Com- | acreage | Capital | Reserves Loss Total
Panics Account
Balance

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Travancore-Cochin 41 26,329 | 2,04,33 59,11 35,70 2,9),14
Madras 14 5,562 31,51 13,52 3,70 48,73
Mysore 3 1,165 6,92 70 1,47 9,109
Coorg 1 1,597 9,52 78 16 +10,46
Grand Total 59 34,653 | 2,52,28 74,11 41,03 | 3,67,42

Source:—Balance Sheets.



ANNEXURE III

ing and Rupee Non-Indic

(Figures in ‘000 Rs.)
Indian Non-Indian : Total of all companies
Type of Companies :
Paid-up Reserves Total Paid-up Reserves Total Paid-up Reserves Total
Capital 1  Capital Capital .
4
1 2 S 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Sterling 64 54 },18 1,05,85 88,80 1,94,65 1,06,49 89,34 - 1,95,83
Rupee Non-Indian 55,95 37,39 93,34 15,82 10,57 26,39 71,77 47,96 1,19,73
Rupes Indian 2,47,71 1,13,05 3,60,76 4,57 2,09 6,66 2,52,28 1,15,14 3,67,42
Total 3,04,30 1,50,98 4,55,28 1,26,24 1,01,46 2,27,70 4,30,54 2,52,44 6,82,98

Source:—Balance Sheets,
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ANNEXURE 1V
A. Composite balance sheet ( for 17 companies under all groups.)

(In Rs. ©€000)

Year
Items 1939 1946 1953
1 2 - 3 4
Liabilities:
Paid-up Capital 1,45,06 1,59,68 1,66,81
(75.08) (60.42) (41.16)
Reserves:
I General 3,37 18,85 50,77
(1.74) (7.13) {12.53)
Taxation 1,95 5,4 36,48
{1.01) (2.06% {9.00)
Other Specific 9,9 1 19,0 58,25
(5.16) (7.21) (14.38)
P. & L. Afc Balance 22,9 20,74 27,27
(11.88) (7.85 (6.84)
Total 38,24 64'10 1,73,23
(19.79) (24.25) (42.75)
B_orrowiug.r:
Banks 0.04) 0.00) o)
. . Q.25
Other Finance ¢ 1,57 ¢ 2,4 ¢ 3,13-
0.81 0.92 0.
Other Liabilitics ( 8,2& (37,8% (Glzgg
4.28 14,32 .
Total ¢ 9,9% ( 40,5(% (125?;)
(5.13) (15.33) (16.09)
Grand Total : 1,93,21 2,64,27 4,05,24
(100.00) {100.00) (100.00)
Fixed Assets :
Gross li§26§7 1,67‘,*58 2,34.85
. 63.
Depreciation ( olég% ( 36,63 (514?3:2,
Net Assets I$4(.),4 lsgl?gg 2530?8())
(72.67) (61.11) (54.29)
Floating Assets: ) i
»
Stocks & Stores 19,38 37,51 68,12
10,
Receivables ( 03??% (Mé:gc)» (16,8
Investments ¢ IS?S} (%932.‘)5 (26'32%
3.06 / ;
Cash & Other Assets (24?3 oo 10085
(12.61) (14.84 24 3
Total 52,79 1,02 ,7% 5%583-2—
_ (27.33) (38.89) (45.71)
Grand Total:; 1,93,21 2,64,27
y99, ,04, 4,05,24
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00)
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ANNEXURE IV—(Contd.)
B. (For 4 Sterling Companries)

(Tn Rs. "000)
I Yecar
Ttems 1939 - | 1946 1953
1 P! 3 i
Liabilities: :
Paid-up Capital | 1,05,66 1,06,49 1,06,49
{76.76) (63.58) (37.63)
Reserves: ,
General 46 1,6 | ' 27,3
{00,33) (6.94 (9.65)
Taxation 1,94 3,7 34,78
. ] (1.42{ (2.26) (12,29
Other Specific 7,8 8,31 51,1
' , (5.67& (4.96) (m.os&
P. & L. Afc Bals 17,1 7,32 10,8
(12.42 (4.57) (3.84)
Total 27,3 31,05 1,241
(19.84) (18.53) (43.86)
Borrowings:
Banks (...) (... 0 399
Other Finance ...) ( ...)
N (; o) ()
Other Liabilities (34,8 (lgti,% -~ 51,38
A4 .89 18.16
Total 4,6; 29,9& ( 52,3;
(3.40) (17.89) (18.51)
Grand Total: 1,37,6¢ | 1675 | 282,097
_ (100.60) | (100.00) | (160.00)
Fixed Assels:
Gross 97,58 99,31 1,43,65
(70.49) (59.294 (50.76
Depreciation 4 1,8 4,1
(00.02) (1.09) (1.47)
Net Assets 97,54 97,48 1,39,48
(70.87) (58.0) (49.29)
Fleating Assets:
Stocks & Stores "18,42 24,34 49,11
(9.%5) (14.53) (17.%)
Receivables 1,34 3,81 4,84
1 (00.97) (2.37) (1.n
Investments 3,74 13,38 4.8
(2.723 (7.99 (1.70)
Cash & Other Assets . 21,6 28 40 84,71
(15.69) (17.01 29.94)
Total 40,10 “'70,0 1,43,49
(29.13) (41.80) (50.71)
Grand Total: 1,37,64 | 1,67,50 | 2,82,07
A (100.00) | (100.60) | (100.0)




ANNEXURE IV—(Contd.)
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C. (For 1 Rupee company under Non-Indian Managing Agents Canlral )

{In 000 Rs.)

Y ear
Licms’ 1959 1946 1953
I 2 3 *
Liabilities:”
ideup Capi 2,80 2,80 3,50
Paid-up Capirtal (39.36) (52.83) (59 02)
Reserves:
General () () (7.42)
G
Taxation (0.15) (7,;33 (9.282'
; 1,11
Other Specific (15.623 (13.323 (0.6;&
. & L. Afc Bal
P. & L. Afc Balance (4.37) | (3.01) | (16.69
Total 1,43 2,10 2,0
(20.20) (39.62) (31.06)
Borrowings
Banks
(..0) (..) (...)
Other Finance 53 2 9
_ (7.48) (0.38) (1.52)
Other Liabilities 2,32 38 32
(32.76) (7.17) (5.40)
Total 2,85 40 41
(40.24) (7.55) (6.92)
Grand Total: 7,08 5,30 5,93
(100.C9) | (100.00) | (100.00)
Fixed Assets :
Gross 5,6% 4,73 5,28
(79.66) (89.26) (89.02)
Depreciation 55 1,04 1,80
(7.77) (19 62} (30.34)
Net Assets 5,09 3,69 3,48
(71.89) (69. 64—) (58. 68)
Floating Assets:
S:ocks & Stores 47 89 1,26
(6.64% (16.79) (21.24) .
Receivables 1,2 13 20
(17.23) (2.45) (3.37)
Investments s 827 28 21
T .82 5.28 3.56
Cash & Other Assets .)'} ( ) ( )
(00.42) (5. 84) (13, 15)
Total 1,99 1,61
(28.11) (30. 36) (41. 32)
Grand Tolal: 7,08 5,30 5,93
(100.00) (100.00) (100. 00)




. ANNEXURE IV—(Contd.)

11

D. (Far 2 party Non-Indian Rupee Companies under Non-Indian

Managing Agents Control }

(Tn 000 Rs.)

. Year
Ttems 1939 1946 1953
1 2 3 4
Liabilities:
Paid-up-Capital I1.14 14,95 22,12
(62.83) (37.98) (41.78)
Reserves :
General 2,00 6,50 21,50
(11.28) (16.51) (40.60)
Taxation 7 1
(...) {2.01) (0.02)
Other Specihe 65 4,83 2+
: (3.67) {12.27) {0.45)
P. & L. Afc Balance 3,03 7,47 6,53
{17.09) (18.99) (l2.33g
Total 5,68 19,59 28,2
{32.04) {49.77) (53.40)
Borrowings:
Banks . (. .)
Other Finance. ¢ 3; (8'2‘ “16
(1.80) (2.21) (0.30}
Other Liabilities 59 3,95 2,39
(3.33) (10. 04) (4.52)
Total . 9] 4,82 2,55
, (5.13) (12. 2.)) (4.82)
Grand Total: 17,73 39,36 52,95
(100,00} 1 (100,00) (100.00)
Fined Assets: '
Gross 12,65 ©21,59 37,67
. (71.35) {5t.85) (71. H%
Depreciation - 23 97
(1.30) (2. 46% (6.72
Net Assets 12,42 20,6 34,1
(70.05) {52.39) (64. 4-&)
Floating Assets;
Stocks & Stores 3,72 7,79 8,18
{20.93) (19.79) {15,46)
Receivables 26 1,03 2,56
(1.47) (2.62) (4.83&
Investments S8 5,24 5
(5.53) (13.31) {0.94)
Cash & Other Assets 35 4,68 7,60
(1.97) {11.89) (14.35)
Total 5,41 18,74 18,84
(29.95) (47.61) (35.58)
Grand Total ; 17,73 39,35 52,95
{100.00) (100.00) (100,00}
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ANNEXURE IV—(Contd.)
ing Agents control.)

E. (For 4 Rupee companies under Indian Managi;

(In *000 Rs.)

Year
Items 1939 1946 1953
1 2 3 2
Liabilstres:
. . 3 11,57 10,83
Paid-up Capital (73%‘3) (62.04) (48.62)
Reserges: .
12 70 1,50
General (] .59) (3.74) (6i7?g
Taxation _ O ésl (5;3;;
Other Specific ©. 40:; (]41“2,2; (1zé§ég
I 09 ] 4
P.& L. Alc Balance (14 ‘“) (6.92) (12.07)
Total 1,24 4,63 8,0¢
(16.40) | (2¢.82) | (36.08)
Borrowings;
k 8 .
Ba-.“ 3 (1.05) (1135) 5 .
her Fin: . 34 2
Qther Finance (7.14) (7. 45) (12.52»%
- I 13
Other Liabilities (1.72) (4. 34) (2.96)
Total 75 2,45 34l
(9.92) (13.14) (15.30)
Grand Total: 7,56 18,65 22,28
et (100.00) | (100.00) | (100.00)
Fixed Assets:
Graoss 6,44 15,15 15,67
(85 .202 (81.2?% (70. 33)
Depreciation
® (0. 26% (0.86) (2. 92)
Net Assets 6,4 14,99 15,02
(84, 94-) (80.37) (67. 4-1)
Floating Assets:
Stocks & Stores .34 1,60 . 2,41
(4.50) (8.58% (10. 82)
Receivables 9 5
(1.18) (2.792v (3. 10)
Investments 58
. (...) (0.38; (2.60})
Cash & Other Assets 1,4 3,58
(9. 38) (7.88)° (16.07)
Total 1,14 3,66 7,26
(15. 06) (19.63) (32. 59)
Grand Total: 7,5 18,65 22,28
(100.00) (100.60) (100. 00)
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ANNEXURE 1V—(&ontd.)

F. (For 6 Director Conirolled Public Limited Companies—Indian.)

(In '000 Rs.)
Year
Ttems 1939 1946 1953
1 2 3 4
Liabilities:
Paid-up Capital 19,89 23,87 23,87
(85.77) | (71.3%) | (58.07)
Reserves :
General 79
(3.41) (0.05) (0.10)
Taxation 45
(...) (1.35) (0.02)
Other Specific 35 2,27 4,09
: (1.51) (6.79) (9.95)
P. & L. Afc Balance ‘1,44 3,97 6,64
: (6.21) (11.87) (16.15)
Total 2,58 6,71 10,78
(11. 13) (20.06) (26.22)
Borrowings »
Banks e 2
(...) (...) {0.05)
Other Finance 18 14 14
(0.78) (0.42) (0.34
Other Liabilities 54 274 6,3
(2.32) (8.18) (15.32)
Total 72 2,88 . 6,4
(3.10) (8.60) (15.71)
Grand Total: 28,19 83,46 41,11
(100.00) | (100.00) |. (100.00)
Fixed Assets:
Gross 19,96 26,80 32,58
(86.07) (80.10) (79.26)
Deprecization 1,02 2,08 4,66
(4.40) (6.22 (11.34
Net Assets 18,94 24,7 27,9
(81.67) (73.88) (67.92)
Floating Assets: -
Stocks & Stores 1,43 2,89 7,16
(6.17) (8.64) (17.41)
Receivables 23 8l 1,24
) (0.99% (2. 4-23 (3.01)
Investments 9 64
(3.97) '(2.36) (1.56)
Cash & Other Assets 1,67 4,25 4,15
- (7.30) | (12.70) (10.i0
Total 4,25 8,74 13,1
~ (18.33) (26.12) (32.08)
Grand Total: 23,19 33,46 41,11
i (100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

Note: Figures in brackets are percentages.

Source:—Balance Sheets.



A

Statement showing increase in assels for 17 companies of all groups
-

—_—

ANNEXUREV

{th '0C0 Rs.)

Increase
9, of o4 of o9 of
Item 1939 1946 1953 5t 2 6to3 7 w?
1939-1946 | 1946-1953 | 1939-1953
1 2 3 + 5 6 7 8 9 10
Fixed Assels (Net) 1,40,42 1,61,50 | 2,20,00 21,08 58,50 79,58 15.01 36.22 56.67
Flooting Assets: .

{a) Stccks & Stores 19,38 37,51 68,12 18,13 30,61 48,74 93.55 81.60 251.5
(b) Receivables 3,13 6,30 9,53 3,17 3,23 6,40 101.28 51.27 204.47
(c) Investments 5,91 19,75 6,76 13,84 | (-)12,99 85 234.18 | (--)66.77 14.38
{d) Cash & other Assets 24,37 39,21 ' 1,00,83 14,84 61,12 76,46 60.89 i57.15 313.75
Total (a+b+c+d) 52,79 | 1,02,77 | 1,85,2¢4 © 49,98 82,47 I 1,32,45 94.68 80.25 250.90
Grand Total 1,93,21 1 2,64,27 | 4,05,24 7,06 1,40,97 | 2,12,03 35.78 53.34 109.74

71



ANNEXURE V—(Cenid.)

B. For 4 Sterling Companies (In '000 Rs.)
Increase ‘
; % of 9% of o of
Item 1939 1916 1953 5t 2 6to3 710 2
1939-1946 | 1946-1953 | 1939-1953
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Fixed Assels (Net) 97,5¢ | 97,48 | 1,39,48 (36| 42,00 41,04 (-0,06| 43.09| 43.00
Floating Assels: ‘ ) )
(a) Stocks & Stores 13,42 | 24,3¢| 49,11 10,92 | 24,77 | 35,69 81.37| 101.77| 265.65
{(b) Reccivables 1,34 3,81 4,84 2,47 1,03 3,50 | 184.33 | 27.03| 261.19
(¢c) Investments 3,54 13,38 4,83 9,61 (-)8,55 1,00 | 257.75 | (-)63.90 | 29.14
(d) Cash & other Assets 21,60 | 28,490 | 84,71 6,89 | 56,22| €3,11 81.00 | 197.33| 202.18
Total {(a+b+c+d) 40,10 70,02| 1,43,40| 29,92 73,47| 1,03,39| 74.61 | 104,93 | 257.83
Grand Total 1,37,64 | 1,67,50 | 2,82,97 | 29,86 | 1,i5,47| 1,45,33| 21.69| 68.9¢| 103.58

]!



ANNEXURE V—(Contd.)

C. For 1 Rupee Company under Non-Indian Managing Agents Conirol (In *C00 Rx.)
. Increase o of o of o of
Item 1939 1946 1953 —| 5t%02 | 6tc3 | 7102
: : 1939-1946 | 1946-1953 | 1939-1953
1 2 3 4 . 5 6 7 8 A 9 - 10 .
Fixed Assets (Net) 5,09 3,69 3,48 | (-)1,40]| ()21 | ()1,61 ] (-)27.50 | (-)5.69 | (-)31.63
Floating Assets: .
(a) Stocks & Storcs +7 69 1,26 42 87 79| 69.36 | 41.57| 168.09
(b) Receivables 1,22 13 20| (-)1,09 7| (-)1,02 | (-)89.3¢ [  53.08 | (-)83.61
(c) TInvestments - 28 Tar L1 (-)7 (-36|  8.70 | (-)25.00 | (-)22.22
(d) Cash & other Asscts 3 .81 78 8 47 75| 933.83 | 151.61 | 2500.00
Total (a+b+c+d) 1,99 1,61 2,45| (-)38| 84 46 | (-)19.09 | 5217 23.12
Grand Total _ 7,08 5, (. 5,9 (=)1,78 63| (=)1,15 | (-)25.14 11.89 [ (-)16.24
' ,

91



ANNEXURE V—(Contd.)
D, For 2 partly Non-Indian Rupee Companies under Non-Indian Managing Agents Conirol

{In '000 Rs.)
Increase o of ¢
) - o "9 o o of
Item 1939 1946 ,| 1953 ; ; v 5/"to 2 6/%0 4 7/°to 2
1‘939-1946 1946-.1953 | 1939-1953
1 2 3 4 5° [ 7 8 9 10
Fixed Assets (Net) 12,42 20,62 34,11 8,20 13,49 21,69 66.02 65.42 174.64
Flaaling Assets:
(a) Stocks & Stores 3,72 7,79 8,18 4,07 39 4,46 109.41 5.01 119.8+%
{b) Receivables 25 1,03 2,56 77 1,53 2,30 296.15 148.54 884.62
{c) Investments 93 5,24 50 4,26 | (-)4,74 (-)48 434.69 (-)90.46' {-)48.98
(d) Cash & other Assets ' 35 4,68 7,60 - 4,33 2,92 7,<5 | 1237.14 62.39 | 2071.43
‘Total (a+b+c+d) 5,31 18,74 18,84 13,43 10 13,53 252.92 00.53 25¢.80
1
- Grand Total . .. 17,73 39,36 | 52,95 21,63 13,59 35,22 121.99 34.53 193.65
. I
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ANNEXURE V-—(Contd.)

E. For 4 Rupee companies under Indian Managing Agenis Control (In '000 Rs.)
Increase
. % of %, of % of
Item 1939 1916 1953 5to 2 6t3 7t 2
1939-1946 | 1946-1953 | 1939-1953
] 2 3 % 5 6 7 8 9 10
Fixed Assels (Net) 6,42 14,99 15,02 8,57 s 8,60 | 133.49 0.2} ] 133.96
Floating Assets:
(a) Stock & Stores 34 1,60 2,41 1,26 8l 2,077 370.59 50.63 | 603.82
(b) Reccivables 9 52 69. 43 17 60 | 477.77 32.69 | 666.67
{c) Investments 7 58 7 51 - 58 728.57 -
(d) Cash & other Assets . 71 1,47 8,58 76 2,11 2,87 | 107.04 | 143.53] 404.22
Total (a+b+ctd) ' 1,14 3,66 7,26 2,52 3,60 6,12 [ 221.05 98.36 | 536.84
. e
Grand Total 7,56 18,65 22,28 11,09 3,63 14,72 | 146.69 19.46 | 194.71

Pt
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ANNEXURE V—(Contd.) _
F. For 6 Director-controlled Public Limited Companies-Indian

(Tn '600 Rs.)

Increase
. % of % of % of
Item 1939 1946 1953 . 5 to 2 6 to 3 7t 2
1939-1946 | 1946-1953 | 1939-1953
1 2 3 7 5 6 7 8 () 0
Fixed Assets (Net) 18,94 24,72 27,92 5,78 3,20 8,98 30.52 12.94 41,41
Floating Assels: '
»
(a) Stocks & Stores 1,43 2,89 7,16 1,46 4,27 5,73 102.09 147.75 400,70
(b} Receivables 23 81 1,24 58 43 1,01 252.17 53.09 439,13 -
() Investments 92 79 64| (M3 (5| . ()28 | (-)14.13 | (-)18.99 | (-)30.43
(d) Cash & other Asscts 1,67 4,25 4,15 2,58 (-)10 2,48 154.49 | (-)2.35 148.50
Total (a+b+c+d) 4,25 8,74 13,19 4,49 5,45 8,9¢ | 105.65 50,92 210.35
Grand Total 23,19 33,46 41,11 10,27 7,65 17,92 44.28 22.86 77.27

Sourcec t balance Sheets
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ANNEXURE VL

A. Sialement ..rhawing assets per acre relalr'ué to 17 rubber Companies
(According to types of management)

(In Rs.)
1935 1949 1953
%increase or decrease of
Asscts Assets Assets Fixed Assets per acre
Type of Ownershipf
Management Fixed |Floating | Total | Fixed |Floating| Total | Fixed | Floating] Total 1946 | 1953/ | 1953}
1939 1946 1939
1 2 3 4 5 [ 7 8 9 10 1l 12 13
L. Sterling Companies 415.95 | 171.00 | 586.95 | 393.45 | 282.65 | 676.10 | 536.82 | 574.37 | 1111,19 —55 37 29
gGonlrollccl by Managing
gents{Secretaries ete.)
2. Rupee Companies :
Under Non-Indian Managing
Agents control, : -
Non-Indian. 958,57 | 374.76 [1333.83 | 694.92 | 303.20 | 998.12 ; 693.23 | 488.05 | 1181.28 —28) —0.3 —28
Partly Non-Indian, 215.06 | 91.95) 307.01 | 351.58 | 319.52 | 671,10 | 547.42 | 302.36 | 849.78 64| 95 154
Under Indian Managing Agents i ' »
Control—Indian. 260.45 | 46.25 | 306.70 | 616.62 | 150,56 | 767.18 | 592.86 | 271.10 | 863.96 137 - —4 128
Outside Managing Agents
control
Public Ltd.—Indian. 529.49 | 118.82 | 648.31 | 517.26 | 182.88 | 700.14 | 593.87 | 280.52 { 874.39 -2 15 12
ALL _GROUPS 892.26 | 147.46 | 539.72 | 419.70 | 267.07 | 686.77 | 564.82 | 462.00 | 1026.82 7 35 44

Source :—Balance Shéets.
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ANNEXURE VI—(Contd.)
B. Statement showing assets per acre relating to 17 rubber companies (company-wise) 1953

(In Rs.)
Net fixed
Name of Company Land Building Plant and Others  |Total (Gross){Depreciation |  Assets
Machinery |- .
\ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Skrlinf Companies : : .
. 431.49 . 431.49 431,49
2, 522.44 0.19 522.63 '522.63
3. 1,085.94 e 1,085.94 29,58 1,056.26
4. . 367.57 174,22 4.63 546.42 84,51 461,90
Total 521.88 30.08 L e 0.92 552.88 16.06 536,82
Rupee Non-Indian Companies:
1. . 325.60 434.18 266.39 25.87 1,051.99 358.72 693,27
2. 378.78 141,25 46.43 23.32 589.78 58,22 531.56
3. ' 497.97 126.66 28.01 23.49 676.13 51.59 624.53
Total 393.65 160.78 59,92 .23,54 637.89 , 79.57 558,32
Rupee Indian Companies ; ' - -
. 315.20 28.09 1.26 4.19 348.74 2.02 346.72
2. 836.70 110.36 31.81 8.98 987.85 52.22 . 935.63
3. 537.34 . 9.67 23.77 570.78 4.79 565.99
4, 444.07 163.89 6.35 20.45 634.76 33.47 601,29
5. 311.63 25.90 1.86 10.00 349.39 2.48 346,96
6. 632.68 123,56 30.84 11.63 798.21 96.67 701 .54
7. 775.38 70.26 4.5¢4 - 850.18 20.46 829,72
8, 494,92 119,43 5.55 5.35 625.25 81.62 543,63
9. 214.65 144,91 4,04 73.97 437.57 68.42 369.15
10, 466,45 189.12 95,82 17.07 763.46 153.65 614,81
Total 494,96 125.41 30.78 15.76 666.91 73.53 593.38
- 508.11 71.45 16.08 7.61 602.95 38.12 56 .83

Source ;—Balance Sheets.
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_ _ ANNEXURE VI—(Contd.) --
C. Statement showing growth in fixed assels per acve relating to 14 rubber companies during the period 1939, 1946 and 1953

(InRS.)
1939 1946 1953
Plant Plant Plant
Name of Company Land |[Build-| & |Others| Total | Land [Build-| & [Others| Total |Land [Build-| & [Others| Total
ing |Mach- Gross ing |Mach- Gross irg iMach- Gross
inery : inery N inery
[ 2. 3 4 5 . 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
Sterling : i
1. - 587.87| 83.71 ...| 651.58,513.57| 57.24 w| 1,95 572.76/367.57]174.22 | 4.63 516,42
Rupee Non-Indian: .
1. : 724.95/209.93/117.81| 10.34{1,063.03)500.48/285.26| 95.22] 9.73] 890.70/325.60{434,13{266.39| 25.87(1,051.99
2, . 1 170.77 7.23 '7.27) 0.81) 186.08)320,99} 24.65| 11.21] 3,21} 360.08|378.78|141.25| 46.43| 23.32| 589.78
Rup 3Ind * 852.25| 30.83 17.78] 1.78] 400.64(358.99| 31.17| 16.43| 1.79] 408.38/497.97126.66{ 28.01| 28.49 ‘676..13
upee Indian : . )
1. 459.17( 18.99] 1.38] 1.10] 480.61{428.24) 26.88; [.1l|" 3.8%4 460.07/315.20] 28.09| " 1.26| +4.19| 348.74
.2, 214.%4 .. 214.34/961.92) 57.81] 25.18 I.36[,046.§7 836.72{110.36| 31.81] 8.98] 987.85 .
3. 375.88| 24.35 .| 2.51 402.94551.41| 9.66| 6.21| 42.76] 610.04[537.34 9.67) . ...| 23.77 570.78
4. §9.54| 4.82| 0.12] 0.62] 95.10/426.96| 35.87| 1.55| 3.72| 468.10[444.07|163.89 6.35 20.45) 634.76
5. 251.12} 21.00) 1.99) 7.53] 281.64{291.50| 31,39 0.61] 7.75[ 331.25/811.63| 25.90| 1.86| 10.00] 349.39
. 6. - 295.07( 40.74| 17.32| 3.53| 356.66/140.07| 82.64| 19.63 7.05] 549.41|652.68(123.56] 30.34] 11.63| 798.21
7. 1,000.99 10.57| ...| 3.41;1,022.97(728.79| 16.18 | 2.83 747.8‘0775.38 70.26 .| 4.54| 850,18
8. 540.40] 54.48) 1.28] 0.94) 596.10/441.88] 74.75, 4.86! 2.27| 523.76/494.92|119.43| 5.55| 4.35 625.25
283.08 ..| 8.0%] 7.93 20t.05{267.65 11.54| 2.07{ 18.77 300.01|214.65|144.91| 4.04 73.97] 437.57
10, . 549.94( 69,81| 18.94] 2.18| 640.87/427.69(157.23| 42.46] 2.01] 629,30/466.45/189.12| 95.82 17.07; 768.46
Source :—Halance Sheets.
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1. 'Statement showing sources of

ANNEXURE VII-A

financing capital formation for 17 rubber companies
under all groups

(Figures in cols. 1 to 6 in 000 Rs.)

Increase/ | Increase/ Incrc:;scl Percentage |Percentage [Percentage
Source 1939 1946 1953 decrease | decrease | decrease of of o
- 1939-1946 | 1946-1953 | 1939-1953 1 4 10 1 5t02 6 to 1
: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Paid-up capital 1,45,06 | 1,59,68 | 1,66,81 14,62 7,13 21,75 10.08 4.47 14.99
General reserves 3,37 18,85 50,77 15,48 31,92 47,40 . 459,35 169.34 | 1406.53
Taxation rescrves 1,95 5,44 36,48 3,49 31,04 34,53 | "178.97 4 . 570.59 | 1770.76
Other specific reserves 9,96 19,06 58,25 9,10 39,19 48,29 91.37 | 205.61 484,84 .
Profit and Loss account balance | 22,96 _ 20,74 27,73 [(-)2,22 6,99 4,77 |(-)9.67 33.73 - 20.78
Borrowings 9,91 ‘ 40,50 65,20 30,59 24,70 55,29 308.68 60.99 557.92
(8) (25) (1,01) (17) (i6) {93) 1(212.50) |(30}.00) (1162.50)
Note: Figures in brackets relate to bank borrowin is.
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ANNEXURE VII-A
2. (For 4 Sterling companies)

{Figures in cols. I to 6 in "000 Rs.)

Increasef | Increase/ | Increase/ Percentage |Percentage |Percentage
Source 1939 1946 1953 decrease | decrease | decrease of of of
1939-1946 | 1946-1953 | 1939-1953] 4to 1 | 5w 2 | 610 !
1 2 3 4 3 6 7 8 9
Paid-up capital 1,05,66 | 1,06,49 | 1,06,49 83 83 0.79 . 0.79
General rescrves 46 11,63 27,30 11,17 | 15,67 26,84 | 2428.26 | 134.74 | 5834.78
Taxation reserves 1,94 3,79 34,78 1,85 30,99 32,84 95.36 | 817.68 | 1692.78
Other specific rescrves 7,81 8,31 | 51,15 50 | 42,84 | 43,34 6.40 | 515.52 | 554.93
' Profit and Loss account balance 17,10 '7,32 10,88 |(—)9,78 " 3,56 (- )6,22 |(-)57.18 48.63 |( -)36.38
i ) 4,67 29,96 52,37 25,29 [ 22,41 47,70 | 541.5¢ 74.80 | 1021.41
Borrowings Co | Gy e | ey ] e ] g | TCy | CY s

Note: Figures in brackets relate to bank borrowings.
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3. (For 1 Rupee Non-Indian company under Non-Indian Managing Agents

ANNEXURE VII-A

conirol)
(Figures in cols. 1 to 6 in *000 Rs.)

Increasef | Increase/ | Increase/ |Percentage [Percentage {Percentage
Source 1939 1946 1953 decrecase | decrease | decrease of of of
1939.1946 | 1946-1953 | 1939-1953 | 4 to 1 510 2 6tol"’
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Paid-up capital. 2,80 2,80 3,50 70 720 |° - 25,00 25.00
General reserves 44 - 44 |- 4“4 - e
Taxation reserves 1 4] 53 40 14 54 | 4000.00 34.14 | 5100.00
\
Other specific reserves 1,11. 1,00 4 (-1l ()96 | (-)1,07 | (-)9.91 ) (-)96.00 [{(-)96.40
Profit and Laoss account balance 31 69 99 30 30 68 122,58 43,48 219.35
Borrowings 2,85 40 41 | (-)2,45 1 | (-)2,44 |(-)85.96 2.50 |(-)85.61
Co | o] ) - 00 B IO . () -
Note: Figures in brackets relate to bank borrowings.
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. ANNEXURE VII-A
(For 2 partly Non-Indian Rupee companies under Non-Indian Afanagmg

4.
Agents conirol)
(Flg’urcs in cols! 1 to 6 in 000 Rs.)
\ Increase]/ | Increase] | Increase] [Percentage [Percentage [Percentage
Source, 1939 1946 1953 decrease | decrease | decrease of of of
- 1939-1946 | 1946-1953 | 1939-1953| 4 10 1 5t 2 61w}
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Paid-up capital 11,14 14,95 22,12 3,81 7,17 10,58 34.20 47.96 98,56
_ Gencral reserves 2,00 6,50 21,50 4,50 15,00 19,50 22\5.00 280.77 | 975.00
Taxation rescrves 79. 1| 79 (-)78 1 (-)98.73 -
Other specific reserves 65 4,83 24 4,18 | (-)4,59 (~)4l1 643.08 ((-)95.03 {(-)63.08
" !
Profit and Loss account balance 3,03 7,47 6,53 4,44 .(—)94 3,50 146.53 |(-)12.58 115.51
Borrowings 91 4,82 2,55 3,91. | (-)2,27 1,64 429.67 [(~)47.10 180.22
. () () (...) (..)) (.o (...} () (...} ()
Note: Figures in brackets relate to bank borrowings,
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- 5. (For 4 Rupee Indian companies under Indian Managing Agents

ANNEXURE VII-A

conirol)
- (Figures in cols, 1 to 6 in '000 Rs.) .

‘ Increase/ | Increase/ | Increase/ |Percentage [Percentage |Percentage
Source . Yoso 1946 1953 decrease | decrease | decrease of of of
) 1939-1946 | 1946-1953 | 1939.1953 | 4 to I 5to 2 6tol
-1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Paid-up capital 5,57 . 11,57 10,83 6,00 ( -)1¢ 5,26 107.72 |( -)6.39 94.43
General reserves -« 12 70 1,50 38 80 1,33 483.33 114.29 | 1150.00
‘Taxation reserves 1,13 1,13 1,13 e .
Other specific reserves 3. 2,64 2,72 2,61 8 2,69 | 8700.00, 3.03 | 8966.67
Profit and Loss account balance 1,09 1,29 2,69 20 1,40 1,60 18.35 108.53 146.79
Borrowings 75 2,45 3,41 1,70 96 2,66 226.67 39,18 354.67
(8) (25) (e} (17) (-25) (-8) {(212.50) [(-100.00) }(~100.00)
Note: Figures in brackets refate to bank borrowings,

Lg



. 6. (For 6 Director controlled Public Ltd. companies-Indian) +

ANNEXURE VII-A

(Figures in cols, 1 to 6 in 000 Rs.)

- Increasef | Increasef | Increasef/ |Percentage |Percentage [Percentage
Source 1939 1946 1953 decrease | decrease | decrease .of of of
. : Y 1939-1946 | 1946.1953 | 1929-1958 4t 1 | 5102 | 610 1
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 .
Paid-up capital 19,89 23,87 23,87 3,98 3,98 20.01 20.01
General reserves 79 2 4 (-)77 2 (—= )75 |(-)97.47 100.00 |(-)94.94
Taxation reserves . 45 1 45 | (-)a4 1 v |(=)97.78
Other specific reserves 85 2,27 4,09 1,92 1,82 3,74 | 548.57 80,18 | 1068.57
Profit and Loss account balance R 3,97 | . 6,64 2,23 | - 2,67 5,20 | 175.69 67.25 | 861.11
- )
Borrowings 72 2,88 6,46 2,16 3,58 5,74 | 300.00 [ 124.31 | 797.22
) (..) (2) (or) (2) {2) (.0} ()

., Note: Figures in brackets relate to bank borrowings.

Source : Balance Sheets.
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ANNEXURE VII-B

Statement showing liabilities per acre, 1953 (In Rs.)
RESERVES Paid-up
Name of Company Paid-u ' capital &
, capit General Taxation |Other Specific|] P. & L. Afc. Total Reserves
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Sterling
1 252.42 221.27 82.95 79.97 - 20.89 405.05 657.47
2, 391.50 129.63 148,17 228.46 22,34 528.60 - 920.10
3. 624.51 52,04 307.32 -181.85 433.88 975.10 1599.61
4. 445.83 - 26.60 74.31 18.11 119,02 564.85
Average 409.87 . 105.07 193.86 | . 195.87 41,87 477.67 887.54
Rupes Non-Indian” : :
. 697,27 86.63 109.52 8.82 197.93 402.91 | 1100.18
2, 369.17 309.66 L e 3.70 165.60 419.96 789.13
3. 286.75 516.92 - .49 4.80 96.07 618.27 905.02
Average 380.60 225.73 8.24 4.26 111.74¢ 450.02 830.62
Rupes Indian -
1. . $65.38 32.94 69,82 41.13 143.89 509,27
2 607.48 140.19 181.30 235.64 248.05 803.20 1410.68
3. 404,04 252,53 2.24 |, 75.76 103.18 433.71 837.75
4, 384.25 15.10 195.97 81.07 292.13 676.38
5. 258.52 16.30 70.13 98,82 185.25 444,07
6. 228.17 3.03 517.90 179.55 700.49 928.66
7. 733.98 188.14 252.44 440.58 1174.56
8, 498.75 o 146.69 7.92 - 138.96 293.57 792.32
9, 263.5¢ 89.44 117.96 207.4) 470.94
10, 616.74 e 7 111.64 111.64 728.38
Average - 479,50 21.25 22.97 113.25 128.97 286.4% 765.94

Source'; Balance Sheets,

A



ANNEXURE VIII
I. Capital, Reserves, Praofits, Fixed Assets etc. of selected Rubber Plantalion Companies—1950.

{Amount in Ra. per acre)

Profits Fixed Asscls Manag-
N::rne Share Reserves . ; : inegn::;g i I:"ct:t-
Company | Capital . Distri- Afer Before Build- | Machi- Commi-
Retained buted Tax Tax Gross Land ing nery Others | $s:on
1 2 3 . 5 3 7 8 g 10 TNV T
Controlled by Indians Lo -
1.1 857 139 | - 56 56 103 128| 113 107 28 17 2% | ..
2. 886 13 13 61 73 114 157] 1162 89 13 8 8| 25
3. 513 -90 -15 —15 ~-15 -15| 382 671 8] e |
4. £27 87 5 34 40 40 50| 488 . 51 2 14 T
5. | 76 359 260 260 260 89| 65| 75 5 3 30
1562 4 . 74 85 99 9 | 1114 8t 3 12| .| ..
. 1019 7 45| 76 122 251 319| 1829{ 243 s2( 20 39| 29
8. 660 134 71 45 116 118 152 729 841( .. 24| 15l “18
9. 552 52 nj{ . sr 48 85| - 97| 48| 105 80 12 10 2
10. 1539 137 5 130 135 | - 249 972 | 1478 | 120 65, 6 23|

—((Eontd.)

1



ANNEXURE VIII—(Contd.)

I Capital, Rmnk.s, Profits, Fixed Assets elc. of selecied Rubber Plantation Gompanies—1950.

{Amount in Rs, per acre)

. Name ] Profits Fixed Asscts Tiv:;n:sg: Inte
of Share. | Reserves . ‘ ~| .ent’s | rest
' Company ( Capital Diskri- Aflter Before Build- | Mechi- Commi-
. Retained |  buted Tax Tax Gross Land ing nery | Others | Sslon
h 1 2 3 : 5 6 7 ] ) 10 i 12 13
n. .980|  -20 -5 -5 -5 (-)5| -848 ' 27 20 35
12, 1358 234 114 94 208 317 381 | 1581 175 59 14 36| 29
:13'.: 317 7 4 EY 56 86 o3| 47| 114 6] 1w .| 7
14, 921 158 34 22 57 131 171 | 1129 114 16 7 18] 21
15, 280 407 37|, a4 121 186 186 s3] 116 37 24 .l .
16. 1958 . T 25 108 83 125 158 | 1667 83 25 8 33
17. 2344 -78 16 16 16 31) 2172 102 J , 8 ‘8 78
18, 2528 124 79 79 129 191 | 1528 90 28 6 84| 28
19, g3 | o4 24 24 45 58 | 1026 13 26 5 8
20, 404 | . 348 51 40 91 101 116 535 25 15] .
21 434 276 -12 87 75 127 127 558 38 12 68
22. 192 388 . 48| 48 80 80| 450 83 20 8

24



ANNEXURE VIII—(Conid.)

~

I. Capilal, Reserves, Profits, Fixed Assels elc. of selecled Rubber Plantation Companiss—1950.

(Amount in Rs. per acre)

Profits

Neime . Fixed Asscts.‘ _ %I;rl:‘agg_-
of Share Reserves ent’s | Inte-
Company | Capital Distri- After | Before Build- | Machi- Commi-| rest
Retained | buted Tax Tax Gross Land ing nery | Others | 33on
i 2 3 4 5 | Ti/ 7 18 9 10 11 12 13
23, 758 87 47 47 90 119 780 40 11 7 22 7
T 24, 333 73 -6 Y/ 1 40 40 995 84 11
25.
26. Not Available,
27.
1t024, ° 667 182 38 60 98 148 169 918 9| 82 20 14 7
Controlled by Non-Indians. ] i l
1. 297 279 42 56 98 98 106 436 83 28 25 71 ..
2. 778 146 9 57 66 67 74 595 118 22 6 7] ..
8. 369 447 5 1T 1 79 82| " 458 s1| - 2 21 4] .
4. 864 242 5 109 s | T o208 214 896 41 4] nl .
110 4. 471 265 27- 63 90 99 107 | 521 86 24 18 7| .

4



. ANNEXURE VII1—(Contd.)

1. Capital, Reserves, Profits, Fixed Assets etc. of selected Rubber Plantation Companies—1951.

-(Amoun in Rs. per acre)

Profits _ Fixed Assets Manag-
Name ing Inte.
Cé::gany (S'J:;:al Resorves Retained bistributcd After Tax [Before Tax| Gross Land |Building | Machi- | Others Eg?e:!‘u rest
nery mission
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1l 12 13
Conirolled by Indians
1. 857 225 . 86 103 188 295 334 957 105 28 17 .30
‘2, 886 46 30 53 84 129 170 1162 a9 13 8 18 23
3. 526 -103 -16 - -16 -16 -1l 392 63 . 8 5
4, 427 101 17 94 51 51 63 521 51 2 20 12 ..
5. 716 462 88 73 161 161 181 655 158 19 i3 21
6. 1501 43 36 71 107 120 123 1034 96 88 161 e 2
. 1019 995 88 127 216 418 503 1829 248 32 17 63 22
8. 660 154 21 82 53 87 115 729 78 e 18 13 15
9. 532 107 57 46 103 166 223 725 200 141 19 23 2/4-
- 10, 1539 175 45 145 190 303 330 1416 131 70 6 271 ...

(Contd.)
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1. Capital, Reserves, Rubber, Profits, Fixed Assels ete. of selected Rubber Plantation Companies—1951.

ANNEXURE VIII—(Contd.)

{Amount in Rs. per acre)

Profits Fixed Asscts Msnag-
Name Share Reserves ing Intes
Com?:;any Capital Retained [Distributed]| Afier T'ax |Before Tax{ Gross Land [Building | Machi- | Others eggﬁ:— rest
nery ssion
1 2 3 ) 5 6 7 78 9= |~ 10 1T 2. |713
11. 980 .8 20 . 39 . 59 87 87 848 25 18 87
2. 1358 “o72 35 107 142 216 265 | 1581 w62 14 27| 21
13. 524 38 87 105 141 2| 24| 50| 126 6| 12 5
14. 921 221 63 43 16 168 203 | 1129 114 16 31 17| 17
15. 279 441 87 98 13¢ 205 205 511 123 40 26
16. 1958 108 - 108 158 192 | 1667 83 25| ¢ 83 ( ..
17. 2344 -47 81 T 31 55| 2180 172 8 8| 16
18. 2528 152 22 101 124 225 275 | 1528 96 22 "6 s9| 1
19, 860 135 61 . 61 87 103 950 116 16 26 8| .8
.20, 404 364 15 30 45| 91 106 | 535 o | 25 s v
21, 507 339 26 93 120 185 187 558 35 11 87| .. | 1
22, 192 407 42 80 122 195 195-| 472 92 20 8




ANNEXURE VIII—(Contd. )

z. Cap:tal Reserves, Profits, Fixed Assels ete. of selected Rubber Plantation Compame:—lgﬂ

(Amount in Rs, per acre)

e , . Profits —— Fixed Assets Manag-
"Name | Share Reserves ‘ ing Inte-
Gé::;any Capital . Retained |Distributed| After Tax(Before Tax| Gross Land |Building | Machi- | Others éog;::i reat

L . - : , nery . ssion

1 T2 3 4 5 6 7 "8 9 10 11 12 13

23, 1400 67 40 87 127 - 213 260 867 100 33]° 13 0,7

24, 833 102 28 45 73 113 113 395 34 - 17

.25, . i

26. Not Available

27. , '
1to24. 873 229 43 80 123 187 210 926 118 39 25 16 8
Conirolled by Non-Indians. N
L 2711 | 414 63 84 147 162 168 409 92 41 81 7] v

2. 778 157 44 143 187 191 20¢ 612 126 26 6 14| ..
. '348 475 64 87 151 151 155 | 459 88 22 23 51 .
4. 864 | 328 87 173 260|. 303] dos] o3| a1 73 . 15 ..
1 to 4. 444 358 62 105 167 189 197 505 94 33 22 9| ..

11



. ' ANNEXURE VIII—{Contd.)
1. Capital, Reserves, Profils, Fized Assets ele. of selected Rubber Plantation Companies— 1952,

{Amount in- Rs. per acrc)

Profits Fixed Assets Manag-
Name Share Reserves . ing Inte~
of Capital t . , Agent’s | rest

Company | Retained |Distributcd After Tax Before Tax| Gross Land |Building| Machi. | Others Commi-

nery s:ion
I B 3 |73 5 T % 7 ) 9 | 10 l 11 12|13

Controlled by Indians.

I. - 857 253 28 156 184 291 330 | 959 124 34 19 39§ ..
2. 886 121 76 53 120 197 | - 243 | 1162 89 13 8 28| 23
3, 526 -95 13 13 13 16 392 61 3 8 3
4, 427 143 a1 34 75 75 90 | 442 157 7 26 5] ..
5. 716 253 | - 209 109 100 100 -92 | 655 201 19 13 8| ..
6. 1487 43 -5 1| 75 96 101 | 1083 88 83 08| .. 5
7 w18 | 1070 75 255 329 531 601 | 1830 | 248 82 25 61 8
8, - 660.{ ~ 2251 - 69| - 40 109 144 172|729 2 .| 2 18 10
9, 532 154 4 35 | 80 122 174 | 746 220 145 19 18| 33
10. Mez| - 29| & 15¢ 239 363 393 | 1378 160 g3 5 30| ..

(Contd.)
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ANNEXURE VIII—(Conld.)

1. Capital, Reserves, Profits, Fixed Asseis ete. of selected Rubber Plantation Companies—1952.

(Amount in Rs. per acre}

Profits

Fixed Assets Manag-
Name Share Reserves ing | Inte-
of Capital . Agent's | rest
Company | . Retained |Distributed| After Tax|Before Tax| Gross Land |Building | Machi- | Others | Com-
nery mls;lon
i 2 3 7 5 3 7 B 9 0 3] 17|18
11, 980 13 s | 3 9| es| 27} .. T I
12, 1358 280 6 107 113 172 215 1581 175 62 14 23 20
13. - 524 43 37 105 141 221 226 510 126 6 5 e L
14, 921 300 | 77 43 120 187 219 1129 114 1'6 23 18 14
15. 297 551 81 164 245 372 372 555 | 173 51 31 v e
lﬁ.' 1958 vor e 108 108 158 192 1667 83 25 33| ..
17, 2344 -16 31 e 31 31 63 2180 180 8 8 24
18, .2528 157 s 129 129 197 247 1528 96 22 6 39 11
19; 1161 179 -4 36 32 61 79 1246 171 | 2] 32 11 7
20. 40% © 359 1 ] 30 25 56 66 535 e 25 10] ..
21, 510 | 336 4 114 118 184 _ 186 570 37 12 88 . 8
22, 20¢ 462 27 41 67 112 112 531 106 67 11 e -

LE



ANNEXURE VII—(Conid.)

1 Capllal Reserpes, Prqﬁls Fixed Assels elc. of :eletkd Rubber Plantation Companies—1952.

{(Amount in Rs. per acre)

A

Profits Fixed Assets Manag- ‘
Narze Share | Rescrves . ing [ Inte-
Co;;any Capital ' Retained |Distributed| After Tax|Before Tax| Gross ~ Land {Building | Machi- | Others %%ﬁfs rét
nery mission X
I Z 3 [ 5 5 7 ) g 1 10 11 17 13
23. 1400 67 7 87 93 147 173] 867| 100 33 13 27| ..
24, 333 107 23 56 79 119 119 401 28 n
25. '
26. Not Available
27,
11024, 880 257 27 97 124 190 212 934 138 1 25 15 7
Controlled by Non-Indians . . .
L 428 321 74 103 | 176 187 196 415 132 52 35 9
2. 778 207 47 143 190 199 206 649 138 27 6| 16 1
3. 348 556 30 87 167 167 172 513 115 3¢l 34 6! ..
4, , 864 418 89 173 262 391 407 918 4 14 . 15| ...
1to4. 534 333 70 6| 186 205 216 | 521 123 41 26 ni ..

8t
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ANNEXURE VIII—(Contd.) _
Capital, Reserves, Profits, Fixéd Asgets elc. of selected Rubber Plantation Companz'e.s—-—]é53.

(Amm.mt in Rs. per acre)

Name s Profits Fixed Asscg :\:;l;{lg: Tate
of Share Reserves |7 ent's | rest
Company | * Capital Distri- | After Before Build- | Maéhi- Commi-
. Retained buted Tax Tax Gross Land ing nery | Others | 5Sion
. 1 2 3 % 5 3 7|~ 10 T 12 13
Controlled by Indians :
L 696 270 19 ‘176 195 1 802 343 959 126 36 19 41 ] ..
2. -886 233 109 68 177 271 316 1162 89 13 8 25 29
3. 526 -84 11 11 11 13 392 58 3 8 -3
4. 427 181 43 34 - 77 - 85 101 494 175 7 52 161 ..
5. 716 198 =56 76 19 19 28 653 200 19 13 o 2
. 6. 1452 48 6 95 101 137 137 1061 | 87 80 104 B
. 1019 1138 68 306 374 569 632 1826 272 37 27 63| .
660 296 1 40 111 129 152° 729 73 .- 17 14 10
. 517 202 50 37 87 140 191 745 224 150 19 20 ’32
10, - 1466 2-99 44 152 195 313 348 1361 166 72 6 35| ..

(Contd.)
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ANNEXURE VIII—(Contd.)
Capital, Reserves, Profits, Fixed Assets etc. of selected Rubber Plantation Companies—1953.

{Amount in Rs, per acre)

Fixed Assets

Name Profits . i}:; [Aagg- Inte-
of Share Reserved ent's | rest
Company| Capital Distri- Afier | Before Build- | Machi- Commi-
Retained | buted Tax Tax Gross Land ing nery | Others | SStoR
I 2 ) 7 5 3 7 ! 8 9 10 q 12 13
11. 980 3 -2 59 | 57 74 741 848 82 23 23 v | e
12.- 1358 276 - - 9¢ 88 145 183 | 1581 187 62 23 2| 18
13, 524 50 36 105 141 217 225| 520 126 6 6 8
14, 921 346 44 96 140 243 274 | 1129 114 16 16 21| 10
15. 294 590 44 133 176 283 306 | 515 197 59" 33 24| ..
16, 1953 8 8| « 42 50 92 125 | ~1667 83 38 8 83| ..
17, 2344 8 23 70 94 9¢ 117 | 2219 180 8 8 8| 16
18. 2528 169 6 157 163 247 275 | 1528 112 84 11 28 ..
19. 956 147 -3 29 26 a4 s9| 88| 12| 18 24 12| 8
20, 404 374 | 15 30 45 71 g6 | 545 30 15
21, 524 850" 5 158 163 255 258 | 580 51 17 76 3
22, 218 533 50 76 126 200 200| 91| 15 28 T8 R

0¥



ANNEXURE VIII—(Contd.)

1. Capital, Reserves, Profils, Fixed Assets elc. of selected Rubber Plantation Companies—1953,
' (Amount in Rs. per acre)

Profits Fixed Asscts Manag-
Name ing Ag-| Inte-
of. Share Restrves ent’s | rest:
Company | Capital .| Distri- After | Before Build- | Machi- Commi-
Retained | buted Tax Tax Gross Land ing nery | Others | 3ston
] 3 4 5 6 7 8 | 9 10 11 12 13
23. 1556 104 22 156 178 281 281 763 i11 37 22 -
24, 333 147 51 56 107 - 107 107 401 33 11
25,
26. ¥ ] Not Available
2. -
1to 24, 870 282 29 101 130 198 222 926 145 44 24 18 6
Controlled by Non-Indiars. ’
1. 437 394 66 105 171 179 188 448 156 55 45 o .
2. 778 209 9 108 117 174 150 687 153 | 37 13 15 1
3. 363 683 95 111 206 207 215 612 160 36 37 70 .
4. 864 508 93 173 266 409 424 957 41 21 15] ..
1to4. 543 398 60 113 172 203 214 569 145 46 33 11 -

Source-: Reserve Bank,

64



ANNEXURE VIII—(Contd.)

I. Capit al, Reserves, Profits, Fixed Assets elc. of selected Rubber Plantation Companies.

(Data based on averages for the 4 years 1950-53) (Amounts in Rupces per acre)
Name Share Profits ?‘ixed Assets Maia:;g-
Co ;f Capital | Reserves i T g o ) a%c:':- l'n;t:r-
. pany Retained [Distributed| After Tax |Before Tax| Gross Land iBuilding| Machi.| Others 4o t
: nery mission
- I z 3 £ 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 12 13
Controlled by Indians,
L. glé 222 321" 123 155 | 248 283 997 116 32 18 36| ..
2. 886 103 - 57 59 116 178 222 1162 14 | 13 8 21| 23
8. 523 -9¢ | -2 -2 -2 1| s - 62 1 s ! 8
4, 427 112 | - 26 ’ -34 60 i 63 76 486 - 109 5 23 13| ..
5. 716 318 200 64 84 85 102 635 1581 16 R 17 .
6. " 1500 -39 f2 - - 80 92 118 115 1085 83 81 117 .. 2
1. 1019 993 69 ‘ 191 260 442 514 1829 253 34 22 56 15
8. 660 202 58 | 39 .97 119 148 . 729 S 20 RN
9. 533 130 41 39 80 129 173 673 189 1301 17).° 18] .25
10, 1508 219 | 457 , 145 : 190. 307 336 1406 147 70| - 6 29 .-

(Contd.)

¥



1. Capital, Reserves, Profils, Fixed Assels etc. of selected Rubber Plantation Companies.

ANNEXURE VIII—(Contd.)

{ Data based on averages for the 4 vears 1950-53)

(Améunts in Rupees per acre)

Name Profits . Fixed Assets M?:gag-
of Share Reserves agents | Inter-

Company [ Capital Retained Distributed| After Tax |Before Tax| Gross Land |[Building [ Machi- | Others | Com-. | est

nery mission
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1] i2 13
1. 980 4 ‘ 33 37 49 49 848 28 15 36 e s
12. 1358 266 37 101 138 212 216 1581 178 6l 16 26 | 22
13, 522 54 28 .9 119 190 197 504 123 6 8 . 6
14. 921 256 . 55 51 106 182 216 1129 114 16 19 19| 15
15. 287 496 49 119 168 260 265 523 151 46 28 6| ..
16. 1958 2 -4 92 a8 133 167 1667 83 27 8 3 ..
17. 2344 -33 25 18 43 3 66 | 2188 | 158 6 8 8] 16
18. 2528 150 7 117 124 ]99. 247 1669 98 - 27 7 35 13
19, 943 136 22 15 35 59 75 999 98 17 27 9 7
.20, 404 361 19 33 52 80 93 538 e 27 14| ..
21, 494 325 6 113 119 188 189 567 40 13 67 2
22, 200 445 29 61 920 146 146 508 98 23 10 e e




1. Capitaly Reserves, Profils, Fixed Assets etc. of selected Rubber Planlalion Companies.

ANNEXURE VIII—({Conid.)

{ Data based on avecrages for the 4 ycars 1950-53 )

(Amounts in Rupces per acre)

Profits

Fixed Assets Manag-
Name . ing
of Share Reserves | Agents | Inter-
Company{ Capital Retaincd [Distributed| After Tax [Before Tax|{ Gross , | Land |Building | Machi- | Others | Com- | est
. nery mis:ion
1 2 3 4 "7 H 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 I3
23, 1180 81 14 84 98 164 191 813 79 25 13 2] 4
24, ' .
25, : ’ .
Not Available.
26. |
27. J
1t 23. 878 239 34 85 119 w2 | 204 933 127 39 24 6.7
Controlted by Non-Indians.
1. 360 353 62 87 149 158 166 427 117 44 34 8| ..
) a
2. 778 " 180 27 113 140 155 169 633 134 28 8 13)
3. 353 539 61 90 151 151 156 | 515 111 28 29 5
4, 864 374 69 157 296 349 | 363 919 41 15 14
1to4, 498 339 " 55 100 155 175 185 529 112 36 25 9l .,

Source : Reserve Bank,
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ANNEXURE VIII

I Statement showing excess or deficit of net fixed assels over net worth
(In Rs. per acre)

CONTROLLED BY INDIANS

. Net worth
S.No. | Share Capital Reserves (Total of Nect fixed assets | Difference
cols. 1 & 2) (4—5)

1 2 3 4 5 6
1 696 270 96 1,078 —107
2 886 233 1,119 1,223 -104
3 526 -84 442 458 -16
4 427 181 608 671 63
5 716 198 914 848 66
6 1452 48 1,500 1,209 291
7 1,019 1,138 2,157 2,068 89
8 660 296 956 815 141
9 517 202 719 1,029 ~310
10 1,466 299 1,765 1,479 286
1 980 8 983 916 67
12 1,358 276 1,634 1,739 —105
13 524 50 574 572 2
14 921 346 1,267 1,238 29
15 294 590 884 651 238
16 1,958 8 1,966 1,767 199
17 2,344 8 2,352 2,391 -39
18 2,538 169 2,697 1,635 1,062
19 956 147 1,103 950 153
20 404 374 778 571 207
21 524 350 874 704 170
22 213 533 746 654 92
23 1,556 104 1,660 874 786
24 333 147 430 446 34

Average 870 282 1,152 1,061 9l

Source: Reserve Bank
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ANNEXURE VIII—(Contd.)

II. Composite balance sheet of 4 selected public limited Rubber
plantation companies.

{Lakhs of Rupees)
CONTROLLED BY NON-INDIANS
1950 1951 1952 1953
A, Capital and Liabilities.

Paid-up Capital

1. Ordinary 31 31 38 38

2. Preference 3 3 3 3

3. Delerred e P [

Total : 34 34 41 41

Reserves

4. General I1 15 21 26

5. Taxation 1 . 1 1

6. Development 3

7. Others 2 9 2 2
Borrowings

8. From Banks

9. Mortgages

10. Debentures
11. Due to Trade vee . e
12. Others 1 - 1
Other Liahilities

- 1

13. Miscellanesus Current 8 12 13 12
14, Miscellineous Non-Current 4 . ‘
15. Balance of Profit 4 . 3 3 2

Grand Total : 65 % | e ]
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ANNEXURE VIII—(Conid.)
if. Compostite Balance Sheet of 4 selscted public limited Rubber
blantation companies. -

- (Lakhs of Rupees)
CONTROLLED BY NON-INDIANS
1950 1951 1952 1953
B. Assets
Fﬁ"ﬁ Afﬁd ' 37 38 10 43
2. Buildings 6 7 B 11
3. Plant and Machinery .2 3 3 3
4. Others . 1 2 2 2
Total (Gross) 47 50 54 60
Less Depreciation 3 4 4 5
Total (Net Fixed Assets) 4t 46 50 55
6. Finished goods and work- ‘ :
in-progress 7 o n 10 - 8
7. Stores 2 - 3 4 ‘
8. Others e
Total 9 14 14 11
Receivables
. 9. Book depots . 2 e ;o aes 2
10. Advance against goods
1. Others w 1.1 . 1
Total 2 1 1 3
Imiﬂzifmé“overnment Securitics 3 3 2 2
13. sm-Govemment Securities '
14. Industrial Securities 1 1 1 1
Total 4 4 3 3
Other Assels
15. (a) Advance of Income-tax
. (b) E.P.T.Deposits
16." Miscellaneous Current 1
17. Miscellancous Non-Current o1 R
18, Intangible
19, Cash . -7 9 2 13
Grand Total 67 74 8t 58
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ANNEXURE VIII-

Composite Balance Sheet of 27 Selected Public Limited Rubber
_ Plantation Companies. (Lakhs of Rupecs)

CONTROLLED BY INDIANS

1930 1951 1952 1953
A+ Capital and Liabilities
Paid-up Capital .
1. Ordinary 103 04 104 o4
" 2. Prefcrence 52 51 50 51
3. Delerred
Total J 155 155 155 155
Reserves
4. General 7 8 22 23
5. Taxation 11 16 16 20
6. Devclopment 8 9 5 6
7. Others 11 17 13 16
Borrowings
8. From Banks 1 3 - 6 1
9, Mortgages ' -
10, Decbznturcs 15 14 « 12 10
11, Due to Trade N
12. Others 2 1 6 4
Other Liabilities
‘13, Miscellaneous Current 25 23 31 28
14. Miscellaneous Non-Current 5 5 5 | 7
15. Balance of Profit . 6 6 l 4 4
Grand Total 246 257 275 274




49

ANNEXURE VIII

Composite Balance Sheet of 27 Selecied Public Limited Rulber
Plantation Companies.

(Lakhs of Rupces)
CONTROLLED BY INDIANS
1950 1951 1952 1953
B. Assats

Fixed Assets
1. Land 164 165 165 164
2, Buildings 18 21 24 25
3. Plant and Machinery 6 7 7 8
4, . Others 4 ’ 4 4 4
Total (Gross) 192 197 2000 | 201
Less Depreciation 10 11 12 14
Total Net Fixed Assets 182 186 188 187

Stocks and Stores
o -
5. Raw materials s
6. Finished good and work )

in progress 21 19 27 17
7. Stores 8 5 5 4
8. Others
Total 24 24 32 21

Receivables
9. Book Debts 3 4 5 5
10. Advance against goods 1 1 I
11. Others L 10 7 7
Total 7 14 13 13

{...Contd.)



50
ANNEXURE VIII (Contd.)

Comphsite Balance Sheet of 21 Selected Public Limited Rubber

Plantation Companies. '
mp (Lakhs of Rupecs)

CONTROLLED BY INDIANS
1950 1951 1952 1 1?53
1 2 3 . 4 5 .
B. Assets—{Contd.)
Investments
12.. Government Securitics 2 2 2 4
13. Semi-Government Securities .. T e e
14. Industrial Securiﬁes ) 7 7 7 7
Total 9 9 9 | .1
Other Assets
15. (s) Advance of Income-Tax - .
(b) E. P.T. Deposits R R
16. Miscellaneous Current 1 1
17, Miscellaneous Non-Current:
18. Intangible .
19. Cush 23 25 32 43
Grand Total 246 259 274 275,

Source : Reserve Bank



FII. Sources and uses.of ﬂmds of 27 selected Public Ltd, Rubber Plantation companies—1950-53
CONTROLLED BY INDIANS

A

ANNEXURE VIII—(Contd.)

(Inlakbs of Rupees)

Use of funds

1952

Sources of Funds 1951 | 1952 | 1953 | Total 1951 1953 | Total
I: Paid-up Capital (excluding Capitalised - 1. Gross Fixed Assets Formation:
Reserves). -
. )= {a) Land L1 e -1 e
11, Borrowings . . .
{b) Buildings 3 8 1 7
(a) From Banks 2 3 =5 . . . :
(¢) Plant and Machinery I i 2
(b) Mortgages _
' (d) Others .- .
(¢) Debentures -1 -2 =2 -5 . - — -
. 5 5 9’
(d) Due to trade TOTAL !
(c) Others -1 -2 2 | IL. Intentory
TOTAL . 6 91 -3 (a) Raw Materials . v o -
(b) Finished Goods and work in | -2 8.1-10 | -4
progress. '
(c) Stores 2 . -] 1
(d) Others -
TOTAL e g8 |-11 -3

{...Contd,)

IS



ANNEXURE VIII—(Conid.)
I . Sources and uses of funds of 27 selected Public Lid, Rubber Plantation Gompanies—1950-53
CONTROLLED BY INDIANS

{In lakl;s of Rupees)
Sources of Funds 1951 | 1952 | 1953 | Total Use of funds 1951 | 1952 } 1953 | Total
XI1. Depreciation Reserves 1 1 ‘ I1I. Landings
{a) Tax advances .
IV. Taxation Reserves 5 . .9
{b) Book debts 1 1 - 2
V. Sapings
(¢} Advance against goods -1 1 - -
(a) Capital Reserves . . . -
{(d) Others 7 -2 =1 4
{b) General Reserves 1 14 1 16
TOTAL 7 . -1 6
(¢) Development Reserves 1 —4 1 =2
IV. Invesimenis .
(d) Other Reserves 6 | ~& 3 5 (a) Government securitics 2 2
- {¢) Balance of Profit . —2 . -2 (b) Semi-Government securities - . -
TOTAL 8 4 5 17 {c) IXndustrial securities - .
V1. E. P. T, Refunds aer . . {d) Misccllaneous non curreat - .- “
asscts L
VIL, Miscilanzoust -1 8 | -1 6 [ e | - 2 2
TOTAL
1 8 10 19
V. Increase in Monetary Resources .
i . ) 18 19 1 33
GRAND TOTAL 13 19 1 33 GRAND TOTAL

{Change in Miscellancous liabilitics adjusted for changes in misccllancous current
assets and intangible assets.
*Mainly investments in subsidiary companies.

Source: Reserve Bank.
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ANNEXURE IX

i A.  Statement showing cost of production of rubber in various regions
For reparted estates - Cost in Rs. per 100 lbs.
Region Charges | Charges | General Selling Commis- ::I;‘::;l‘:ld?nog
Acreage Production |Cultivation| for for charges | Packing [ expenscs Total sion to |commission
{in 1bs.) collecting | processing managing {to manag-
rubber agents | ing agents
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1] 12
- 1950
Madras 5,743 | 12,97,202 | 12,97 | 2218 8.93 | 25.3 1.18 3.74 | 74.97 3.61 | 71.9%
T.C. State | 95,394 | 1,02,20,591 7.74 | 11.67 5.09 | 21.50 1.07 1.60 | 48.67 1.71 | 46.96
Coorg oo 20,187 0.56 21.77 9.77 7.98 0.78 4,73 45,59 e 45.59
Mysore 129 27,872 16.50 12.20 1.49 11.17 2.06 43.42 43.42
All India 41,376 | 1,15,65,852 8.32 12.86 552 | 21.88 1.15 1.8¢ | 51.57 1.2 | 49.65
1951 '
Madras 5,748 13,40,902 14.85 24,39 10.77 30.52 3.40 1.48 £6.91 4.11 82.80
T.C. State | 35,389 | 1,04,90,384 8.85 | 12.69 5.80 | 25.53 1.46 1.87 | 56.29 1.96 | 54.83
Coorg 110 26,822 0.69 20.51 _ 7.85 7.23 1.18 3.90 40.76 e 40.76
Myzore 129 29,534 5.45 14,80 2.52 13.10 3.28 .- 39,15 et 39.15
All India 41,371 | 1,18,87,642 9.44 14,03 6.44 26.05 1.65 2.06 59.67 2.24 57.43

(...Conid.)

£s



ANNEXURE IX—(Contd.)

r

A.  Statement showing cost of production of rubber in various regions
For reported estates Cost in Rs, per 100 1bs, .
Rczi'én. : Charges | Charges neral | Selling Commis- 'el;?ctlil.l]di:sgt
. Acreage PE;):?;;.i)og Cultivation coll?::l;ing pmg& ng charges | Packing | expenses Total | ms;?:‘ g::g :::mlr::::x:;
rubber agents | ing agents
1 2 3 - 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 —__ll 12
1952 -
Madras 5,785 14,582,822 16.41 25.64 10.35 36.21 2.70 3.98 95.29 4.78 90.59
T. C. State { 35,32¢ | 1,17,87,786 8.37 15.69 6.47 23.19 1.36 2.05 57.13 1.54 55.59
‘i]oorg ' 110 25,826 - 25.33 ©8.23 8.48 1.46 3.00 46.50 46.50
Mysore 129 28,743 11.38 13.85 3.09 " 9.31 2.30 39.93 39,93
All-India 41,348 | 1,32,24,677 9.24 16.78 6.88 -*  24.55 1.50 2.26 - 61.21 .88 59.33
’ 1953 ,
Madras 5,751 -15,05,358 16.26 25.46 9.83 37.82 1.41 3.38 94.16 4.52 89.64
+ . T. Q. State 35,805 | 1,17,56,675 12,97 22.29 9.29 28.45 1.38 2,97 77.35 1.68 75.67
Coorg 110 26,783 2.43 . 26.39 7.27 8.41 0.59 4.52 49.61 43.61
Mysore 129 26,134 6.56 15.77, 1.26 15.85 3.02 ‘ ‘42,46 .- 42.46
All-India 41,295 1,33,14,950 13.31 22,64 9.33 29.45 1.40 3.00 79.13 2.00 77.13

Sourcc:—Recturns from cstates,

¥9.
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ANNEXURE IX—(Contd.)

B. Statement showing item-wise cost of production of rubber in various regions.

(In m.\u%)‘lb;)

Planted acreage
i 0
Region 1950 1951 1952 - | 1958
T~ 7 3 1 5
Madras 5,743 5,748 5,785 5,751
T. C. State 85,394| 35,389 35,324 35,305
Coorg 110 110 110 110
Mysore . 129 129 129 129
All-India 41,376 41,371 41,348 41,295
Prodyction (In lbs.)
Region 1950 1951 1952° 1953
T 2 3 7 5
Madras 1,207,202| 1,340,902] 1,432,822| 1,505,358
T. C. State 10,220,591(10,490,384|11,737,786(11,756,675
Coorg 20,187| 26,822 25,826] 26,783
Mysore 27,872| 29,584, 28,743 26,134
‘All-India 11,565,852|11,887,642|13,224,677|13, 314,950
A. 1. General field works
Region ' 1950 1950 « | 1952 1958
1 2 3 7 5
Madras 3.93 4,36 5.82 £.73
T. C. State 2,09 2.38 2.82 3.82
Coorg 0.5  0.69 0.9
Mysore 15.32 9.50 5.26
All-India 2.33 2.59 8.11 3.93




26

ANNEXURE IX—(Contd.)

A. 2. Filling in vacancies including cost of

nursery.
(in Rs. 100 per 1b.}

1 2 8 4 5
Madras 0.41
T. C. State 0.06 0.03 0.02 0.07
Coorg ' - 0.45
Mysore 0.68 4.72 1,39 0.76
All-India 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.11
4. 3. Maenuring
Region 1950 1951 1952 .1653
; g 2 3 ) 5
Madras 0.07" 0.3%6 0.12 0.12
T. C. Sla!c 0.74 1.84 0.78 '1.56
Coorg - - 0.99
AlkIndia 0.66 1.66 0.70 1.89
A. 4. Spraying and dusting
Region 1950 1951 1952 1953
i 3 3 7 3
Madras 8.66 9.11 10.31 10.36.
T. C. State , 4.59 4.35 4.49 7.00
Mysore -
All-India 5.03 4.87 5.10 7.35
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ANNEXURE IX—(Contd.)

A. 5. Other pest control measures

(In Rs. 100 per 1b.)
Region 1950 1951 1952 1953
1 ) 3 I 5
Madras 0.31 0.52 0.67 0.64
T. C. State 0.26 0.25 0.26 0.52
Coorg
" Mysore 0.50 0.78 0.49 0.54
All-India 0.26 0.28 0.30 0.53
- Total cultivation
Region 1950 1951 1952 1953
1 ) 3 T 5
Madras 12.97 || 14.85 16.41 16.26
T. C. State 7.74 8.85 8.37 | 12.97
Coorg 0.56 . 0.69 2.43
Mysore 16.50 5.45 11.38 6.56
All-Tndia 8,92 9.44 9.24 18.81
B. 6. Tapping and collection
Region 1950 1951 1952 1953
T 3 3 7 5
Madras 21.4¢ | 28.42 | 24.58 | 24.%
T. C. State 1.26 | 12.25 | 15.18 | 21.56
Coorg 19.17 19.35 | 24.20 | 25.3(
Mysore 1091 | 13.75 12.82 14.89
All.India 12.41 13.53 16.21 21.87-
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ANNEXURE IX—(Contd.)
B. 7. Other sundry charges .

(In Rs. 100 per Ib.)

Region 1950 1951 1952 1953

I 2 3 1 5
Madras 0.74 0.97 1.07 1.10
T. C. State 0.41 0.44 0.51 '0.73
Coorg 2.60 1.16 1.04 1.08
Mysore 1.29 1.05 1.53 0.88
All-India 0.45 0.50 0.57 0.77

Total charges for collecting rubber

Region 1950 1951 1952 1953

1 2 3 % 5
Madras 22.18 | 24.39 | 25.64 | 25.46
T. C. State 11.67 12.69 15.6¢ | 22.29
Coorg 21.77 | 20.51 25.33 | 26.39
Myzore 12.20 14.80 13.85 | 15.77

All-India 12.86 | 14.03 | 16.78 | 22.64
C. 8 (a) Salaries and wages

Region 1950 1951 | 1952 1953

1 2 3 4 5 -
Madras 1.25 | 1.6 1.16 1.30
T. C. State 0.50 0.55 0.52' [ 0.77

Coorg T

Mysore .- . e
All-India 0.58 0.62 0.59 0.83
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ANNEXURE IX—(Contd.)

C. 8 (b) Wages of factory ladoar

{In Rs, 100 per 1b)
Region 1950 1951 1952 1953
T 7 3 ry 5
Madras 3.42 8.95 4.17 £.05
T.C. State 1.76 2.12 2.65 8.99
Coorg 0.67 0.49 0.63 0.61
Mysore 0.94 0.63 1.43 0.76
Al-India 1.95 2.32 2.81 3.99
C. 9. Coal and other fuel, power and lighting
Region 1950 1951 1952 1953
I 73 ? 5
Madras 1.33 1.34 1.17 0.99
T. C. State 0.84 0.95 1.08 1.38
Coorg 0.76 0.24 0.37 0.95'
Mysore 0.32 0.13 0.25 0,13
All-India 0.89 1.00 1,07 1.20
G. 10, Mg_intmancé of faclory buildings, plant and machinery
’
Region 1950 1951 1952 1958
I 2 3 ¥ 5
Madras 1.00 1.82 1.58 1.23
" T.C. State 1.22 1.25 1.32 | " 2.02
Coorg 2.60 1.16 1.03 1.00
Mysore 0.23 1.76 1.41 0.37
All-Tndia 1.19 1.32 1.35 1.92




C. 11. General stores and local purchases
{In Rs. 100 per 1b.)

60

ANNEXURE IX—(Contd.)

Region 1950 1851 1952 1953

i Z 3 K 3
Madras 1.80 2,41 2.18 2.15
T. C. State 0.63 0.80 0.74 0.86
Coorg 2.27 0.52 -
All-India 0.76 0.97 0.89 1.00

C. 12. Other charges
Region 1950 1951 | 1952 1953
I ) 3 i 5
Madras 0.14 0.09 0.14 0.10
T. C. State 0.14 0.21 | 0.16 0.82
Coorg ' 5.47 4.84 6.20 5.23
Mysore ’
" All-India 0.15 0.21 0.17 0.80
Tolal charges for processing

Region 1950 1951 1952 1953

1 2 3 % 5
Madras 8.93 10.77 .| 10,35 9.83
T. C. State 5.09 5.89 6.47 9,29
Coorg 9.77 7.25 8.23 7.27

Mysore 1.49 . 2,52 3.09 - 1.26 -

“AllIndia 5.52 6.44 6.88 |  9.93

T E———
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ANNEXURE IX—(Contd.)

D. 13. Upkeeep of buildings

{In Rs. 100 per Ib.)

Region 1950 1951 1952 1953

1 2 3 7 5
Madras- 2.24 2.49 8.21 2.97
T.C. State 1.93 2.10 2.42 2.96
Coorg 3.00 0.99 1.7¢ 1.81
Mysore - .-
All-India 1.95 2,13 2.49 2,94

D. I4. Deprecigtion

Région 1950 1951 1952 1953

i 7 3 1 5
Madras 2.11 2.57 3.45 | _ 4.05
T. C. State 1.06 1.45 1.41 1.79
Mysore
All-India 1.16 | * 1.57 1.62 2.04

D, 15 (a) Recruiting expenses
Region 1950 1951 1952, | 1958
!

1 5 2 3 % 5
Madras 0.08 0.10 0.08 0.10
T.C. State 0.24 0.27 0.25 -0.36
Coorg 0.75 0.63 0.70 0.71
Mysore 7.10 5.85 1.01 7.28
All-India 0.2+ '_ 0.27 0.23 0.35
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ANNEXURE IX—(Contd.)

D. 15 (5) Medical benefits

(In Rs. 100 per Ib,)

Region 1950 1951 1952 1953
T ¥ —2 3 % 5
Madras 1.64 1.71 2.08 2.95
T, C. State 0.9¢ | 1.05 1.12 1.44
Coorg 0.36 1.05 1.05 0.73
Mysore 0.93 1.22 1.46 1.40
All-India 1.01 1413 1.23 1.53
D. 15 () Other labour benefils
Region 1950 1951 1952 1953
T 2 3 1 5
Madras 1.03 1.07 0.73 0.63
»
T. Q. State 3.39 3.82 1.98 |1 1.62
Coorg T
M}'ﬂore £l ave ~ .- Ky
All.India 3.12 3.50 1.85 1:50°
D, 16 (a} Bonus to staff-
Region ! 1950 1951 1952 1953
1 2 . 3 i 5

Madras 0.48 0.73 0.77 0.86
T. C. State 1.47 2.12 2.30 v3.63
COOl'g h . .ea —
Mwm bad -'\ c.q.
All-India 1.36 1.96 2.13 | - -3.30
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ANNEXURE IX—(Conid))

D. 16 (b) Commission to managers and other senior staff
. (In Rs. 100 per Ib.)
Region 1950 1951 1952 1953
I 7 3 3 5
Madras 0.73 0.88 0.90 0.74
T. C. State 0.28 0.48 0.3] 0.40
Coorg
Mysore . -
_ Alk-India 0.3 | 055 | 037 | o0.44

D. 16 (¢) Commission to Managing Director or Agents and agency allowance

Region 1950 1951 1952 1953

1 2 3 4 5
Madras ., 2.88 3.24 3.89 3.81
. T. C. State 1.43 1.48 1.23 1.28
Coorg [ PP e or
N{.ysoi'c - e . - e
 AllIndia 1.59 1.60 1.51 1.56

D.17. Bonus te labour
Region 1950 1951 1952 1953
V- - 1 2 3 4 5

Madras ¢ 1.23 2.15 2.54 3.81
T. C. State 0.64 1.39 1.38 2.19
Coorg [ 1.40 0.82 0.81

.. Mysore . .
All-India ‘ 0.71 1.46 1.51 2.31
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ANNEXURE TX—(Contd.)

D. 18 (a) Salaries and allowances to staff (Estate)
.(Tn Rs. 100 per Ib.)

Region 1950 1951 1952 1953

i —3 3 % 5
Madras . 8.47 9.10 | ,10.2¢ | 11.33
T. C. State 6.12 6.38 | , 6.07 7.88
Coorg 2.58 2.2¢ | 242 | 2.2¢
Mytore 2.37 4.75 5.60 6.73
All-India ‘ 6.37 6.67 6,43 | 8,26

D. 18 (b) Salaries and allowances to staff {Head office)

Region | 1950 | 191 1952 1953

T 7 3 3 5
Madras 0,73 1.01 1.04 | 0.93
T. . State 0.66 | 0.68 | o059 | 0.57
Coorg
Mysore ) e - e
AllIndia . 0.66 | 0.71 | 0.6% | 0.6l

D. 19 (a) General and other office expenses  (Estate)

Region ‘ 1950 1951 1952 1953

1 2 3. T % 5
Madras 2.9 |. 4.3 5.21 5.38
T. C. State 2,38 3.6 3.10 2,75
Coorg ‘ 1.49 0.92 1.75 2.61
AllTodia - | 2.5 3.46 3,32 3.02
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ANNEXURE IX—(Contd.)

D. 19 (8) General and other office expenses (Head Qffice)

(In Rs. 100 per 1b.)

Region 1950 151 | 1952 | '19s8
1 2 3 3 5
Madras 0.73 1.10 2.07 1.47
.. C. State 0.96 0.95 1.03 1.60
Coorg e s
Mysore 0.77 1.28 | 1.24 0.44
All-India 0.93 |, 0.9 1.22 1.50
.thal general charges
Region 1950 1951 1952 1953
1 2 3 7 5
[}
Madras 25.3¢ | 30.52 | s6.21 | s7.82
T. C. State "21.50 | 25.58 | 23.19 | 28.45
Coorg 7.98 7.23 8.43 8.41
Mysore 11.17 18.10 9.31 15.85
All-India 21.88 | 26.05 | 24.55 | 29.45
E. 20. Cost of gunnies and other materials for packing
Region 1950 1951 1952 1953
1 2 3 T 5
Madras 1.36 2.93 2.05 0.05
T. C. State 0.89 1.27 1.08 1.06
Coorg 0.72 1.14 1.41 0.55
Mysore . -
All-India 0.94 1.42 1.18 1.05
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ANNEXURE IX—(Contd.)

E. 21. Labour far‘paclcz'rzg

(In Rs. 100 per 1b.)

Region 1950 1951 1952 1953

1 2, 3 4 5
Madras 0.45. 0.48 0.65 0.56
T. C. State 0.18 0.19 0.28 0.32
Coorg 0.06 | . 0.04 0.05 0.04
Mysore 2.06 3.28 2.30 3.02
All-India 0.21 0.23 .32 0.35

Tolal packing

Region 1950 1951 | 1952 1953

T Z 3 r) 5
Madras 1.81 3.40 2.70 1.41
T. C. Statc 1.07 1.46 1.36 1.38
Coorg - 0.78 1.18 1.46 0.59
~ Mysdre 2.06 3.28 2.30 3.02
All.India 1.15 1.65 1.50 1.40

. i
F. 22. Freight and transport charges

Region 1950, 1951 1952 1953

1 ) 3 1. 5
Madras 1.21 0.87 1.35 1.33
T. C. State 0.72 0.84 1.02 1.40
Caoorg 4.14 3.46 2.71 3.36

" Mysore

Ali-India ’ 0.78 0.84 1.06 1.40
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ANNEXURE IX—(Contd.)

F. 23. Stock and transit trsurance

(En Rs, 100 per Ib.)

Region 1950 1951 1952 1953
1 2 3 4 5

. . —
Madras 0.26 0.41 0.35 0.28
T. C. State 0.13 0.17 0.18 0.29
Coorg -
Mysore .- e
All-India 0.14 0.20 0.20 0.28

F. 24, Other forwarding and selling expenses

Region . 1950 1951 1952 1953

1 2 ] 4 5
Madras 2.27 2,20 2.28 1.77
T. C. State 0.75 0.8, | 0.8 1.28
Coorg 0.59 0.44 0.29 1.16
Myiore o
All-India 0.92 1.01 1.01 I.32
. Total selling expenses
Region 1950 1951 1952 1953
1 2 3 4 5
Madras 3.74 3.48 3.98 3.38
- /

T. C. State 1.60 1.87 2.05 2.97
Coorg 4.73 3.90 3.00 4.52
Mysore - ver -
All-India 1.84 2.05 2.26 3.00




68

ANNEXURE IX—(Contd.)

Total cost production

(in Rs. 100 per 1b.)

. Region 1950 1951 1952 1953
T 3 3 z 5
Magdras 74.97 | 86.92 95.30 |. 94.15
T. C. State 48.67 | 56.29 | 57.18 77.35
Coorg 45.59 40.76 46.50 49.61
Mysore 43.42 | 39.15 39.93 42.46
© All-India - 51.57 59.66 | 6L.21 |  79.13 ,

Source:—Returns from cstates,



_ ANNEXURE X
4. Statement showing cost of production of rubber according to type of management

+ For reported estates

Coat per 100 )bs.in Rs,

. ‘ ) Commis-|Total cost ex-
ype of ownership/management Charges [Charges | sion to |eluding com.
Acreage |ProductioniCultiva- |for coll- | for pro- [General [Packing | Selling | Total | manag- [ mission to
{in lbs.) tion | ecting | cemsing |Charges Expenses ing managing
rubber agents agents,
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 12
Lo Sterling companins } 1950 B
{Controlled by Secretaries/ -
Agents 25,466] 7,430,214 7.921 10.54 5.09] 19,16 1.11 1.95] 45,77 0.80 44.97
[ I;#M ompanies; .
on‘;:'ndian Managing Agents
con| - \
Non-Indian, 548| 258,646 12.14] 11.25 14.87] 50.88 4.90 0.83| 94.387 5.30 89.07
Partly Indian and Partly ,
Non-Indian 4,525! 1,346,113 8.83] 17.28 5.63 25.12 0.86 1.4} 59.17 4,20 54,09
Indian Managing Agents conirol .
ndian 7,216( 1,759,713 9.85 15.79 6.50{ 28.03 1.30 2.11f 63.58 5.00 58.58
Out:i:;c Managing Agents
. <onlro
Public Ltd, Indian 361 79,083]  3.92| 25,76 5,27 24.67 0.20 0.60; 60.42 4.65 55.77
Private Ltd, Indian 236 100,661 5.93 12.67 0.64] 31.83 .- 0.08; 51.15 ‘e 51.13
8. Proprictary and Partrership
- Concerns ; .
Indian 2,605 542,711 7.82 22.40| 4.55) 15.17] o0.6) 1.52] . 51.56 51.56
Non-Indian 334 48,705 5,61 20.88 4.86] 20.40 0.32 0,17 52.25 . 52.25
All Groups 41,376/11,565,852 8.32 12,86 5.52 21.88 1.15 1.84] 51.57 1.92 49.65

(=12
(=7



A.  Statement showing tost of production of rubber according fo types of management

ANNEXURE X—(Contd.)

For reported estates

Cost per 100 lbs. in Rs,

. Commis-|Total cost ex-
‘Type of ownership/management Charges|Charges sion to [cluding com-
Acreage |Production| Culti- | for coll- | for pro- |General |Packing | Sclling | Total | manag- | mission to
(in lbs.) | vation | ecting | cessing |Charges Expenses ing managing
' rubber agenis agents
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1. Sterling Companies . 1951
Controlled by Secretaries/
Agents) ’ 25,565| 7,652,253 8.75] 11.74 6.18| 23.75 1.81 2,30l 54.53 1.00 53.53
1. Rupee companies;
Non-Indian Managing Agents
Control
Nen-Indian 543| 263,456{ 12.91 11.04f 16.81] 58,27 5.22 0.79 104.54 5.56 98,98
Partly Indian and Partly :
Non-Indian . 7 4,443| 1,998,080 12,17 17.49 5,75 29.06 0.88 1.58] 66.93 5.26 61.67
Indian Managing Agents control :
Indian 7,176) 1,846,782 10.15, 17.75 7.13) 30.64 1.64 1.92! 69,23 5.00 64.23
Outside Managing Agents . : . ‘ )
Control | - .
Public Litd, Indian. 353 77,588 - 3.92| 28.49 5.55] 28.00 0.13 0.43| 66.52 4.65 61.87
Private Ltd. Indian 252 98,457 ~ 6.16] 21.97 2.49] 383.69 0.381 0.33| 64.96 . 64,96
8. Propriciary and Parinership : .
Concerns S : )
Indian 2,705 503,452] . 9.68] 22.97 5.28] 16.42 0.88 1.56 56.79 - 56.79
Non-Indian 334 47,574 7.80] 19.99 9.85| 26.91}+ 0.07 0.11) 63.73 63.73
All Groups, 41,371(11,887,642| 9.44| 14.08 6.44| 26.050 1.5 2,05 59.66; 2.23 57.43

0L



ANNEXURE X—(Contd.)

A, Statement showing cost of production of rubber according to type of management

For reported estates : . - Cost per 100 Ibs.in Rs.
. - ) Commi-~ | Total cost
Type of ownership/management | Produc- Charges| Charges| | ssion to [ excluding co-
Acreage tion Culti- | for coll-| for pro- | General | Packing | Selling { Total |manag- | mmission to
(inlbs.) | vation | ecting |cessing | charges |. expenses ing age- | managing
} rubber ) nts agents
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 g 1 10 11 12
1 Sférh'ng companies 1952

(Controlled by Secrctaries/
Agents) .

"2 Rupes companies :
Non-Indian Managing Agents
< nlrel

25,569 8,562,634 8.51 13.70 6.44| 22.78 1.60 2.38| 55.41 0.96 54.45

Non-Indian s02| 289,211 12.77| 16.84{ 16.98 41.77 3.27 0.82| 92.44 4.75 87.69

Partly Indian and Parlly A - ‘

Non-Indian. 4,460) 1,364,098] 12,05, 22.70 6.79] 30.17 1.18 1.90] 74.79 4.86 69.93

Indian Managing Agents control

Indian 7,129 2,198,027| 10,10 20.66 7.61  27.10 1.40 2.40] 69.27 3.77 65.50

Quiside Managing Agents ‘

control

Public Ltd.-Indian 358| - 84,624 8.57) 40.63( 10.51] 30.12 0.14 0.82| 85.79 5.13 80.66-

Private Ltd.-Non.Indian 236 92,452 6.83] 21,87 2,22 39.03 0.25 0.25| 70.44 70.44
3 Proprictary and Partnership ’

concerns )

Indian 2,705 580,375 8.99, 27.73 5.93] 16,34 0.95 2.12; 62,06 62.06

Non-Indian 384 53,256] 12.00| 35.05 T 9.39] 20.24 0.05 0.19] 76,92 76,92

All-Groups 41,288( 13,224,677 9.24) 16.78 6.08 24.55 1.50 2.26( 61.21 1.88 59.33

L



ANNEXURE X—(Contd.)
A. Stalement showing cost of production of rubber according to type of management.

Fo.r reported estates

Cost per 1€0 Ibs. in Rs,

. ’ Commis- | Total cost
Type of ownership/management (- Product- Charges| Charges sion to [ excluding co~
Acreage tion Culti- | for coll-{ for pro- | General | Packing] Selling | Total | manag- mmission to
(in lbs.) | vation | ccting | cessing | cxpenses cxpenses . ing managing
- rubber agents agents,
l ., 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 19 11 12
1 Sterling compan 1953
(Controlled by Sccretauul
Agents) 25,439) 8,740,203, 15.19] 21.77; 10.20] 29.45 1.56 3.49| 81.66 0.95 80.71
2 Rupes companies ¢
Nan-l}ndmn Managing Agml.r .
confro
Non-Indian 502] 240,177 9.64] 16.93] 19.04] 52.08 3.86 0.89 102.44 5.66 96.78
Partly Indian and Partly : .
Non-Indian 4,491 1,317,982] 9.14| 24.89] 4.93) s1.78] 1.00| 1.91] 73.65 5.87 67.78
Indien Managing Agents control . *
Indian 7,164] 2,143,834 10.10{. 22.51 6.77) 29.77 0.95 2.51] . 72.61 4.17 68.44
70ub‘:'1¢ Marnaging Agents : I . :
coniro : ) .
Public Ltd.-Indian 3531 . 78,823 8.28| 39.74f 11.77] 38.85 0.08 0.60 94.32 5.06 89.26
Private Ltd.-Non-Indian 252 75,693 2,120 23.47] 2.33 . 46.87 0.19 0.31} 75.31 75.31
-8 Propristary and Partnership
concerns
Indian 2,760; 654,142 10.29] 28.44 6.01| 13.87 0.71 2.14f  61.46 61.46
Non-Indian 334/ © 64,100 13.25( 40.88 7.82] 17.16 0.01 0.26] 79.37 re 79.37.
All-Groups 41,295! 13,314,950 13.31} 22.64 9.33) 29.45] . 1.40 3.00] 79:13| - 2.00 77.13

] Source ;:—Recturns from cstates

oL
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B. Statement showing ilem-wise cost of production of rubber according to types
of managements planted acreage

Type of ownership/management 1950 1951 1952 1953
1 2 3 4 5

Sterling Companies

Controlled by Secretaries/agents 25,466 25,565 25,569 25,439

Non-Indian Mamgz:ng Agents control

Non-Indian ) 543 543 502 502

Partly Indian and Partly Non-Indian 5,525 4,443 4,460 4,491
Indian Managing Agents control N ‘ . )

Indian 7,216 7,176 7,129 7,164
Outside Managing Agents control

Public Ltd.-Indian 361 553 353 353

Private Ltd.-Indian 236 252 286 252

Proprietary and Partnership concerns

Indian 2,695 2,705 2,705 2,760

Non-Indian 334 834 334 834

All Groups 41,376 41,371 41,288 41,295

Production (In 1bs.)
Type of ownership/management 1950 1951 1952 1953
1 2 3 4 5

Sterling Companies

(Controlled by Secretaries/Agents) 7,430,214; 7,652,253| 8,562,634 8,740,203
Non-Indian Managing Agents control

Non-Indian 258,646 263,456 289,211 240,177

Partly Indian and Partly Non-Indian 1,346,113 1,398,080( 1,364,098} 1,317,982
Indian Managing Agents conirol i

Indian 1,759,713( 1,846,782| 2,198,027 2,143,830
Qutside Managing Agents control

Public Ltd.-Indian 79,089 77,588 84,624 78,823

Private Ltd.-Indian 100,661 98,457 92,452 75,693

Propri and Partnership concerns -

Inﬁmy ? 542,711| 503,452 580,375 654,142

Non-Indian 48,705 47,574 53,256 64,100

All Groups 11,565,852|11,887,642|13,224,677|13,314,900
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A. 1. General fielld Works
' (In Rs. per 100 lbs.}

Type of ownership/management 1950 1951 1952 1953
o 1 2 3 4 5
Sterling Companies
(Co;llgtrollcﬁ by Secrctaries/agents) 1.92 2.01 2.74 4,17
Rupee Companiest
Naﬁ-lna’ian Managing Agents control 2.33 0.95 3.44 _2.49
Non-Indian .
Partly Indian and Partly Non-Indian 1.79 3.49 | v 3.49 2.24
Indian Managing Agents control
Indian 3.49 3.72 3.4 T 3,23
Ouiside Managing Agents control :
Public Ltd.-Indian 3.72 3.72 3.30 8.08
Private Ltd.-Indian 1.57 | 1.64 1.00 2,12
Propriztary and Partnership conc ) :
Indian . 5.24 5.62 5.82 . 5.84
. Non-Indian - 3.91 3.86 9.99 12.06
_ All Groups 2.33 2,59 3.1 3.93

¢

A. 2. Filling in vacancies

Type of ownership/management 1950 | 1951 1952 1953

—

1 2 3 4 5

Sterling Companies

{Controlled by Secretaries;Agents)
Rupee Companies: :
Non-Indian Managing Agents controf

Non-Indian ) 0:02 | 0.0 0.11

"Purtly Indian and Partly Non-Indian
Indian Manuging Agents control
Indian

0.29 0.22 0.09 0.03
Outside Managing Agents contro]
Public Ltd.-Indian
Private Lid.-Indian e :
Propriziary and Partnership concerns "
Indian 0.04 0.08 0.04 |. 0.03
Non-Indian

All Groups

0.04 0.04 | 0.03 . 0.11
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A, 3.  Manuring

(In Rs. per 100 Ibs.)

Type of ownership/management- 1950 1951 1952 1953
1 | 2 3 4 5

Sterling companies

Controlled by Sccrctanl:s/Agcnts 0.83 2.21 0.64 1.92
Rupee compame:: ‘
Non-Indian Managing Agents control

Non-Indian - .

Pagtly Endian and Partly Non-Indian 0.04 0.51 0.31 0.02
Indian Managing Agents Control )

Indian 0.83 1.03 1.51 6.58
Quiside Maraging Agents control

Public Limited-Indian -

Private Ltd,—Indian - .- . .-
Proprictary & Partnership concerns

Indian - 0.59 " 0.72

Non-Indian

All Groups 0.66 1.66 | 0.70 1,39

A. 4. Spraying and dusting
Type of ownership/management 1950 1951- 1952 1953
1 - 2 3 4 5

Sterling companies

Controlled by Sccrctanes]Agcnu 4.89 4.27 4.82 8.31
Rupee companies:
Non-Indian Managing Agents control .

Non-Indian 9.70 11.69- 9.11 6.81

Partly Indian and Partly Non-Indian 6,56 7.68 7.58 6.19
Indian Managing Agents control
+ Indian 5.08 4.97 4.97 6.13
Outside Managing Agents control

Public Ltd.-Indian i o . s

Private Ltd.—Indian 4.36 4.52 5,83 e
Proprietary & Partnership concerns ‘-,

Indian ' 1.98 3.28 3.02 3.62

Non-Indian 1.52 2.94 1.44 -

All Groups 5.03 4.87 5.10 7.35
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A. 5. Other pest control measures

(In Rs. per 100 1bs.)

Type of owncrship[Ma.nagemcnt 1950 1951 1952 1953
1 2 3 4 5

Sterling companies )
Gontrollcd by SecretariesfAgents 0.28 0.26 0.31 0.64

Rupee :ompamﬂ-

Non-Indian Managing Agents control
Non-Indian 0.11 0.22 0.21 0.23
Partly Indian and Partly Non-Indian 0.44 0.49 0.67 0.69

Indian Managing Agmt.r control .

Indian 0.16 0.21 0.13 0.13
Qutside Managing Agents control

Public Ltd.—Indian 0.20 0.20 0.27 0.20
Private Ltd.—Indian
'roprietary & Parinership concerns

Indian 0.06 0.11 0.1L 0.03
Non-Indian 0.18 0.50 0.57 1.19
All Groups 0.26 0.28 0.30 0.53

Total cultivation
Type of ownership/management 1950 1951 1952 1953
1 2 3 4 5

Sterling companies
Controlled by Sccrctancs,’Agents 7.92 8.75 8.51 15.19

Rupes companies ; '

Non-Indian Managing Agents contro - '
Non-Indian 12.14 12.91 12,77 9.64
Partly Indian and Partly Non-Indian 8.83 12.17 12.05 9.14

Indian Managing Agents control )
Indian 9.85 10.15 | 10.10 10.10

Outside Managing Agenis control
Public Ltd.g—fndfan 0 3.92 3.92 3.57 8.28
Private Ltd.—Indian 5.98 6.16 6.83 | 2.12

Propmtaa and Partnership concerns
Indian 7.32 9.68 8.99 | 10.29
Non-Indian 5.61 7.30 12,00 13.25
All Groups 8.32 9,44 | 9.24 13.31
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ANNEXURE X (Contd.)
B. 6. Tapping and collection

( In Rs. per 100 Ibs.)

Type of ownership/management 1950 1951 1952 1953
1 2 3 4 5
Sterling companies
Controllzd by Secretaries/Agents 10.10 11.26 13.16 -20.92
Rupee companies ;
Non-Indian Managing Agents control
Non-Indian 10.98 10.32 15.56 16.20
Partly Indian and Partly Non-Indian 16,74 16.99 22.11 23.89
Indian Managing Agents control '
I’ndian 13.37 17.13 20.08 22.07
Qutside Managing Agents control
Public Ltd. Indian 25.54 28.25 40.12 39.59
Private Ltd. Indian 12.46 21.56 21.69 23.15
Praprictary and Partnership concerns
Indian 21.90 22.54 27.23 27.84
Non-Indian | 19.67 19.67 32.49 40.31
All Groups. 12.41 13.53 16.21 21.87
B. 7. Other sundry charges
Type of ownership/management 1950 1951 1952 1953
1 2 3 4 5
Sterling companies -
Controlled by SecrctariesfAgents 0.44 0.48 0.54 0.85
Rupul.r afmp%‘lm : 4
Non-Indian Managing Agents contro
Non-Indian 0.27 0.72 1.28 0.73
Partly Indian and Partly Non-Indian 0.54 0.50 0.59 1.00
Indian Managing Agents control
Indian 0.42 0.62 0.58 0.44
Outside Managing Agents contyol
Public Ltd. Indian 0.22 0.24 0.51 0.15
Private Ltd. Indian 0.21 0.41 0.18 0.32
Proprictary and Parinership concerns
Inpdia.f:U P 0.50 0.43 0.50 0.60
Non-Indian 1.21 0.32 . 2.56 0.57
All Groups. 0.45 0.50 0.57 0.77
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Totz;l charges for collecting .rubber

{ In Rs. per 100 Ibs.)

Type of owncrshiplmanagemenf 1950 1951 1952 1953
1 2 3 4 5

Sterling companies

Conlﬁ'ollcd by Secrctaries/Agents 10.541 - 11,744 . 13.70 21.77
Rupee companies : ;
J‘g’;ﬁfﬂﬁi’;aghnagmg Agents. contro 11.25 11.04 16.84 16.93
Partly Indian and Partly Non-Indian 17.28 17.49 22.70 24.89
Iri:::;?aﬂlanagmg Apgents contral 15.79 17.75 20.66 9951
Outside Managing Agents control

Pul;lic le.glnfiiai 25.76 28.49 40.63 39.74

Private Ltd. Indian 12.67 21.97 21.87 23,47
Proprietary and Partnership concerns

In{lianry ? 22.40 22.97 . 27.73 28.44
Non-Indian 20.88 .19.99 35.05 40.88
Al Groups. . I 12.86 14.03 16.78 29 .64

G. 8. Salaries and wages
Type of ownership/management 1950 1951 1952 1953
r 2 3 4 5

Sterling companies i !

Controlled by Secretaries/Agents . 0.49 0.54 0.46 0.78
Rupee companies : .
Non-Indian Manag'ng Agents control

Non-Indian 0.84 1.06}" 0.98 0.91

Partly Indian and Partly Non-Indian 0.96 0.99 1.1l 1.83
Indian Managing Agenis control :

Im.inan | 0.74 0.75 0.75 0.79
Outside Managing Agenis control

Public Ltd. Indian 0.83 0.89 2.14 1.83

Private Ltd. Indian
Propristary and Partnership concerns

Indian 0.38 0.27 0.25 0.64

Non-Indian

All Groups [ 0.59 0.64 0.6l 0.86
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C. 8{(a) Wages of factory labour

(In Rs. per 100 1bs.)

Type of ownership/management 1950 1951 1952 1953
! 2 3 4 5
_ Sterling Companies
Controlled by Secretaries/Agents 1.81 2.32 2.76 4.46

Rupee Comganies:

Non-Indian Managing Agmk control :
Non-Indian 5.49 4.69 6.69 8.74
Partly Indian and Partly Non-Indian 1.66 1.7 2.43 2.85

Indian Managing Agents control
Indian 2,44 2.67 2.75 2.59

Outside Managing Agents control ] .

Public Ltd.—Indian 2,28 2.81 4.81 7.09
Private Lid.-Indian 0.43 1.41 1.36 1.65

Proprictary & Pzirlncr:hip concerns .
Indian 1.43 1.63 2.73 2,72
Non-Indian 1.39 - 1.73 3.45. 3.90

" All Groups 1.94 2.30 2.79 3.96

C. 9. Coal and otker fuel, power and lighting
Type of ownership/mranagement 1950 1951 1952 1953
1 2 3 4 5

Sterling Companies
Controlled by Secretaries/Agents 6.71 ¢.81 0.83 » 1,31
Rupes Companies: .

Non-Indian Managing Agents carurol
Non-Indian 3.76 4.82 4.44 4.03

Partly Indian and Partly Non-Indian 1.18 1,22 1.34 1.28

Indian Managing Agents control
Ix:snlan g o -1.08 1.05 1.16 0.96
Outside Managing Agents control

Public Ltd.—Indian 0.75 0.68 1.92 0.82

- Privatec Ltd.-Indian 0.02 0.92 0.70 0.64%
Proprictary & Partnership concerns )

Frpiiotay & Parinrship con 1.09 1.18 1.23 1.23
Non-Indian 0.52 1.44 1.62 0.63

All Groups 0.90 _1.00 1.07 1.29
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C. 10. Maintenance of factory buildings plant and

machinery

(In Rs. per 100 1bs.)

1953
Type of ownership/management 1950 1951 1952 |
i 2 3 4 5

Sterling Comparies . 41

Controlled by Sccretarics/gents 139 | L4 L% |2
Rupe; gm”j’f" ing Agents control ‘
Nen-Indian Managing .32

Non-Indian 3.08 3.17 2.58 2
Partly Indian & Partly Non-Indian 0.99 0.96 0.92 . 1.37
Indian Managing Agents control

Indian 0.50 0.86 1.01 0.90
Outside Managing Agen,t.r control .

Public Lid. Indian 0.58 0.16 0.23 0.76

Private Ltd.-Indian 0.19 0.16 0.16 0.04
P;c:lpdr:;tnar_y and Parinership concerns 0.57 0.87 0.48 0.28
Non-Indian - 1.49 0.82 0.16

All Groups 1.18 1.32 1.35 1.92

C. 11. General stores and local purchases
Type of ownership/management 1950 1951 1952 1953
1 2 3 4 5

Sterling Companies ‘

Controlled by Secretaries/Agents 0.55 0.80 0.62 0.86
Rupee Companies:
Non-Indian Managing Agents conirol .

Non-Indian : 1.00 2.38 1.97 2.74

Partly Indian & Partly Non-Indian 0.86 0.87 0.99 1.07
Indian Managing Agents control ‘

Indian . 1.51 1.55 1.76 1.39
Outside Managing Agents control

Public Ltd. Indian 0.69 0.84 1,23 0.84

Private Ltd.-Indian - . -
Proprisiary and Parinsrship concerns

Indian 0.83 0.88 0.83 0.81-

Non-Indian 2,44 4.28 2.68 1.81

All Groups 0.76 0.98 0.89 1.00
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ANNEXURE X—(Contd.)

C. 12. Other charges

(In Rs. per 1C0 1bs.)

Type of ownership/management 1950 I 1951 1952 1953
1 2 | 3 4 5

Sterling companies

(Controlled by Secrctaries/Agents) 0.14 0.22 0,17 0.38
Rupee companies:
Non-Indian Managing Agents control

Non-Indian 6.20 0.19 0.32 0.30
Partly Indian & Partly Non-Indian . " 0.03
Indian Managing Agents conirol

Indian 0.25 0.25 0.18 0.14
Outside Managing Agents control

Public Ltd.—Indian 0.14 0.17 0,18 0.4l
Private Ltd.—Indian .-

+
Proprictary and Partnership concems

Indian 0.25 0.45 0.41 0.33
Non-Indian 0.51 0.41 0.82 1,12
All-Groups 1.15 0.20 0.17 0.30

. Total charges for processing
Type of ownership/management 1950 1951 1952 1953
1 2 3 4 .5

Sterling companies

(Controlled by Secretaries{Agents) 5.09 6.18 6.44 10.20
Rupee companies:
Non-Indian Managing Agents control

Non-Indian . 14.37 16.31 16.98 19.04

Partly Indian & Partly Non-Indian - 5.65 5.75 6.79 4.93
Indian Managing Agents control

Indian 6.50 7.13 7.61 6.77
Outside Managing Agents control .

Public Ltd.—Iiéiiin 5.27 5.55 10.51 11,77

Private Ltd.—Indian 0.64 2.49 2.22 2.33
Proprictary and Partnership concerns

ToeD and Farinership. eonce 4.55 5.28 5.93 6.01

Non-Indian 4.86 9.35 9.39 7.82

All-Groups 5.52 6.44 6.88 9.33
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D. 13. Upkesp of buildings
{In Rs. per 100 1hs.)

Type of ownership/management - 1950 1951 1952 195?

1 2 3 4 5

Sterling compunies .
(Congtrolled by Secretaries/Agents) L9 1.7% 2.26 2.76

Rupee companies
Non-Indian Managing Agents control

Non-Indian 3.0¢ 5.00 3.78 5.48
Partly Indian & Partly Non-Indian i 2.3¢ 2.70 3.75 3.45
['J‘{t::;’i'afamging Agents conirol 2.01 Y 2.94 . 2.60 |. 3.52,
B G 073 | o0 1.53 |  2.08
Private Ltd.—Indian 2\.99‘ 2.61 3.96 . 6.99
Proprietary & Partnershipp concerns
Indian 2.68 1.67 |- 0.02 1.43
Non-Indian - 0.01 0.05 0.98 0.03
All-Groups 1.96 ) 2.13 2.49 2.94

D. 14. Depreciation

Type of ownership/management 1950 1951 | 1952 1953
] 3 3 7 5
Sterling companies .
{Controlled by Secrctaries/Agents) 0.62 1.22 1.29 1.86
Rupee companies: |
Non-Indian Managing Agents control 8.08 7.24 7.68 8.45
Non-Indian '
12,42 ee - 2.76 3.31
Partly Indian & Partly Non-Indian 3
Indian Managing Agentscontrol 1.59 1.74 1.59 | 1.62
Indian
Qutside Managing Agentscontrol 1.02 1. . ’
Public Ltd.—Indian 1 0f 122
6.01 5. .
Private Ltd.-——Indian - 3 S.45) 649
Proprigtary & Parfn;r:ﬁl'p concerns -0.29 0.45 0.37 0.56
Indian )
.0.92 0.
Non-Indian e
1.17 1.57 -1.62 2.05

All-Groups
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D. 15. Recruiting expenses

(In Rs. per 100 lbs,)

Type of ownership/management 1950 1951 1952 1953
1 2 3 4 5
Sterling companies
Controlled by Secretaries/Agents 0.22 0.24 0.22 0.29
Rupee companies: '
Non-Indian Managing Agents control
Non-Indian - 0,39 0.88 0.51 1.23
Partly Indian & Partly Non-Indian 0.27 0.28 0.27 0.55
Indian Managing Agents control ’
Indian 0.28 0.25 0.17 0.39
Dutside Managing Agents control
Public Limited—Indian
Private Limited—Indian 0.20 1.50 1.84 1.06
Proprictary & Partnership concerns
Indian 0.25 0.21 0.19 0.20
Non-Indian vee vee .
All Groups - 0.24 0.27 0.23 0.34
D. 15 (a) Medical benefits
Type of ownership/management 1950 1951 1952 1953
_ T 7 3 % 5
Sterling companies
Controlled by Secretaries/Agents .83 0.96 1.05 1.46
Rupee companies:
Non-Indian Managing Agents control
Non-Indian 2.09° 2.36 2.38 3.53
Partly Indian & Partly Non-Indian 1.19 1.20 1.61 1.78
Indian Managing Agents control N
Indian ‘ 1.65 1.69 1.62 1.57
Outside Managing Agents control ‘
Public Limited—Indian - 0.13 - 0.43
Private Limited—Indian 0.33 0.67 0.83 1.17
Proprietary & Partnership concerns .
Indian 0.77 1.11 1.23 1.37
Non-Indian 0.9 0.40 0.79 1,50
All Groups 1.0 .13 1 128 1.53"
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D. 15 (B) Other labour bentfiits

{In Rs. per 100 lbs.)

Type of ownership/management 1950 | 1951 1952 1953
. 1 2 3 % 5
Sterling companies
Controlled by SccretariesfAgents 1.98 2.28 1.29 1.48
Rupasl c;mflanm. ;
Non-Indian Managing Agents confro
Non-Indian g 1.21 1.22 3.00 3.63
Partly Indian & Partly Non-Indian 5.21 5.33 3.29 1.91
Indian Managing Agenis conirol '
Indian ¢ 2.36 2.57 2.01 1.37
Outside Managing Agents control
Public Limited—Indian .- Al
Private Limited—-Indian 6.66 3.60 3.90 3.32
Proprietary & Partnership concerns . ;
Indian 2.84 3.02 2.51 0.37
Non-Indian .
All Groups 2.46 2.68 1.71 1.48
D. 16. Bonus to stoff
Type of ownership/management 1950 1951 1952 1953
1 2 3 4 5
Sterling companies
Controlled by Secretaries/Agents 1.82 2.58 2.88 4.58
Rupes companies:
Non-Indian Managing Agenis control
Non-Indian 1.53 1.95 2.14 2.80
Partly Indian & Partly Non-Indian 0.40 0.58 0.52 0.79
Indian Managing Agents control
Indian 0.49 0.90 0.68 0.79
Oulside Managing Agents control
Public Limited—Indian 0.09 0.61
Private Limited—Indian 0.70 0.76 1.41 1.24
Propmla(y & Partnership concerns
Indian 0.44 0.52 - 0.52 -0.41
Non-Indian 0.92 2.68 2.88 2.3¢
All Gmups 1.36 1.97 2.13 3.30
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D. 16 (¢) Commission to Managers and other senior staff
{In Rs. per 100 1bs,)

Type of ownership/management 1950 1951 1952 1953 J

1 2 3 4 5

Sterling Companies
Controlled by Sccretarics/Agents 0.35 0.52 0.38 0.41

Rupee Companies:
Non-Indian Managing Agmts control
* Non-Indian
Partly Indian & Partly Non-Indian 0.94 1.65 1.22 1.70
»

Indian Managing Agents control
Indian

Outside Managing Agents control
Public Ltd. Indian .. -

Private Ltd.-Indian

Proprietary & Partnership concerns

Indian . e
Non-Indian .
All Groups 0.34 0.56 0.37 0.44

D. 16. (b) Commission lo Managing Agents or Directors or Agency Allowance

Type of ownership/management 1950 1951 1952 1953
1 - 2 3 4 5
Sterling Companizs :
Controlled by Secrctanu]Agcnts 0.45 0.48 0.58 0.5¢

Rupes Companies:
Non-Indian Managing Agents control

Non-Indian 5.30 5.56 4.75 5.66

Partly India.n & Partly Non-Indian 3.34 4.32 3.64 4.10
Indian Managing Agents control

Todian 878 48 5.00 | 447 | 877 | 417
Qutside Managin ents control

Public leftzeglﬁihan 4.65 5.61 5.13 5.06

Private Ltd. Indixn .
Proprietary & Parinership concerns

Indian ' .

Non-Indian

All Groups - 1.58 1.67 1.51 1.56
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D. 17. Bonus lo labour

{In Rs. per 100 1bs.)

Type of ownership/management 1950 1951 1952 1953
- 1 2 3 4 5
“Sterling Companies
Controlled by Sccretaries/Agents 0.63 1.52 1.41 2.41
Rupee Companies: .
Non-Indian Managing Agents control )
Non-Indian " 0.68 2.58 1.66 2.21
Partly Indian & Partly Non-Indian 0.89 1.43 1,96 I1.91
Indian Managing Agents conirol y
Indian 0.75 1.05 1.47 2.27
Outsids Managing Agents control
Public Ltd.—Indian 0.77 1.46 2.45 1.94
Private Ltd—Indian 0.98 2.17 1.95 2.13
Proprietary and Partmr:h:p concerns
Indian 0.94 1.59 |~ 1.57 2.00
Non-Indian 1.87 2.16 2.24 2.72
-All Groups 0.71 1.45 1.49 2.31
D. 18. Salaries and allowances to slaff {(Eslate)
Type of ownership/management 1950 1951 1952 1953
1 2 3 4 5
Slierling Companies®
Controlled by Sccretaries/ Agents - 6.29 6.35 6.27 8.46
Rupes Companies: ‘
Non-Indian Managing Agm!: control
Non-Indian 4.97 5.93 7.84 10.79
Partly Indian & Partly Non-Indian 5.84 6.38 7.05 8.62
Indian Managing Agents conlrol i
Indian 7.28 8.04 6.83 7.56
Outside Managing Agents control -
Public Ltd.—Indian 8.12 8.32 8.10 9.44
Private Ltd.~Indian 7.50° 7.96 11.90 . 14.21
Proprietary and Parlnerslnp concerns '
Indian 5.13 5.99 5.46 - 5.19
.Non-Indian
All Groups 6.36 6.67 6.45 8.26
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D. 18 (a) Salaries and allowances to staff (Head office)

(In Rs, per 100 ibs.)

1952 | 1953

Type of ownership{mapagement 1950 1951 ‘
. I
1 2 3 4 | 5

Sterling companies

(Controlled by SecretariesfAgents) . - 0.03
Rupree companies ,
Non-Indian Managing Agents Control

Non-Indian 6.90 6.29 3.07 3.24

Partly Indian and Partly Non-Indian 0.72 0.99 1.32 1.03
Indian Managing Agents control .

Indian . 2.69 2.71 2.31 2.63
Outside Managing Agenis control

FPublic Ltd.—Indian 2 - | -

Private Ltd.—Indian 1.25 3.13 . 8.27 4.10°
Proprietary and Partm.rbip concerns

Indian 0.11 0.12 0.10 0.09
Non-Indian. .

All-Graups 0.66 0.71 0.64 0.61

D. 19. General and other office expenses (Estate)

Type of ownership/management 1950 1951 1952 " 1953
- ' i 2 3 7 5
Sterling companies
(Controlled by Secretaries/Agents) 2.81 4.30 4,05 3.53
Rupee companies .
Non-Indian Managing Agents control :
Non- Indian. 1.03 1.22 1.29 1.42
Partly Indian and Partly Non-Indian 1.37 1.30 1.64 2,33
Indian Managing Agents Conirol - : .
Indian 1.93 2.25 - 1.88 .52
Outside Managing Agents control
Public Ltd.—Indian 9.29 10.56 11.13 13.67 )
Private Ltd.—Indian 1.46 1.56 1.79. 1.83
Proprietary & Partnership concerns
Indpi: . ? L 1.71 1.78 2.36 2.24
Non-Indian 1.32 1.72 1.34 1.28
All-Groups 2.44 3.46 3.32 3.02
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ANNEXURE X—(Contd)

D. 19. (a) General and other office expenses (Head office)

(In Rs. per 100 Ibs.)

Type of ownership/management 1950 1951 1952 1953
1 2 3 4 5
Sterling companies
(Controlled by Secretaries/Agents) 0.75 0.72 0.90 1.67
Rupee companies
Non- Indian Managing Agents control ‘
Non-Indian 4.12 4.46 2.83 2.55
Partly Indian and Partly Non-Indian 0.18 0.47 1.14 0.30
Indian Managing Agents control
ndian 2,00 2.03 2.17 2.36
Qutside Managing Agents control :
Public Lid,—Indian . -
+ Private Ltd.—Indian 3.75 4.35 2.73 4.32
Proprietary and Parinership concerns
Indian 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
Non-Indian .- .- -
All-Groups 0.93 0,96 1.22 1,58
Total general charges ,
Type of ownership/management 1950 1951 1952 1953
I Z 3 % 5
Sterling companies
(Controlled by Secretaries/Agents) 19.16 23.75 22.78 29.45
Rupes companies
Non-Indian Managing Agents conirel
Non-Indian 50.88 58,27 41.77 52.08
Partly Indian and Partly Non-Indian 25.12 29.06 30.17 31.78
Indian Managing Agents control
Indian ' 28.03 30.6¢ 27.10 29.77
Outside Managing Agenis control iy ‘
. Public Ltd.—Indian 24.67 28.00 30.12 33.85
Private Ltd.—Indian 31.83 33.69 39.03 46,87
Propristary and Partnership concerns
Indian 15.17 16.42 [ 16.3¢ | 13.87
Non-Indisn 20.40 26.91 20,24 17.16
All-Groups 21.88 26.05 24.55 29,45
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ANNEXURE X—(Contd.)

E. 20. Cost of gunnies and other materials for packing

(In Rs. per 100 lbs.)

Type of ownership/management . 1950 1951 1952 1953
1 2 3 4 5

Sterling companies

Controlled by Secretarics/Agents 0.92 1.61 1.30 1.22
Rupee companies : !
Non-Indian Managmg Agents control

Non-Indian : 4.43 4.91 2.68 3.20

Partly Indian & Partly Non-Indian 0.58 0.57 0.53 0.43
Indian Managing Agents control - ,

Indian . 1.05 1.34 1,15 0.67
Qutside Managing Agents control

Public Ltd.~~Indian v -

Private Ltd.—Indian . 0.31 0.25 0.19
Proprietary & Parinership concerns

Indian | 0.46 0.69 0.71 0.44

Non-Indian

All Groups 0.93 1.42 1.18 1.05
’ E. 21. Labour for packing

Type of ownership/managcment 1950 1951 1952 1953
1 2 3 4 5
Sterling companies
., Controlled by Secretaries/Agents 0.19 0.20 0.30 0.34

Rupee companies:
Non-Indian managing Agents control

Non-Indian 0.47 0.31 0.59 0.66

Partly Indian & Partly Non-Indian 0.28 031 0.55 0.57
Indian Managing Agents control '

Indian 0.25 0.30 0.25 0.28
Outside Managing Agents control

Public Ltd.~—Indian 0.20 0.13 0.1¢ 0.08

Private Ltd.—Indian .- ey
Proprietary and Parinership concerns

Indian . 0.14 0.19 0.24 0.27

Non-Indian 0.2 0.07 0.05 0.01

All Groups 0.22 0.23 0.32 0.35
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ANNEXURE X—(Contd.)

Total charges for packing

[

(In Rs. per 100 lbs.)

Type of ownership/management 1950 1951 1952 11953
. 1 2 3 4 5

Sterling companies

Gontrol!cd by Secretarics[Agcms 1.11 1.81 1.60 1.56
Rupee companies:
Nen-Indian Managing Agmt.r conlral

Non-Indian 4.90 5.22 3.27° 3.86

Partly Indian & Partly Non-Indian 0.86 0.88 1.18 1.00
Indian Managing Agmts control

Indian 1.30 1.64 1.40 0.95

Ouiside Managing Agents contro] '

Publie Ltd.—Indian 0.20 0.13 0.14 | ~ o©.08

Private Ltd.—Indian 0.31 0.25 0.19
Proprietary and Partnership concerns

Indian , - + 0.60 0.88 0.95 0.71

Non-Indian 0.32 0.07 0.05 0.01

All Groups 1.15 1.65 1.50 1.40

F. 22. Freight and transport charges
Type of ownership/management 1950 1951 1952 1’953
1 2 3 4 5

Sterling companies

Controlled by Secretaries/Agents 0.67 0.78 0.89 1.43
Rupee ;:ampnn:es‘
Non-Indian Managing Agents control

Non-Indian 0.33 0.79 0.82 0.88

. Partly Indias & Partly Non-Indian 0.78 0.80 .| 1.10 1.08

Indian Managing Agents control

Indian . 1.15 1.06 1.50 [.42
Outside Managing Agents mn!rol

Public Ltd.—Indian 0.60 0.43 0.82 0.60
Private Ltd.—Indian 0.075 0.33 0.25 ©0.31
Proprietary and Parinership concerns

Indian 1.23 1.49 2.07 2.04
Non-Indian 0.17 0.11 Q.19 0.26
All Groups 0.78 0.84 1.03 1.39
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ANNEXURE X—(Contd.) -

F. 23. Stock and tran.;it insurance

(In Rs. per 100 lbs.)

Type of ownership/management

1930

1951

1952

1953

1

Sterling companies
Controlled by SecretariesfAgents

Rupee companies:

Non-Indian Managing Agents control
Non-Indian

Partly Indian & Partly Non-Indian

Indian Managing Agents control
Indian - g :

Outside Managing Agents control
Public Ltd. Indian :

Private Ltd. Indian

Proprietary and Parinership concerns
,Indian

Non-Indian

All Grouos

0.16

0.23

0.03 -

0.06

0.41

0.04

0.01

0.22

0.41

0.04

0.36

0.44

0.02

0.14

0,19

0.19

0.28

-

F. 24. Other forwarding and

selling expenses

Type of owncrship/management

1950

1951

1952

1953

1

Sterling companies
Controlled by Secretaries/Agents

Rupee companies:

Non-Indian Managing Agents control
Non-Indian
Partly Indian & Partly Non-Indian

Indian Managing Agents conirol
Indian

Outside Managing Agents control
Public Ltd. Indian

Private Ltd. Indian

Proprietary and Partnership concerns
Indian. .

Non-Indian

All Groups

0.42

0.93

0.23

0.82

0.06

1.27

0.05

1.70

0.39

1.07

0.10

0.92

1.02

1.02 |-

1.33
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ANNEXURE X—(Contd.)

Total selling expenses
{In Rs. per 100 Ibs.)
Type of ownership/management 1950 1951 1952 1953
. 1 2 3 4 5
Sterling companies . 3 3," 5
Controlled by Secretaries{Agents 1.95 2,30 | 2.38 .
it Masaging Agents cnrol
Non-Indian Managing Agents contro
Non-Indian i 0.83 0.79 0.82 ¢.88
Partly Indian & Partly Non-Indian 1.43 1.58 1.90 §.91
- Indian Managing Agents control | . :
Indian 2 € 2.11 1.92 2.40 l2.51
Outsids Managing Agents control ’ .l
Public Ltd. Indian 0.60 0.43 0.82 0.60
Private Ltd.—Indian 0.075 0.33 0.25 10.31
Proprictary and Parinership concerns . )
Indian 1.52 1.56 2.12 2,14
Non-Indian - 0.17 0.11 0.19 0.26
All Groups 1.84 205 | 2.2 3.00
Total cost of production
Type of ownership/management 1950 1951 1952 1953
1 2 3 4 5
Sterling companies
Controlled by Sceretaries/Agents 45.77 5¢4.53 55.41 81.66
Rutee companies: :
Non-Indian Managing Agents control
Non-Indian 94,37 104.54 9244 102.44
Parily Indian & Partly Non-Indian 59,17 66,93 74.79 73.65
Indian Managing Agents conirol .
Indian 63.58 69.23 6327 | 72,61
Outsids Managing Agents control . '
Public Ltd.—Indian 60.42 66,52 85.79 94.32
Private Ltd.—Indian 51.16 64.96 70.44 75.31
Propristary and Parinership concerns -
Indian 51.56 56.79 62.06 61.46
Non-Indian 52.25 63.73 76.92 79.37
All Groups 51.57 | 59.66 | 61.21 79.13

Source:—Returns from estates.



ANNEXURE XI

( Region-wise )

Statement showing proportion of various heads of cost lo iotal average cost ,

( In Percentages )

Total (Average
cost excluding

Region Cultivation Gathering - Processing General Packing Selling commission to
charges ’ expenscs managing
' agents)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
: 1950 . .
Madras 18.17 31.08 12.51 30.45 2.5¢ 5.25 100
T. C. State 16.48 24 .85 10.84 42.14 2.28 3.41 100
Coorg 1.23 47.75 21.48 " 17.50 1.71 10.38 100
Mysore ‘¢ 38.00 28.10 3.43 25.73 4.74 . 100
All-India 16.76 25.90 |  1L.12 40.20 2.2 3.70 100
1951 '
Madras 17.33 29,46 13.0'1 31.90 4.10 4.20 100
T. C State 16.29 23.36 10.84 43,38 2.69 3.44 100
Coorg 1.69 50.32 17.79 17.74 - 2.9 9.56 100
My. ore 13,92 37.80 6.44 ° 33.46 8.38 e 100
All-India - 16,44 24.43 | 11.21 " 41,46 2.88 3.58 I 100

€6



ANNEXURE  XI—(Contd.)

- { Region-wise )

Statement showing proportion of various heads of cost to total average cost

{ In Percentages )

‘L'otal (Average
cost excluding

Region Cultivation Gathering Processing General Packing Selling commission to
’ charges expensts managing
agents)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1952 ' _
Madras 18,13 28.32 11.45 34.71 2.98 4.41 100
T. C. State 15.06 28,22 11.64 38.95 2.45 3.68 100
Coorg 54.47 17.70 18.24 3.14 6.45 100
Myzore \ .28.50 34.69 7.74 23.31 5.76 100
All-India 15,57 28.28 11.60 38.21 2,53 3.81 100
. 1953

Madras 18.14 28.40 10.97 37.15 " 1,57 3.77 100
T. C. State 17.14 29.46 12°28 35.38 1.82 3.92 100
Coorg 4,90 53.19 14.65 “16.96 1.19 9,11 100
Mysore 15.45 37.14 2.97 37.33 7.1 100-
All-India 17.26 29.35 12,10 35.58 1.82 3.89 100

Source

—Returns {rom estates

%6
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ANNEXURE XII

Statemag! shawin_g cost of production of rubber in the case of small holdings

Ttems Below | Between | Between ?o‘;cilalic

3 25 acres | 25 and 50 and three

49 acres. | 100 acres. | groups.

ol 2 3 4 5
Planted acreage 168.531 l 67 162 397.81
Crop., (In Ibs) _ 32,408 | 10,500 | 16,350 ’59.258
No. of returns analyscci V 21 o2 3 26
Cost in Rs. per 100 Ibs, ) '

General field works 5.39 5.71 12.45 7.39
Filling in vacancies 3.72 2.05 3.06> 3.42
Masuring _ 1.09 | 8.3 2.07
Spraying and dusting 0.24 0.05
Other pest control measure 0.65 1.67 1.22 0.99
Tapping 38.08 | 54.86 | 61.59 | 47.54
Processing - . 4.15 4.57 | 9.63 5.74
Trasport. charges - Coel | onss | ones | Lo
Tnterest charges 032 | 1618y . |. s
Land tax ' 076 | e | 12| ros
Clerical anfl ot.h;:r charges 1,42 18.57 10.08 6.85
.Any other charges 0.81 5.05 7.34 3.36
.Aw:ragc total cost 57.00 126.14 108.23 82.68

Source :—Replies collected by the ficld stafl’ of the Rubber Board.



ANNEXURE XIIL

Statement showing group wise production and consumption of rubber (excluding imports) since 1948.

* (In Tons)
1948 1949 1850 1954 1952
Group
‘|Production| Consump-|Prdduction| Consump= {Production Consump- |Production| Consump-|Production| Consump-
tion. tion. tion. tion. tion.
1. -2, 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. I 9. 10. 1.
Group 1. 6,516 4,705 6,445 4,711 5,934 5,248 6,606 6,107 8,188 7,428
Group 2. 2,543 2,494 2,613 4.470 3,127 4,002 3,152 3,413 3,790 3,246
Group 3. 1,506 1,351 1,333 2,000 1,276 1,970 1,332 | 1,358 1,755 1,029
Group 4. 978 795 1,396 6 1,154 961 1,218 . 776 1,147 732
Group 5. 557 1,226 694 1,391 623 1,486 833 | 1,243 834 1,663
Group 6. 450 1,715 . 496 1,749 482 1,370 570 657 563 1,000
Group 7. 52 21¢ 40 101 62 89 37 95 34 114
Scrap Grades. 1,459 159 1,381 212 1,551 264 1,770 222 2,323 199
Latex (D. R. C.) 1,000 674 739 453 870 428 914 516 558 613
Sole crepe, 361 9 450 56 _523 78 716 214 671 286
Estimate for manufacturers '
from whom returns have not
" been received (Groups not
known). ) 2,042 396 . 869 905 “ 900
Total 15,422 15,386 15,587 16,435 15,599 16,665 17,148 15,506 \ 19,863 17,210

Source; Rubber Board
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ANNEXURE XIII. (Centd.)

Statement showing groupwise production and consumplion of rubber (excluding imports) since 1948.

{(In Tons)
1953 1954 TOTAL
. Group _
| Production Consumption | Production Consumption | Production Gon!m:.nption
12. 13. 14. 15. 16. 17.
: i

Group 1 8,434 5,900 8,457 6,560 50,580 40,659
Group 2 4,118 6,030 4,159 6,542 23,502 30,197
Group. 8 2,039 3,214 2,132: 2,368 11,373 13,290
Group 4 1,297 , 950 1,165 1,047 8,352 6,057
Gruup 5 934 2,251 1,027 1,725 5,502 10,985
Group 6 743 1,641 818 1,905. 4,122 10,037
Group 7 38 138 - 57 143 320 8%6
Scrap Grades. - 2,353 168 2,235 116 13,072 1,410
Latex (D.R ©.) 635- 607 898" 707 5,554 8,998
Sole Crepe 515 202 605 178 3,871 1,023
Estimatc for manufacturers from-whom |-
returns have not been  received Groups
not known, 900 825 - 6,837

Total 21,136 " 22,101 21,493 22,116 1,26,248 . 1,25,419

Source:—Rubber Board,

L6



ANNEXURE XIV

Statement showing groupwise imporls of raw mbb;.'r into India during 1948-1954

(In tons}
Group 1948 1949 1950 1951 1952 1953 1954
2 ‘8 4> 5 6 7 8 __
Growp 1 2556 594 16 1764 513 52 265
Group 2 1015 1006 586 8862 1629 1697
Group 8 358 " 56 %0 8 844
Group 4 " 70 - w 5- 2
Group~ 5 391 812 824 " 1085 1647 200 802
Group 6 - 114 115 3 15 175
Gm;p 7 s - "5 20
Revertex . _ .- 10 12 - . .
Groups not known ‘13 719 - .- 19
Scrap Grades. . 63
Latex, . 187 54 . 63
/Sole Crepe . -
Total 4333 2767 1082 6921 3851 272 8371

ra

Source :—Rubber Board
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ANNEXURE XV

4. Statemmt showing Profits and their allocation according to pes of management

relating to 12 rubber companies.

1939
{Figures in cols. 5 to 19 are in ‘000" Ra,)
Commission to
Type of Ownership No. of Planted Production Gross Other Total - Interest Others
Management Cos. Acreage | (in 1bs.)- Profit Income (5 & 6) | Managing
: Agents & Staff
' ‘| Directogs
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Et
Sterling Companies N
{Controlled by Managing : . -
AgenujSecrctancs ctc.) 2 3,941 11,24,953 4,38 5 4,43 3 e 5
Rupees Companies : ’
Under Non-Indian Managmg
Agents Control. -
- Partly Non-Indian. 2 5,775 13,47,010 2,22 5 2,27 |- 13 8 e
Under Indian Managing Agents
LControl. ) . .
Indian. 4 2,465 3,06,016 1,13 L,13 7 4 .
Director Controlled . -
Publie Ltd.-Indian. 4 2,149 5,65,729. 1,15 1 L16 5 o v
Total 12 14,330 33,43,708 8,88 11 8,93 27 11 3 5

66



ANNEXURE XV (Contd.)

A. Statement showing Profits and their allocation according to types of management
relating 1o 12 rubber companies

1939 Figures in cols. 5 to 19 are in “000" Rs.
~ Net profit afier taxa-
) N tion (in Rs.)
- . et
Type of Ownership/ Net profit | Provision | Net profit Transfered | balance Total Gross
Management before for after Dividend [to Reserves| carried | Retained sales
Taxation | Taxation | Taxation : forward Profits | proceeds | Per acre |Per 100 lbs.
12 13 14 15 16 17 ‘18 19 20 21
Ster\i ng Companies X

Controlled by Managing :

Agents{Secretaries; etc. 4,35 10 4,25 5 4,20 4,20 8,80 107.84 32.75
Rupee Companies ‘ ”
Under Non-Indian i .

Managing Agents Control . ’ |-

Partly Non-Indian 2,04 14 1,90 _— 1,90 1,90 | 5,29 32.90 14.08
Under Indian Managing . ‘
Agents Control

dian 1,02 1,02 31 27 44 71 1,49 41.38 33.12

Director Controlled . .
Public Ltd..Indian 1,11 1 1,10 91 19 19 2,13 51.19 19.49
Total 8,52 25 8,27 1,27 27 6,73 7,00 17,71 57.71 24.7¢4

oot



ANNEXURE XV (Contd.)

A. Statemmt skowing Prqﬁts and their allocation according to ypes of management
~ relating to 12 rubber campamu

101

1946 . .
[Figure in cols. 5 to 19 are in ‘00’ Rs.
Commission to
Type of Qwnership/ No. of Cos.| Planted | Production Gross Other Total l
Management : Acreage in lbs Profit Income 5&6 [Managing Interest Others -
Agents & Staff
Directors .
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
Sierling Campanm
Controlled by Managing - ,
Agents/Secretaries ete. 2. 4,352 12,33,320 3,66 11 3,77 2 13
Rupze Companies . .
Under Non-Indian
Managing Agents Control * -
Partly Non-Indian. 2 5,865 16,64,451 6,05 18 16,23 23 31
Under Indian Managing
Agents Canhol
Indian 4 25314 | 4,96,457 1,05 5 1,10 13 6
Director Controlled
Public Ltd.-Indian 4 2,467 7,45,378 1,94 4 1,98 40 .
Total 12 15,215 41,41,606 12,70 38 13,08 78 50




ANNEXURE XV (Conid.)

. A, Statement showing Profits and their allocation according to types of management

relating to 12 rubber companics

1946 )
Figures in cols. 5 to 19 are'000 Rs.
Net profit after tax-
ation (in Rs)
' Net - :
Type of ownershipf Net profit | Provision | Net profit Transfered | balance Total Gross
Management  * before for after Dividend ito Rcserves| carried | Retained sales
Taxation | Taxation | Taxation forward Profits | proceeds | Per acre |Per 100 lbs
12 13 .14 15 16" 17 18 19 20 21
Sterling Companies d "
Controlled by Managing - . -
AgentsfSecretaries ete. 3,62 1,65 1,97 55 30 , 1,12 1,42 11,98 . 45.27 15.91
Rupee Companies:
Under Non-Indian . ) .
Managing Agents Control .
Partly Non-Indian 5,69- 5,69 2,77 2,92 2,92 14,08 97.02 84.16
Under Indian Managing
Agents Contro! N ’
Indian 91 38 53 45 15 -7 8 1 499 20.94 10.74
Director Controlled . .
Public Ltd.-Indian 1,58 91 ‘ 67 32 5 30 35 . 5,49 27.16 9.03
Total |, 11,80 2,94 8,86 4,00 . .50 427 4,77 36,54 58.23 21.89

¢oI



ANNEXURE XV (Contd.)

A, Statement showing Profits and their allocation accardmg to gypu o
management relating L 12 rubber companies.

£01

1950
* (Figures in cols. 5 to 19 are in ©000" Rs.)
' Commission to
Type of Ownership/ No. of Planted | Production Gross Other ‘Total
,Management Cos, Acreage [in lbs.] Profit Income 5 & 6 | Managing Interest Others
o - © | Agents & Staff - '
' Directors
2 S 4 5 6 -7 8 9 10 Il
Sterling companiss:
{Controlled by Managing . )
Agents/Sccretaries otc,) 2 5,789 17,73,814 7,61 15 7,76 55 31 .
Rtpee Comparies: ' ' ’
Under Non-Indian
Managing Agents Control :
Partly Non-Indian 2 5,922 17,29,772 5,11 8 5,19 33 27 1
Under Indian Managing .
Agents Confral ’ : )
Indian : 4 2,599 5,11,128 1,60 17 1,77 |- 31
Director Conirolled A ‘
Public Ltd.—Indian . 4 - 2,467 7,35,569 2,21 4 2,25 38 8 e
Total 12 16,777 47,50,283 16,53 14 16,97 1,57 85 8 1




ANNEXURE XV (Gontd.)

A. Statement showing Profits and their allocation according to types of management
relating to 12 rubber companies

1950
[Figures in cols, 5 to 19 are in 000 Ry.}
Net Profit after taxa=
tion [In Rs.]
Type of Ownership/ Net Profit | Provision | Net Profit Transfered| Net balan.] Total Gross
management before for After Dividend to ce carried | Retained sales
. taxation | taxation | taxation Reserves | forward Profits | proceeds | Per acre | Per 100
] Ibs.
- 12 15 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21
Sterling companies:
{Controlled by M ing :
Agents{Sccrctaries etc. 6,90 2,75 4,15 1,18 2,41 56 2,97 20,64 71.69 | 23.38
Rupee compapies:
Under Non-Indian Managing
Agents Control :
Partly Non-Indian - 4,58 4,58. 2,84 25 . 1,49 1,74 16,68 77.%34 26.46
Under Indian Managing
Agents Conirol :
Indian 1,46 24 1,22 86- 36 . 36 6,78 46.94 23.84
Director Controlied . )
Public Ltd —Indian 1,79 72 1,07 1,00 6 1 7 6,55 43.57 14,65
Total 14,73 3,71 ‘11,02 | 588 3,08 2,06 5,14 50,65 65.69 23.20

¥oI



ANNEXURE XV (c'omd.)

-

A. Statement shcwing Profits and their allocation according to types qf managemmt

relating to 12 rubber companies

N

.

L 21
(Figures in cols. 5 to 19 are in ‘000’ Rs.)

195 1
. g Commission to
Type of Ownershipf No. of Cos| Planted | Production Gross Other Total Interest Others
Management - Acreage in lbs. Profit Income | (5 & 6) | Managing
Agents & [ Staff
. Directors .
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
Sterling Companies ‘ '
Contrulled by Managing
Agents/Secrelaries elc. 2 5,772 | 18,93,053 12,66 5 12,11 73 48 e
Rupee Companies
Under Non-Indian 4
Managing Agents Control
Partly Non-Indian 2 5,993 | 18,44,675 9,23 5 9,28 85 47 4
Under Indian Managing '
Agefits Control
Indian 4 2,606 5,48,337 2,80 7 - 2,87 39 . sse
Director Controlled
Public Ltd.-Indian 4 2,467 8,61,226 4,83 2 4,85 41 6 e
! T
( Total 12 16,838 | 51,47,291 29,52 19 29,71 1,88 95 6 4

ol



ANNEXURE XV (Contd.)

A.  Statement showing Profits and their allocation according lo lypes of management

relating to 12 rubber companies

- 1951 (Figures in cols. 5 to 19 are in 000 Rs.)
- Net profit after taxa-
. tion {in Rs.)
i Net
Type of Ownership/ Net profit | Provision | Net profit balance Total Gross
Management before for after Dividend | Reserves carried | Retained sales :
Taxation | Taxation Taxation 1 forward Profits procceds | Per acre |Per 100 lbs.
12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21
|
Sterling Companies '
Controlled by Managing
Agents/Secretaries etc. 11,50 7,31 4,19 1,77 89 1,53 2,42 28,46 72.59 22.15
Rupee Companies
Under Non-Indian
Managing Agents Control
Partly Non-Indian 8,42 64 7,78 4,43 4,50 -1.15 3,35 22,20 129.81 42.20
"Under Ingian Managing
Agents Control
Indian 2,48 67 1,81 1,06 70 5 75 9,55 69.45 33.01
Director Controlled k i
Public Ltd.-Indian 4,38 1,72 2,66 1,85 66 15 81 10,14 107.82 30.81
: Total 26,78 10,34 16,44 9,11 6,75 58 7,33 70,35 97.62 31.94

901



ANNEXURE XV (Contd.)

A. Stutement showing Profits and their allocatiom according to types of management
relating to 12 rubber companies

1952 ; (Figures in cols, 5 to 19 are in *000 Rs.)

Comumission to

L01

Type of Ownership/ No, of Cos.{ Planted | Production Gross Other Total Interest Others
Management Acreage (in lbs.) Profit Income | (5 & 6) Managing
- | Agents & Staff
1 v| Direct.rs
1 2 3 | 4 ;| 8] 6 7 8 9 | 10 11
i
Sterling Cormpanies
(Controlled by Managing ]
Agcnts; Secretaries elc.) 2 5,760 | 19,16,529 | 8,63 8 8,71 73 33 .
Rupes Companies l
U 'nder Non-Indian i i
f ine Agents Control H
“l’z’:f;ﬂi\u:{-lndun 2 6,156 | 19,85,334 ! 10,61 8 10,69 46 42 1
Indisn Managing i
Agents Control ! ;
Tz 4| 2,6 | 578,80 2,73 10 . 2,83 3 .
Director Conirolled i ‘
Public Lid. Indian 4 2,432 8,94,547 | 4,11 | 2 4,13 43 . 6

Total 12| 15,97_3_| 53,715,210 26,08 | 24 | 263% | 2,05 l 80 & ‘ 1




ANNEXURE XV (Gontd.)

A. Statement showing Profits and their allocation according to types of management
relating o 12 rubber companies

1952 (Figures in cols. 5 to 19 are in 000 Rs.)
Net profit atter taxa-
tion
r i Net
Type of Ownership/ Net profit | Provision | Net profit balance Total Gross
Management before for " after Dividend | Reserves carried | Retained sales
Taxation | Taxation | Taxation forward Profits | proceeds | Per acre |Per 100 lbs,
- _._ ™ ’ N
12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21
Sterling Companies .
(Controlled by Managing . .
Agents/Secretarics etc.) 7,60 4,88 2,72 1,23 1,69 —20 1,48 26,51 47.22 14.21_
Rupee Companies -
Under Non-Indian .
Managing Agents Control
Partly Non-Indian 9,80 49 9,31 5,33 4,45 —47 3,98 26,17 151.23 46.86
Under Indian Managing . » '
Agents Control ) h N
Indian - 2,45 59. 1,86 1,31 87 —32 55 8,92 { 70.72 32.19
\ Director Controlled b . '
Public Ltd, Indian 3,59 1,32 2,27 1,62 58 7 65 10,09 93.34 25,33
Total 23,44 | 7,28 16,16 9,49 7,59 —92 6,67 71,69 95.18 30.05
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ANNEXURE XV (Contd.)

A.  Statement showing Prafits and their allocation according to types of monagement
relating to 12 rubber companies

1953 (Figures in cols. 5 to 19 are in *000 Rs.)
Commission to
Tppe of Ownership/ No. of Cos.| Planted | Production Gross Other Total Intcrest Others
Managemznt Acreage | - (in lbs.) | Profit Income [ (5 & 6) | Managing
' Agents & Staff
Dircctors
1 2 3 4 5 .6 7 e 9 10 1l
Sterling Companies
(Controlled by Managing .
Agents{Secretaries etc.) -2 5,767 19,60,803 7,46 23 7,69 59 42 s
Rupee Companies .
Under Non-Indian
Managing Agents Control :
_ Partly Non-Indian 2 6,231 | 19,34,108 10,35 6 10,41 47 40
Under Indian Managing
Agents Control
-Indian 4 2,678 6,27,916 2,97 6 3,03 40 . .
Director Gontralled
Public Ltd.-Indian 4 2,371 8,69,975 4,60 3 4,63 52 -
Total 12 17,047 | 53,92,802 25,38 38 25,76 1,93 82 9 -

601



ANNEXURE XV (Conid.)

A, Stalement showing Profits and their allocation according to types of management

relating to 12 rubber companies

1953 - (Figures in cols. 5 to 19 are in ‘000" Rs,)
Net profit after taxa-
tion (in Rs,)
. Net
Type of Qwnership/ Net profit | Provision { Net profit balance Total Gross
Management before for after Dividend | Reserves carried | Retained sales
Taxation | Taxation | Taxation forward Profits | proceeds | Per acre {Per 100 lbs,
- 12 . 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21
Sterling Companies
(Controlled by Managing
Agents{Sccretaries etc.) 6,68 4,25 2,43 1,57 45 41 86 26,96 42,14 12.39
Rupee Companies
Under Non-Indian
Managing Agents Control . .
Partly Non-Indian 9,5 37 9,17 5,48 4,02 —33 3,69 26,58 147,17 47.42
Under Indian Mauagh;g . )
Agents Control '
Indian 2,63 58 2,05 1,41 -85 —21 64 11,01 76 .55 32.59
Direc'or Controlled . .
Public Ltd.-Indian 4,02 1,46 2,56 1,82. 73 1 74 10,71 107.97 29.48
Total 22,87 6,66 16,21 10,28 6,05 —I2 5,93 75,26 95.09 30.06

011



ANNEXURE XV (Contd.)

B. Statement showmg Profils and their allocation according to types of management
_relating fo 17 rubber Companies.

1939
(Figures in cols. 5 to 18 are in ‘000’ Rs,)
- Commission to
Typc of ownership/ No. of Planted |Production Gross Other Total -
Management Cos Acreage {Ibs.) Profit Income 5 &.6 |Managing Interest Others
Agents & Staff
~ Directors
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1o 11
Sterling Companies

(Controlled by Managing .

Agents/Secretaries etc.) 4 23,450 . 76,62,524 14,68 58 15,26 77 4 45
Rupee Companies .
Under Non-Indian Managing
Agents Control -

Non-Indian 1 531 1,28,729 12 v 12 7 9 s

Partly Non-Indian 2 ‘5,775 13,47,010 . 2,22 5 2,27 15 8 . o
Under Indion Managing
Agents Conrol .

Indian 4 2465 | 3,06,016 1,13 . 1,13 7 4
Qutside Managing Agenis : .

Control
Public Ltd.-Indian 6 38,577 10,18,340 1,94 9 2,03 19 1 o
Total 17 35,798 |[1,04,62,619 20,09 72 20,81 1,25 137 14 45

TH



ANNEXURE XV (Contd.)

B. Stalement showing Profits and their allocation according to types of management
relaling to 17 Rubber Companies

1939 .
(Figures in cols. 5 to 18 are in “000° Rs.)
Net profit after
.. Total (in Rs,) taxation
Type of ownership/ Net profit Provision | Net profit .. Transfered | Net Balance t Retained
Management before -+ for after Dividend to carried Profit g
taxation taxation taxation Reserves forward (16 & 17) | Per acre | Per lbs,
) .
12 13 . N 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Sterling C(ilmpanits M
Controlled b anaging
éAgcntalSccrct‘;rics etc.) 14,00 10 13,90 5,59 4,13 4,18 8,31 59.24 18.90
Rupes Companies '
Under Non-Indian Managing
Agents Control .
Non-Indian —5 ~—5 . —5 —5 —9.61 —4.00
Partly Non-Indian 2,04 14 - 1,90 - 1,90 1,9 | 32.9 14.08
- Under Indian Managing )
Agents Control N .
Indian 1,02 1,02 31 27 44 ) 41.38 33.14
Qutside Managing A.gé’n!.r
Conirol .
Public Lid.-Indian 1,83 4 1,79 1,45 14 20 34 50,21 19.00
Total 18,84 28 18,56 7,35 4,54 6,67 11.21 53.'23 18.00

oIl



ANNEXURE XV (Gontd.)

B, Statement showing Profits and their allocation according o lypes of management
relating to 17 Rubber Companies. ' :

1946 -
(Figures in cols. 5 to 18 are in ‘000" Rs.)
‘ i - Commission to
Pype of ownership/ No. of | Planted | Production Gross Other Total
Managemend - Cos. Acreage (1bs)] Profit Income 5& 6 | Managing Interest Others
. . Agents & |~ Staff
] P Directors
1 . 2 ‘3 4 ) 6 7 8 9 10 11
N -
Slarling Companies A
(Controllcd by Managing . . b
Agents/Secretaries etc.) £ 24,773 65,08,980 24,26 €8 24,54 1,03 19 .
Rupes C'ompam:n -
Under Non-Indian Managing . .
Agents Control ;
Non-Indian 1 531 2,51,120 76 . 76 4 . 1 e
Part'ly Non-Indl'an 2 - 5: 865 16, 64)451 5305 lq 6,23 23 31 e T
Unrder Indian Managing
Agenls Conirol ~ .
Indian 4 2,531 4,95,457 1,05 5 1,10 13 6 o
Outside Managing " Agemis
Control .
Public Ltd.-Indian 6 4,779 } 15,87,519 4,45 15 4,60 9 ,
| Total 17 | 38,479 1,05,08,527 | 36,57 I 1,06 | 37,63 2,3 | 56 1




ANNEXURE XV (Conid.)

B. Statement showing Profits and their allocation according to types of -management
relating to 17 Rybber Compantes.

1946
(Figures in cols. 5 to 18 are in ‘000" Rs.;
Net 9roﬁt aller .
‘ Total taxation (in Rs,)
Type of ownership/ Net profit Provision Net profit p Transfered | Net Balance | Retained
Management ‘before for after Dividend to carried Profit .
thxation taxatior .| taxation Reserves forward 16 & 17 Per acre | Perlb
12 13, i4 15 16 17 18 19 20
“
1
Sterling Componies
Controlled by Managing . :
Agents{Secretaries ctc, 23,72 12,34 11,40 5,91 4,36 1,18 5,49 46,04 17.00
Rupee Companies N
Under Non-Indian Managing
Agents Control '
Non-Indian 7l - 25 46 . 46 46 .85.81 18.p0
Partly Non-Indian 5,69 - 5,69 2,77 2,92 2,92 97,02 34.16
Under Indion hlanaging .
Agents Control : i p
Indian 91 39 53 45 15 -7 8 20.94 10,74
Outside Managing Agents
Contral .
Public Ltd.-Indian 3,70 1,62 - 2,08 1,63 12 83 45 43.36 k 13.00
Total 34,73 14,57 20,16 10,76 4,63 4,77 9,40 52,37 ] 20.00

1T



ANNEXURE XV (Contd.)

B. Statement showing Profits and their allocation according fo types of managemept

relgting t6-17 Rubber Companies.

1950 - '
(Figures in cols. 5 to 18 are in “000* Rs.)
: Commission to
Type.of ownership/ ‘No. of Planted | Pioduction Gross . Other Total :
Management Cos, Acreage (lbs.) Profit Income 5&6 | Managing Interest | Others
Agents & Staff”
Directors
1 2 8- 4 5 6 7 8 8 10 11
Sterling Companies
Controlled by Managing _ _
-Agents/Secretaries etc. ! 4 26,320 75,65,374 39,03 . 45 39,48 2,06 - -
.
Rupee Companies
Under Non-Indian Managing -
Agents Control \
Non-Indian 1 543 2468,332 78 1 79 15 1 e
Partly Non-Indian 2 5,922 17,209,772 | . ,4,11;' 8 5,19 33 27 . 1
Under Indian Managing.
Agents Control ’
Indian - 4 2,599 5,11,128 1,60 17 1,77 31 war N .
Outside Managing Agents A
Control ;
Publi¢ Ltd.-Indian 6 |. 4,789 16,47,907 6,09 11 6,20 9% 8- “
' Total 17 | 40,173 11,17,22,513 | 52:61 82 53,43 3,83 53 1

GLI



ANNEXURE XV (Contd.)

B. Statement .showing':Prqﬁl.s" and their allocation according lo types of management
relating to 17 Rubber Companies.

1950
(Figures in cols 5 to 18 are in ‘000" Ra.)
Net profit alter
) . Total taxation (in Ra.)
Type of ownership] Net profit | Provision Net profit Transfered | Net Balance | Retained |_
Management before for after Dividend. to carried Profit
taxation taxation | taxation Reserves forward 16 & 17 | Peracre | Perlb.
. . ¥
12 S 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
" Sterling Counpanies.
- (Controlled by Managing ..
Agents/Secretaries ete.) 37,16 19,90 17,26 7,42 9,20 64 9,84 65.57 23.00
Rupee Companies
Under Nen-Indion Managing
Agents Control
Non-Indian 63 29 34 2] 13 13 63.47 13.00
Partly Non-Indian 4,58 4,58 2,84 24" 1,49 1,74 77.34 26,46
Under lIndian Managing
Agents Control
Indian 1,46 24 1,22 86 36 36.. 46.94 23.8¢
Outside Managing Agenis .
Control .
Public Ltd.-Indian 5,14 1,96 3,18 2,63 - 47 - 8 551 66.36 13.00
Total 48,97 22,39 26,53 13,96F 10,28 2,34 12,62 96.16 23.00

911



ANNEXURE XV (Contd.)

B. Statement showing Profits and their allocation according to types of management

- relating to 17 Rubber Companies.

1951
(Figures in Cols. 5 to'18 are in ‘000’ Rs.)
. . . Commission to
Type of ownership/ No. of Planted | Production Gross Other Total
Management Cos Acreage (Ibs.) Income Income 5%&6 Managing Interest Others
Agents & Staff
. | Directors
1 2 3 4 . 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
U W
+
Sterling Companies -
Controlled by Managing) - ’
Agents{Sccretaries etc.) 4 26,313 80,50,653 55,96 -57 56,53 2,45 39 - es
‘Rupet Compc;nies . - )
Under Non-Indian Managing
Agents Control : o
Non-Indian 1 543 -2,58,646 1,24 1 1,25 20 1
Partly Non-Indian 2+ 5,993 18,44,675 9,23 5 9,28 35 47 -
. . - '
Under Indian Managing
Agents Control - ’

Indian 4 2,606 5,48,337 2,80 7 2,87 39 . - -
Outside Managing Agents = ’
Control : . .

Public Ltd.-Indian 6 4,789 17,92,795 9,80 9 9,89 1,10

Total 17 40,244 (1,24,95,106 79,03 79 79,82 4,49 86 6 4




ANNEXURE XV (Contd.)

‘B, Statement showing Profits and their allocation according to types of management
relating to 17 Rubber Compantes.

20,95

1951
{Figures in cols. 5 1o 18 are in ‘000" Ra.)
. Net profit after
.. Total tazation {in Rs.)
‘Type of ownership/ Net profit | Provision | Net profit . Translered | Net Balance | Retained
Management before .fo; ) after Dividend to carried Profit
’ taxation taxation | taxation Reserves forward | 16 & 17 | Per acre Per Ih.
12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
.S'mliné G;ampania.r ;
Controlled by Managi :
SentSecrericics s8I 53,60 32,13 21,56 5,93 14,11 1,52 | 15,63 | 8193 | 27.00-
t .
. Rupee Companies
Under .gon-!r;diau Managing
Agents Cont:
Fon Indisn 1,04 41 63 27 - 36 86 | 115.26 | 24.00
Partly Non-Indian 8,42 6t: 7,78 4,43 4,50 1,15 3,35 | 129.81 | 42.20
-Under I Egian l}tlanaging
Agent f
Tdian 2,48 67 1,81 1,06 70 5 5| 6945 | 33.01
Outside Managing Ag;n!: .
Control . N ‘
Public Ltd.-Tndian 8,74 3,37 5,37 . 3,57 .} 1,64 16 1,80 | 112,07 29.00
Total 74,37 87,22 37,15 15,26 94 21,89 92.30 29.00

8L



ANNEXURE XV (Gonid.)

B. Statcmmt showing Profits and. their allocation ‘according to lypes of management
relating to 17 Rubber Compames.

1952
(Figures in cols, 5 to 18 are in ‘000° Rs.)
; Plan ‘d Producti G otb Total Commission to
of shi No: o te roduction ross ther [
Typlﬁdan:;tv:l::nt vl Cos. Acreage (Ibs.) Profit Income 5 & 6 |Managing Interest | Other
' Agents & Staff
Directors
1 2 3 4- 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
G el o Mas
tr in,
ity ke e, S 4 | 26,104 | 87,00,216| 3,61 | 1,08 | 32,69 | 2,60 3
Rupee Companier v
*Under Jgan_ln;imn Managing
t’ v
Aﬁ{::-ln?!afl i 543 2,683,456 80 1 8l 22 .
Partly Non-Indian. 2 | 6,156 | 19,85,33 | 10,61 8 { 10,69 46 42 . I
ﬂfndcr Izdmn fd‘anagmg
ents T
fnd:an.m ’ 4 2,630 5,78,800 2,73 10 2,83 38 .-
gul.mita Mangging Agents
Public Ltd.-Indian. 6 4,754 | 19,19,933 7,55 10 7,65 1,06 6
Total 17 |- 40,277 |1,34,56,739 | 53,30 1,37 54,67 4,81 74 6 1
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ANNEXURE' XV (Conid.)

‘B.  Statement showing Profits and their allocation according types of management
relating to 17 Rubber Companies

1952
(Figures in Cols. 7 to 18 are ‘000* Rs.)
Net profit alter
Tatal taxation (in Ras.)
Type of ownership/ Net profit Provision Net profit - Transfered | Net Ba_lanoc Retained
Management before for after Dividend to carried Profit
taxation taxation taxation Reserves forward 16 & 17 | Per acre Per 1b,
12 13 14 - 15 16 17 18 19 20
Sterling Companies
(Controlled by Mannaging
Agents/Secretaties etc.) 29,68 15,54 14,14 5,51 8,74 —I11 8,63 53.97 16.00
Rupee Companies
. Under Non-Indian Managing
- Agents Control
Non-Indian 59 24 35 88 e —3 —3 64.04 15.00
Partly Non-Indian. 9,80 49 9,31 5,33 4,45 —47 3,98 151.23 46.86
Under Indian Managing -
Agents Conirol ;
Indian : 2,45 59 1,86 1,31 87 —32 55 70.72 32.19
Outside Managing Agents
Gentrol = .
Public Ltd.-Indian. 6,53 2,48 4,05 3,30 65 10 75 85.17 21.00
Total 49,05 19,34 28,71 " 15,83 14,71 —83 % 13,88 | - 73.76 22,00

0c]



ANNEXURE XV (Contd.)

B. Statement showing Profils and their allocation according to types o¢f management
relating to 17 Rubber Companies,

I¢l

1953
(Figures in cols. 5 to 18 are in “000° Rs.)
. . Commission to
Type of ownexship/ No. of | Planted | Production Gross Other Total Interest Others
Management Cos. Acreage (ILs.) Profit Income | (5 & 6) | Managing|
Agents & Staff
Directors
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
Sterling Companies:
(Contro'led by Managing '
AgentsfSecretaries etc.% 4 25,982 88,80,240 55,54 1,53 57,07 2,92 36
Rupee Companies.
Under Non-Indian Managing
Agents Conlrol.
Non.Indian 1 502 2,689,211 69 1 70 16 s’
Partly Non-Indian 2 6,231 19,34,108 10,35 6 10,41 47 40
Under Indian Managing Agents .
Conlral. .
Indian., 4 2,678 6,27,916 2,97 6 3,03 . 40
Qutside Managing Agents \
Control.
Public Ltd-Indian 6 4,702 | 18,562,531 | 10,10 7 10,17 1,27 9
Total N 17 | 40,095 !1,36,14,006 | 79,65 | 1,73 81,38 5,22 76 9




ANNEXURE XV (Contd.)

B. Statement showing Profits and their allocalion according to types of managemen,
relating to 17 Rubber Companies.

1953
(Figures in cols. 5 to 18 are in 000" Rs.}
.Net prolit alter
. taxation (in Rs.)
Type of Ownership/ Net Profit Provision. | Net Profit Transfered | Net balance Total
Management before for After Dividend to carried Retained
.taxation taxation taxation Reserves forward Profits Peracre| Perlb.
(16&17)
12 13 14 15 16 17 18 9 | 20
Slerlin§ Companies, '
(Controlled by Manag ng ! : -
Agents/Secretaries etc.) 53,79 33,91 19,88 10,26 9,27 35 9,62 76.50 22.00
i
Rupes Companies.
Under Non-Indian Managing
Agents Control, ’
Non-Indian. 54 19 35 21 " 14 14 69.77 12.00
' ‘
Partly Non-Indian, 9,54 37 9,17 5,48 4,02 -33 3,69 147.17 47 .42
Under f"bzdiaa Managing
Agents Control. .
Indign, 2,63 58 2,05 1,41 85 —21 64 76.55 32.59
Outside Managing Agents
Contral,
Public Ltd-Indian 8,81 3,12 5,69 3,93 1,78 —2 1,76 121.06 30.00
Total. 75,31" - 38,17 37,14 21,29 15,92 —7 15,85 .92.62 27.00

Source : Balance Shcets
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ANNEXURE XVI

Statement 1.

Statement showing Gross Profit and other income of 12 Rubber Plantation Companies.

(In ‘000’ Rs.)
-No. of Average of
Type of Ownership/Management Compa~ 1939 1946 1950 1951 . 1952 1953 1950-1953
. - nies
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Sterling Companies
{(Controlled by Managing Agents/Secretaries etc.) 2 4,43 3,77 7,76 12,71 8,71 7,69 | 9,21.75
Rupee  Companies  Under  Non-Indian  Managing
Agents  Conirol - .
Partly Non-Indian 2 2,27 6,23 5,19 9,28 10,69 10,41 | 8,89,25
Under Indian Managing Agents Control
Indian 4 1,13 1,10 1,77 2,87 2,83 3,03 | 2,62.50
Director Controlled
Public Ltd.-Indian 4 1,16 1,98 2,25 | 4,85 4,13 4,63 | 3,96.50
All Groups 12 8,99 13,08 16,97 29,71 26,36 25,76 |24,70.00

6ol



ANNEXURE XVI (Conld.)
‘Statement 2.

Statement showing percentage of Gross Profit to total capital employed.

(In Percentages)

Type of Ownership/Management 01351:: 1939 1946 1930 1951 1952 1953 ‘?3’553}’55‘3"
es
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Sterling Companies .
(Controlled by Managing Agents/Secretaries etc.) 2 12.41 8.85 '] 16.86 23.48 21.96 14.38
Rupee  Companies  Under  Non-Indian Managing
dgenis  Conirol )
Partly Non-Indian 2 12.79 15.82 13.30 20.76 22,66 19.66 e
Under Indian Managing Agents Control
Indian s | 1495 5.90 9.13 | 13.97 | 1459 | 18.60
Director Controtled ‘ !
Public Ltd,-Indian 4 10.70 13.42 15.30 28.41 28.10 24.76 .
All Groups 12 ] 0.5 | 183 | 424 | 2178 ) 2180 | 17.48

¥él



Statement showing proportion of Gross Profit to Gross sale proceeds,

ANNEXURE XVI (Conid.)

Statement 3.

{(In Percentages)

Type of Ownership/Management 1939 1946 1950 1951 1952 1953
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
‘Sterling Companies
(Controlled by Managing Agents/Secretaries etc.) 50.34 31.47 37.60 44.66 82,86 28.52
\
Rupee  Companies U -Indi i
Controy pani nder  Non-Indian  Managing  Agents .
_ Fartly Non-Tndian 42.91 44.25 31.12 41.80 40.85 39.16
Under Indian Managing Agents Control
Indian 75.84 22.04 26.11 30,05 31.72 27,52
Director Controlled
Public Ltd.-Indian 54,46 36.07 34.35 47.83 40.93 43,23
50.76 35.80 33.50 42,23 36.77 34.23

All Groups

14}



ANNEXURE XVI (Conid.)
Statement 4.

Statement showing Commission to Managing Agents and Director’s Remuneration.

(in ‘000" Rs.)
Type of Owncnhile;nagement Clgg':p:f 1939 1946 1950 1951 1952 © 1253 sz;agc
nics, 1950—1953
I 2 | s 4 5 6 7 8 9
Sterling Companies. )
(Controlled by Managing Agents/Sceretaries ete.) 2 "N.A. 2 " 55 73 73 59 65.00
- Rupes Companies, ) ' T
Ander Non-Indian Managing Agents Control.” ‘
Partly Non-Indian, | 2 L 15 23 33 '35 46 47 40.25
Under Indian Managing Agents Control. - N . 7 . ‘.
Indian, ' 4 7 13 31 - 39 38 40 87.00
Director Controlied. R
Public Limited-Indian. 4 5 w0 | 3 4 |7 48 52 44.75
N !

9¢1



ANNEXURE XVI (Conid.)
" Statement 5.

Statement showing percentage of Commission paid to Managing Agents and Directors to Gross Profit.

(In Percentages)

i
Type of Ownership/Management. - |- 1939 ° - 1946 1950 1951 1952 1953

5 1 2 3 -4 5 6 7
Sterling Companies ' . 1

(Controlled by Managing Agents/Secretaries ctc,) N.A. N.A. 7.09 5.74 8.38 7.67
Rupes Companiss T ) h - )
Non-Indian Managing Agents Control, *

;Partly Non-Indian. 1 6.6l 3.69 6.36 3.77 4,30 451
Indian Managing Agents Control.

"India.n. . : 6.19 11.82 17,51 13.59 13.43 - 13,20

Director Conirolled.
" Public Ltd.—Indian 4.31 20.20 16.89 8.45 - 11.62 11.23

Lol



ANNEXURE XVI (Contd.)
Statement 6.

Statement showing Commission paid to staff

N

) - (In ‘000" Rs.)

No. of - Average of-
Type of Ownership/Management Gc:ln;cr;a- 1939 1946 1950 1931 1952 . 1953  [1950~-1958
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Sterling Companies.

(Controlled by Managing Agents| Secretaries etc.) 2 3 13 31 48 38 42 32.75
Rypees Companies
Non-Indian Managing Agents Control -

Partly Non-Indian . 2 8 31 27 4 42 40 39.00
Under Indian Managing Agents control |

Indian o ' 4| . 6 ) . -
Director r:onm;lled

Public Limited-Indian . 1 . .

gol



ANNEXURE XVI (Coutd.)

Statement 7 /
- . Statement showing the percentage of staff Commission to Gross Profit.
- : (In Percentage)
Type of Ownership/Management - 1939 | 1946 - 1950 ' 1951 1952 1953
1 . 2 3 4 5 6 7
Sterling Companies. Y , . .
B ' [T~
. (Controlled by Managing Agents/Secretaries etc.) 0.68 3.45 3.99 3.78 4.36 5.46
Rupee Companies. _ - ) ' -
Non-Indian Managing Aéznt; Control )
Partly Non-Indian 8,52 4.98 5.20 5.06 3.93 8.84
Indian Managing Agenls Control
Indian 5.45 -, Vo
Director Controlled N
Public Ltd.—Indian. s .




ANNEXURE XVI (Contd))

‘Statement 8.

Statement showing Net Profit before Taxation

(In ‘000" Rs.)

K ‘ No. of ' Averag
Type of Ovwnership/Management G:::;xga— ¢ 1939 1946 1950 1951 1952 1953  |1950-
. 1 2 3 4 5 g “7 . 8 ¢
Sterling Companics.
.. {Controlled by Mansging Agents-etc.) - — - - 2 4,35 3,62 6,90 11,50 7,60 6,68 | 8,17.00
| RupeeCompanies. ) | ' -
*Under Non-lnd.ian Manaéing Ag;nts control * g ) .
Partly Non-Indias, ° ~. = 2 2,04 5,69 4,58 | 8,42 | 9,80 9,54 | 8,08.50
JUnder Indian Managing Agents conirol \ - -
Indian 4 1,02 o1 1,46 2,48 2,45 2,63 |2,25.50
Dira(!or‘gantrolkd’ ) ! .
Public Ltd—Indian, = 4 1,11 1,58 1,79 4,38 3,59 4,02 | 3,44.50
All Groups 12 | 8,52 | 11,80 | 14,73 | 26,78 | 23,44 | 22,87 [21,95.50

gt



Statement 9,

Statement showing Net Profit After Taxation.

(Tn "000° Rs.)-

No. of T Average of
Type of Ownership/Management Gc;‘ui::};a- 1939 1946 1950 _ 1951 1952 195?) | 1950.-1953
B i "2 3 4 5. 6 7 8 g
Sterling Companies. M - t
I (Controlled by Managing Agents/Secretaries ctc.) 2 4,25 1,97 4,15 4,19 2,72 2,43 | 3,37.25
Rupee Companies: ) )
Under Non-Indian Manaéing -Agznts control .
E Partly Non-Indian. ! 2 i,90 5,69 14,58 7,78 9,31 9,17 | 7,71.00
Under Indian Managing Agents Conlrol V
" Indian ' - 4 1,02 53 1,22 1,81 | 1,8 | 2,05 |1,73.50
Director Controlled ‘ '
Public Ltd.—Indian 4 1,10 67 | . 1,07 2,66 2,27 2,56 | 2,14,00
All Groups 12 - 8,27 8,86 11,02 16,44 16,16 16,21 |14,95,75

181



ANNEXURE XVI (Contd.) .
| Statement 10.

Statement showing percentage of net profit before taxation to paid-up capillzl.

(In pemehtagcs)
. No. of : :
Type of Ownership/Management - | Compa- 1939 1946 1950 1951 1952 1953
nics
1 -2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Sterling Companies ~ -
(Contrc_;!led by Managing Agents/Secretaries cte.) 2- .16,01 12.93 24 .64 41.07 27.14 23.86
Rupee Companies '

" Under Non-Indian Managing Agents Control , , : .
Partly Non-Indian - 2 18.31 38.06 30.64 | 56.32 44.28 33,11
'Undar {udia:'z Managing Agents Control . V

Indian

4 18.31 7.87 | 12.62 21 .43 21.18 24,31
Director Controlled '

Pulﬂic Ltd.~Indian 4 12.33 17.77 19,98 48.88 | - 40.07 45.22

431

Al G ro'ups

- . , 12 16,11 | 18.61 23.20 42,19 33,17 32.75




ANNEXURE XVI (Gontd.)
Statement 11.

Statement showing bercentage of nel profit after laxation to net worth.

(In percentages)

Type of Ownership/Management, l Cloi%g}r- 1939 1946 1950 J951 | 1952 1953
;B
1 z 3 4 5 6 7 8
SterlingCompanies
(Controlled by Managing Agents/Secretaries etc.) : 2 12.49 501 | 10.81 10.52 6.46 5.30
_Rﬁpee Companies | . ’ e ' )
Under Non-Indian Managing Agents Control ' ’ .
PJartly Non-Indian ’ 2 11.30 16.47 . 12.49 18.37 19.74 18,19
Undsr Indian Managing Agents Conirol
Indian - “ . 4 | 1496 3.27 6,71 9.36 9.31 10,87
Director Controlled | ..
Public Ltd.—Indian ‘ 4 10.37 4.82 7.74 16.44 14.46 16.64
All Groups . . ) 12 12,11 8.52 10.29 13,97 12,93 12.42

gsl



Statement slzoiving net profil after taxalion per acre.
. 4

-ANNEXURE XVI (GContd.)

Statement 12,

i (In Rs.)
1 No. of
Type of Ownership/Management Compa- 1939 1946 1950 1951 1952 1953
nies '
4 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Sterling Companies ' '
. {Controlled by Managing Agents/Sccretaries elc.) 2 107.8¢ | 45.27 71.69 72.59 47.22 42,14,
Rupes Compani;s: o ’ ’ . ‘ .
. - - \
Under Non-Indian Managing Agents Control :
. . -~ ] .
Partly Non-Indian 2 32.90 97.02 77.34 129.81 |- 151.28 141,17
. Under Indian Managing Agents Control
Indian ) 4 41.38 20.94 46.94 69.45 /‘ 70.72 76,55
Director Controllsd
Public 'Ltd.—Indian C4 51.19 27.16 43,37 | 107.82 93.34¢ | 107.97
All Groups T2 57.71 |' 58.23 | 65:69 . 97.62 | 95.18 | 95.09
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ANNEXURE XVI (Contd.)

Statement‘ 13.

Statement shoiving net profit after taxation per 100 lbs.

(In Rs.)
Type of Ownership/Management Clgx:ll’_;pt;{ B 1939 i946 1950 1951 | 1952 1938
. . y{d } Lo
1 2 3 4 | s 6 7 8
Sterling Companies '_ B - , _ . é
(Controlled by Managing Agents/Secretaries etc.) ‘2 37.75 | _ 15.91 23.38 22.15 14.21 12,39
Rupee Companies - _ o
Under Nen-Indian Meanaging Agents Control
7 Partly Nor-Indian - 2 14.08 34.16 | 26.46 42.20 | 46.86 47.42
“Under Indian M;mg:'ng: Agents Control T |
Indian 4 33.14 10.74 23.84 33.01 32.19 32.59
Director Controlled . ‘ |
Public Ltd.—-Indi:m 4 19.49 9.03- 14,65 30.81 25.33 29.48
All Groups 12 24.74 21.39 23.20 31,94 30,05 30.06




ANNEXURE XVI (Contd.)

Statement 14.

"~ Statement showing dividends.

(In 000" Rs.)

Type of Ownership/Management [ clfﬁi‘g:f. 1939 1946 1950 1951 1952 '1958 ?S;Ei% 5%‘
o s ) .
1 2 s 1| 4 5 6 7 8 \ 9
Sterling Companies . .
(Controlled by Managing Agents/Secretarics etc.} 2 5 55 . 1 ,-'18 1,77 1,23 1,57 | 1,43.7%
Rupes Companies "
Under Non-Indian Manoging Agelm Control a v
Partly Non-Indian , 2 . 2,77 2,84 4,43 5 | 548 |4,52.00
Under Indian Managing Agents Control . ’
Indjan 4 31 45 ‘86 1,06 1,31 1,41 1,16.00:
Dire;!nr Controlled )
Public Ltd.—Indian 4 91 ) 32 1,00 1,85 1,62 1,82 1,57.25
All (-31'0“13’ 12 1,27 4,09 ~ 5,88 9,11 9,49 10,28 | 8,69.00-

%1
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ANNEXURE XVI (Contd.)
Statement 15.

Statement showing retained profits.

(In ‘000’ R.)

, No, of : \ Average of
Typ.e of Ownership/Management Go:igsa- 1939 1946 1950 ‘ 15851 1952 1953  [1950-1953
T 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
-
Sterling Companies ) . R
(Controlled by Managing Agents/Secretaries etc.) 2 4,20 1,42 2,97 2,42, 1,49 86 | 1,93.50
Rupee Companies . )
 Under Non-Indian Managing Agenis Contfal 4
Partly Non-Indian 2 1,9 2,92 l,'iﬁlz 3,35 3,98 3,69 | 3,19.00.
Ynder Indian Managing Ageris Control ) .
Indian 4 71 8 36 15 55 64 57.50
Direclor Contrelled i )
Public Ltd.—Indian 4 19 35 7 a1 65 74 56.75
AN Groups 12| 7,00 | 4,77 5,14 7,33 | 6,67, 5,93 |6,26.75

LEY .



ANNEXURE. XVI (Contd)) .

_ Statement 15A.

Statement ':bowing percentage of retained profit fo net profit afler taxation.

{In Percentages)

' 1953
Type of Ownership/Management 1939 1946 1950 1951 - 1952,
. 4
) 1 2 3 4 5 6 "
Sterling Companies
. . . : : 4.78 35.39
(Controlled By Managing AgentsfSecretaries etc.) 98.82 72.08 71.57 57.76 5 .
. Rupee Companiss . . R )
Under Non-Indian Managing Agents Control R o
Partly Non-fndian 100.00 51.32 37.99 43.06 ‘| 42.75 40.24.
* Under Indian Managing Agents Control .
Tndian 69.61 15.09 29.51 41,44 29.57 81,22
Director Controlled
Public Ltd.—Indian 17.27 52.24 6.54 30.45 28.63 28.91
All Groups 84.64 53.84 46.64 44,59 41,27 36.58

851



Statement showing percentage of dividend to net profit afler taxalion.

ANNEXURE XVI (Contd:)

Statement 16.

(In Percentages)

Type of Ownership/Mavagement ) 1939 1946 1930 1951 1952 1933
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Stn_’ll'tlg Cor;w‘pmuf&r

(Controlled by Managing Agents/Secretarics.etc.) 1.18 - 27.92 _28.43 42.24 45.22 64.61
Rupes Companies
Undes Non-Indian Managing Agents Control ‘

Partly Non-Indian 48.68 62.01 56.94 57.25 .59.76
Under Indian Managing Agents Control o

Indian ' 30.39 84.91 70,49 58.56 70.43 7|  68.78
Diyector C.nirolled .

Public Ltd.—~Indian 62.73 47.76 93.46 69.55 71.37 71.09

All Groups 15.36 \ 46.16 53.36 55.41 58.73 63.42

661



ANNEXURE XVI (Contd.)
Statgnnint .1_73.__

Statement showing  percentage of dividend 8> paid-up capilal

{In percentages)

" - Type of Ownership/Management GI:E:‘;:S 1939 1946 1950 1951 1952 195%
1 2 - 3 1 5 6 7 8
Seriling Companies . .
(Controlled by Managing Agcntstecrctariés ete.) 2 0.18 1.96 4.21 6.32 4.39 5,61
Rupee Companies. o '
Under Non-Indian Mm;zging Agents Control
Partly Non-Tndian ‘ | 2 - | 1853 | 19.00 | 20.63 | 24.08 | 24.76
Under Indian Managiné Agents Control : ' N\
Indian ' 1 - 4 |. 5.56° 3.89 7.43 9.16 11,32 13.03
D;' rector Con trolled 1 ' )
Public Ltd,—Indi4n 4 10.11 360 | 11.16 | 20.65 1_5.08 20.47
All Groups 12 2.40 6.45 9.26 14.35 13.48 14.72

031



Statement showing percentage of dividend to net worth

ANNEXURE XVI. (Contd.)

Statement 17 A,

(In percentages)
' . No. of
Type of _()wncrship[Man'agcmcnt Ct:]x;;ga- 1939 1946 ?950 1951 1952 1953 -
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
.Surling Companies 1
*  (Controiled by Managing Agents{Secretaries etc.) 2 0.15 1.40 3.07 4.44 2,92 3.43
Rupre Companies ‘
Under M‘R-Indién Managing Agents Gontrol / )
Partly Non-Indian 2 8.02 7.74 10.46 11,30 10.87
. Under Indian Managing Agents Control !
Indian 4 4.55 2,78 4.73 5.48 6.56 7.48,
Director Controlled '
Public Limited—Indian 4 8.58 2.30 7.23 11.43. 10,32 11.83
A1l Groups 12 1.86 | 3,93 5.49 7.74 7.59 7.88

Source:—Balance Sheets.
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ANNEXURE XVI (Contd.)
Statement 18

Statement showing dividend percenlage on jace value of ordinary shares-
Frequency distribution

(In number of Companies}

Total 1939 1946 ] 1953
: No. -
Type of Ownership/Management of
: . Clos. Below | 10~ 20~| 30| 40- Below | 10-| 20—} 30—} 40— Below | 10-| 20-1 30-] 40~

Nil | 10% |199%[29%|39%|49%| Nil { 10% 199 (29%(39%49%| Nil | 10% 119%399|399 499,

! 2 3 4 501 6| 7| 8| of 10 |11j12113|14])15] 16 |17]18]| 19|20

Sterling Companies

- (Controlled by Managing Agents - - . -
gecrctaricsetc.) gents/ 4 2 P2 I VO O B 2 20l e b ooe | e 1 e 2 Il ..

Lupee Companies . .

Linder Non-Indian Managing Agents Control

Partly Non-Indian 3 )] i B e luee froee | v | S AR I A D B (OO R e b1 T 1)

Under Indian Managing Agents Control

Indian : w21 .6 [ 1|l 1] s3] a2l l s3] 2]a2
Total | ol 2| e el s g a2y ) | & | %] 5] &

". . .Source:—Replies ta Questionnaire.

a3



.

ANNEXURE XVII

1. Important profit ratios of selected rubber plantation companies.

27 Companies Controlled by Indians

4 Companies Controlled by Non-Indians

. ° 1950 I 1951 l 1952 °| 1953 |1950—53 1050 | 1951 | 1952 | 1953 |1950—53
Tax provision as % of profits before tax 33,9 | 34.7 | 349 | 343 | 34.4 9.3 1 11.6 9.1 | 15.3 | 11.6
Profits distributed'as % of ,, 5 409 | 42.9 ( 50.9 | 509 | 46,7 | 63.8 } 55.6 | 56,6 | 55.4 . 57.0
Profits retained * as % of,, , ,, 25,2 § 22.4 | 142 | 149 | 18,8 | 26.9 | 32.7 | 34.3 | 29.3 | 3l.4
. Profits distributed as %, of Profits after tax’ -~ - 61.8 65.7 78.2 77.3 71.3 70.3-; 63.0 62.2 65.4 6%.5
- Profits retained® as % of  ,,  ,," . 8.2 | 34.3 | 21.8 | 22.7 | 28,7 | 20.7 | 37.0 | 37.8 | 34.6 | 355
 Profits after tax as %, of Net wroth@ 0.3 | 1.0 [ 107 | 113 | 106 | 12.3 { 208 | 215 | 18.3 |-18.5
 Gross profitst as % of Total Capital emloyedt 12.3 | 4.4 | 13.4 | 142 | 136 | 11,7 | 20,2 | 20.7 | 19.1 18.2
Gross Profitst as 9 of salcs 6.8 | 4117 42.6 | 37.4 | 414 | 208 | 487 | 41,4 | 205 1 403

Transfers to reserves {other than depreciation and taxation reserves) and profit carricd to Balance Sheet.
Paid-up capital plus all reserves (other than taxation and depreciation reserves) and balance of profits. |
t Including Managing Agent’s remuneration, interest charges and provision for tax but excluding depreciation,

1 Net fixed assets and circulating capital,

Source 1 Reserve Bank,

£7E



144
ANNEXURE XVII (Contd)

1. Composite income, expenditure and appropriation account of 4
selected rubber plantation campanies.

CONTROLLED BY NON-INDIANS

(Lakhs of Rupees}
1950 1951 1952 | 1953
/
Expenditure and Appropriation
1. Opening Stock of finished goods .
and werk-in-progress § .8 7 oy 10
2, Cultivation Expenses 17 19 22 22
3. Interest Paid
4. Managing Agency Commission 1 . 1 1 1
5. Bad Debts -
6. Other Expenses 1 1
7. Depreciation Provision 1 -1 1 -1
. e t
8, Profits before tax 7 14 16 15
(a) .Tax Provision ' 1 2 1 2
(b) Profits after tax 6 13 14 . 13
(i} Dividends 5 | 8 9
(i) Retained Profits® 2 5 5 4
Total 33 42 50 50
Incoms
1. Main Income . 26 31 40 T4]
2. Other Income . B O R
8. Closing Stock of finished goods | '
and work-in-progress T 1 10 8
: Total 33 ) 50 | - 50

* Transfers to reserves plus profit carricd to balance sheet,
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ANNEXURE XVII (Contd.)

Y. Composite income, expenditure and appropriation account of 27 rubber
. plantation companies.

CONTROLLED BY INDIANS

(Lakhs of Rupees) -

1950 1951 | 1952 1958
+
1 2 3 4 5
Expenditure and Appropriations o ‘
1. Opening Stock of finished goods
and work-in-progress [ 15 21 19 27
2.. Cultivation Expenses 35 44 51 50
3. Interest Paid " 1 1 I
4, Managing Agency Commission 3 3 3 3
5. Bad Debts
6. Other Expenses ‘ 5 6 6 5
7. Depreciation Provision 1 2 2 2
8. Profits béfore tax 26 33 33 35
(a) . Tax Provision 9 1 1 12
{b) Profits after tax 17 21 21 23
(i) Dividends 11 14 17 18
.+ (ii) Retained Profits* 7 ‘ .7 5 5
. © Total 86 110 114 123
Income
1. Main Income 64 | 90 86 104
2,. Other Income 1 1 1 2
3. Closing Stock of finished goods o
and work-in-progress 21 19 27 P17
' Total ] 86 110 14 | 123

*Transfers to zescrves plus profit carried to balance sheet.
Source ; Rescrve Bank.



ANNEXURE XVIII.

Statement showing estimated requirements of working capil;l based o-n the actual working capital
employed by the reporting rubber companies during the period 1951 to 1953,

/ ] 1951 . 1952
Type of Ownership/ No. of Working Capital in Rs.
Managemens Cos, Planted | Production Planted Production
- Acreage {ibs.) Acreage |
Total Per acre Per 1b.
Amount R ) *
1 2 3 4 "+ 5 6 7 8 9
Sterling Companies: ' ¢
(Controlled by Managing : P
Agents/Secretaries etc.) 1 4,491 | 11,80,176 3,3¢4,222 N 74.42 0.28 4,479 | 11,89,823
Rupee Companies » vl .
Under  Non-Indian Managing . - - .
Agents Control ' .
Partly Non-Indian - 1 4,942 | 15,40,796 3,67,519 4,37 0.24 5,051 16,60,331:
.Under Idian -Managing Agents — . . . .
Control -~ . , . . .
Indian \ 9 7,831 | 23,35,286 7,65,782 7.79. 0.41 7,586 | 26,71,852
Director controlled : .
Private Ltd.-Indian 1 123 35,835 34,127 7,45 0.95 123 10,095
Proprictary & Parinershifp Concerns ; : .
Indian | CT . 3 1,375 2,26,141 -{ 1,55,200 | 2.87 0.69 1,375 2,88,627
Tt;tal 15 18,762 | 53,18,23¢ | 16,56,850 | 88.31 0.31 ° 18,614 ’ 58,50,731
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ANNEXURE XVIIIL. (Conld.)

Statement showing estimated reqairements of working ca};ital based on the actusl working capital
. employed by the reporting rubber companies during the period 1951 to 1953,

Lyl

' P Average for years
R 1952 (Comid.) - 1953 : 1551-52’r
“Type of Ownership/ Working Capital in Rs, ) i Working of Capital in Rs. ‘ /
Management . ) Planted |Production Per acre | Per lb,
- Acreage (lbs,) g (in Rs.) (Rs.)
Total | Per acre | Per Ib.’ Total Per acre | Perlb.
' . Ampunt - * Amount
T ) 10 11 12 13 14 13 16 17 18 19
Sterling Cnmﬁanin: R | . ) B :
{Controlled by Managing
- Agents]Secretaries etc, 8,89,920 87.05 0.33 4,486 (12,27,869 | 4,00,231 89,221  0.33 83.56 0.31
Rupee Compantes: ) : .
Under Non-Indian Managing .
Agents Control . - .
Partly Non-Indian 4,34,480 86.02 0.26, 5,167 |16,08,848 | 4,69,969 ~90,96 0.29 83,90 0.26
\ ) o — ' ) \ '
Under Indian Managing Agents | .
Control . i . ‘ .
Indian - 8,97,594 118._32 " 0.34 7,358 (25,09,372 | 9,45,639 128,52 0.38 114,55 - 0.35
Director Controlisd ‘ ' ! N :
Public Non-Indian $3,038 268.60 0.82 123 81,208 31,309 254.5¢ ] = 1.00 266.9 0.92
Proprieiary & Parlnership Concerns| - ) . .
Indian 1,78,463 129,79 |~ 0.62 1,375 | 8,34,211{ 2,17,318 158.05 | 0.65 133.57 0.65
 Total . 119,33,497 | 103,87 . 0.33 | 18,509 |57,03,508 |20,64,466 | 111.54 [  0.36 | 101.19 0.35

' - - Source : Returns from Emt_u.



‘ANNEXURE XIX -

Statement showing estimated requirements of future capital expenditure for five years, furnished by rubber estates,

(Figul{'es m clos. 3 t0 10 in Rs.)

Capital
Planted Labour expend-
Name of company . acreage |Plantation | Building |Machinery | housing | Hospitals | Otherd Total iture
. , ’ per acre,
1 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
4
Sterling companies - '
L. N 4,686 N.A N.A N.A ‘N.A N.A. N.A. | 9,03.300 | 201.36
"Rupes companies under Non-Indian o .
Managing Agents,
. 1, . 1,06¢ | 2,25,000 w. |1,50,000% 3,75,000 | 852,44
2 T 4,249 N.A. N.A N.A. - N.A, N.A N.A. 31,33,888) 737.56
' Total 5,313 35,08,888 | 660,43

*For building, machinery & equipment
N. A : Not Available

8¥1



ANNEXURE XIX (Gontd.)

Statement showing. estimated requirements of future capital
expenditute for five years, furnished by rubber estates

" (Figures in cols, 3 to 10 in Ra.)

A L Capital
. Planted N Labour ’ ‘expend-
Name of company acreage |Plantation | Building ~|Machinery | housing | Hospitals | Others | . Total iture
Y per acre.
1 2 3. 4 5 6 7 8 9 ’10
Ruppes companies under Indian Managing
Agents., : '
‘ 1, 759 N.A. N.A, N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. | 5,00,000 | 658.76
2. 500 N.A. N.A. N.A, N.A. N.A. N.A, 5,00,000 | 1000.00
3. ) 542 |2,00,00 | 10,000 .. | 17,500 T e | 2,27,500 | 419.74
4. 814 |4,40,000 | 50,000 45,000 35,000 | 5,70,000 | 700.25
5, 618 30,000 . . 30,000 48.54
6. 1,145 [5,75,000 42,000 e . “ 6,17,000 | 538.86
7. 1,454 (8,00,000 25,000 37.,500 . . | 8,62,500 | 593.19
| Total. ‘5,832 ' 33,07,000 | 567.04
N.A. : Not Available )
Lnrector Controlled Lid, companies-indian. -
1. - 505 |2,00,000| & .. .. | 2,00,000 | 396.04
2. 200 N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A, 50,000 | 250.00-
3. 230 1,40,000 12,500 1,52,500 | 663.0+
4, 123 15,000 2,500 | 30,000 - 2,250 49750 | 404.47
- Total 1,058 B 4,52,250 | 427.45.
Total for the company séctor, 1,689 ’ » I81,71,4387] 489.63

’
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ANNEXURE XIX (Contd.)

Stalement showing estimated requirements of fulure capital

expenditure for five years, furnished by rubber estates.

(Figures in cols, 3 to 10 in Ra.)

"1 Planted . . . Labour - ‘ ecx;;ezli:;-l
Name of company R acrcage Plantgt:on Building [Machinery | housing | Hospitals | Others Total iture
\ ‘ per acre,
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
N Proprielapi.ef Parinership Concerns Indian. a2 N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. NA. N.A. 3,00,000 | 1102.94
2. 109 N.A. N.A. N.A. | .N.A. | N.A. | ' N.A. | 1,72,000 | 1578.00
3.. 866 | N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. | 5,07,500 | 1386.61
4, 104 [ N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. | 1,00,000| 951.34
5. 113 50,000 | 30,000 ] 80,000 | 707.96
6. 469 N.A. N.AS | N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. 3,68,-356 785.39.
| 7. - 287 N.A. N.A.»#| N.A. |- N.A, N.A. N.A. |'1,00,000 | 348.43
8. 851 | 4,00,000 | 2,500 w | 25,000 ! . |4,27,500 | 502.35
9. 148 | 1,00,440 5,000 | 21,000 . | 1,26,410 | 854.32
Total 2,719 . 21,81,79) [ 802.42
Grand Total. 19,408 . ] 11,03,53,228] 533.45 '
N.A. & Not Availablc

Source :  Returns from Estates.
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ANNEXURE XX

A

‘1. Stafement showing delails of rubber planting material used according lo types of management.

Total reported

Acreage planted with

Type of Ownership/Management . ’ acreage Ordinary Clonal Budded 'Mixcd
: - ) seedling seedling seedling -~
1 ) 7 - Z 5 3
Stﬂling-companic: . ’
(Controlled by Managing Agénts/Secretaries etc.) 21,302 y 12,934 2,628 4,459 1,281
. . - (60.72) (12.34) (20.93) (6.01)
Nen-Indian Managing Agents Control -
. Non-Indian ¢ 502 163 225 114
‘ (32.47) (44.82) {22.71)
Partly Indian & Partly Non-Indian 12,249 8,339 347 3,563 .
- (68.08) (2.83) (29.09) .
. Indian Managing Agenis Control .
Indian - 7,214 4,735 295 2,183
) (65.64) (4.09) (30.27)
" Quiside Managing Agants Control :
Public Limited.-Indian 353 329 . 24 -
- (93.21) (6.79)
Private Limited.-Indian = 670 590 22 58
N (88.06) (3.28) (3.66)
Proprictary & Parinership Concemns
Indian 5,719 4,210 924 585 e
(73.61) (16.16) (10,23)
All-India 48,009 31,300 4,216 11,098 1,395
(65,20} (8.78) (23.12) {2.90)

' Note:—Figures in brackets are percentages to reported acrecage,

Source : Returns from Estates.
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' ANNEXURE XX (Contd.)

A,  Statement showing ages of rubber planis.

(Region-wise)
. Acreage Planted !
Region Reported
' Acreage "~ Between ween Between After 1930
Before 1900 1960 & 1910 1910 & 1920 1920 & 1930
1 2 3 - 4 5 o6 7
“T. G. State 36,791 7,304 9,915 5,614 13,958
(19.85) (26.95) (i2.26) (37.94)
Coorg 110 . 1o e .
(100.09) .
Madras 11,108 - 1,575 3,572 1,105 5,056
(11.84) (32.16) . (9.95) (46.05)
AllIndia 48,009 - 8,789 13,487 6,719 19,014
. (18.31) (28.09) (14.00) (39.60)

Note: Figures in brackets are percentages to reported acreage.
Source: Returns from Estates.
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ANNEXURE XX (Contd.)

B ‘Statement showing ages of rubber plant:
{(Management-wise)

o A : Reported Acreage Planted
Type of Ownership/Management Acreage Bet et et
etween ctween etween
. Before 1900 11900 & 1910 1910 & 1920 (1920 & 1930 | After 1930
1 2 .+ 3 4 5 6 7
y
Steriing Companries
(Contrullcd by Managing AgcmsISecrctancs ete.) 21,302 3,733 4,854 3,498 9,217
(17.52) (22.79) (16.42) (43.27)
C{Eupee companies under Non-Indian Menaging Agents ]
ontrol )
Non-Indian 502 171 331
. . ‘ - 534.06) (66.94)
Partly Indian & Partly Non-Indian 12,249 ,337 ,264 1,572 4,076
. . . (10.09) ?42.98) (12.83) (34.10)
Indian Managing Agents Control
Indian 7,214 2,054 1,831 608 2,721
(28.47) (25.38) (8.43) (37.72)
Outside Managing Agents Control - :
Public Limited-Indian 353 “aae 8! 200 72
(22,95) (56 66) (20.39)
Private Limited-Indian 670 202 268 00
(30.15) (40,00) (29.85)
Froprietary & Partnership Cnncems . -
Indian- 5,719 1,494 1,255 573 2,397
(26.12) (2t.94) (10.02) (41.92)
All Groups 48,009 8,789 13,487 6,719 19,014
(18.31) (28.02) {14.00) (39.60)

Note: Figures in brackets arc percentages to reported acreage.

Source: Returns from Estates,
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'ANNEXURE XX (Contd.)

C. Statement showing new planting, replanting and area abandoned in different regions
during the ten years ending 1953,

, (Figures in columns 2 to 7 in acres)

B ! New Planting -
: Reported - Total Acreage
Region Acreage Replanting (3+445) abandoned
Virgin Land Reclaimed Land .
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Madras 11,437.40 2,026.94 37.75 " 505.48 2,570,17 275,00
(17.72) {0.33) (4.42) (22.47) (2.40)
T. C. State 37,063.38 523,79 175,83 5,534.51 6,254,13 546,50
: y (1.41) (0.47) (14.93) (16.81) (1.47)
Mysore 129.40 - ’ .
Coorg 109.50 " : " 7.50
- (6.88)
. Total 48,740.18 2,550,73 213.58 6,039.99 ,8,804.30 829.00
- (5.23) (0.44) (12.39) (18.05) (1.70)

Note :—Figures in brackets are percentages of reported acreages.

,Sourcy: Returns from Estates.
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ANNEXURE XX (Contd.),
I

D. Statement showing néw planting, replanting and area abandoned during the ten year:
i ending 1953 according to types of management.

-

(Figures in columns 2 to 7 in acres}

New Planting

Type of OwnershipfManagement Reported Replanting Total Area
o Acreage | Virgin Land [Reclaimed land] = . (3+4+5) abandened
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Stérling Companies; .
(Controlled by.Managing Ag:nts/Sccreta- , .
ries etc.) 21,302.74 172.59 - 3,094.47 '4,167.06 342.75
» : ) (0.81) - (18.75) (19.56) (1.61)
Rupee companies under Non-Indian Managing Agents - ) - :
Control -
Non-Indian 502.33 o 90,59 90,59 .
. (18,03) - (18.03)
Partly Indian and Partly Non-Indian 12,318.31 940.21 114.85 961.74 2,016.85 .
. , (7.63) (0.93) (7.81) (16.37)
Indian: Managing Agents Control : - .
Indian ' 7,541.89- 1,005,93 8.73 182,14 1,196.80 7 443.75
. (13.33) (0.12} (2.41) (15.86) (5.88)
Ouiside Managing Agents Control : :
Public Ltd.-Indian - 432.00 vee
Privaté Ltd. Indian 670,00 200.00 58.00 258.00 ~
{29.85) (8.65) (38,50)
Proprictary & Parinership Concerns
Indian 5,972.91 232.00 90.00 753.00 1,075.00 42,50
(3.88) (1.51) (12.61) (18.00) (0.71)
All Groups. 48,740.18 2,550.73 213.58 6,039.99 8,804.30 629.00
(5.23) {0.41) {12,39) (18.05) {1.70)

-Note —Figures in brackets arc percentages of reported acreage.

Source : Returns from Estates,
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E. Cost of new planting one acre of rubber on virgin jungle and
tending for 8 years.

156

ANNEXURE XX (Conid.)

(Analysis by number of returns)

/

\ ~
1940
Cost in Rs. Madras |T. C. State] Mysore Gootg' All-India
1 . 7 37 4 5 6
0—499 .-
-

500—999 3 3
1000 & above ) - -
Total number of returns 3 Z 3"

N
- 1945
.
Cost in Rs. ‘ Madras |T.C. state Mysore C.oorg All-India
1 2 3 4 5 6
0—499 .

500—999 . 5 3 8
1000—1499 > 1 ‘ 2 3
1550—1999 1 1
2000—2499 1 ) 1
2500 & above
Total number of returns 6 7 13
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ANNEXURE XX (Contd.)

Estimated present cost of new planting one acre of rubber on virgin jungle
and lending for 8 years.

(Analysis_ by number of returns)

.

Cost in Rs. Madras [T. C. State] Mysore | Coorg | All-India
T r___ 7 3 7 5 6
0—499 .. . ..
500--999" 1 § . 2
1000—1499 2 6 . 8
1500 - 1999 R 5 9 1 1 16
2000—2499 2 . . 2
2500—2999 2 - - 2
3000—3499 1 1 = e ' ae 2
3500 & above A
Total number of returns 9 21 1 I 32

ANNEXURE XX (Contd.)

F. Cest of new planting one acrc of rubber on reclaimed land and |
tending for 8 years,

(Analysis by number of returns)

f 1940
- " Cost in Rs. * | Madras |T.C. State] Mysore | Coorg | All-India

1 | 2 3 4 5 "6

0—499

530—999
1000-—1499 . I . 1
. 1500 & above
Total number of returns 1 i 1




Cost of new planting one acre of rubber on reclaimed land and
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ANNEXURE XX (Contd.)

tending for 8 years.

(Analysis by number of returns)
1945

Cost in Rs.

Madras [T. C. State

Mysore

Coorg

All-India

6‘

1

3

0—499
500—999
1000—1499
1500—1999
2000—2499
2500—2999
3000 & above

. Total number of returns

1

[ .

ANNEXURE XX (Contd.)

Estimated present cost of new planting one acre of rubber on reclaimed

_land end tending for 8 years. o
(Analysis by number of returns)
. Cost in Rs. Madras |T. C. State| Mysore Goorg.l ¢| All-India
~ 1 2 3 'R 5 5
0-—499 " ! s
500—999 1 1
1000—1499 3 8 - ' 11
1500—1959 ‘2 .- 2
2000—2499 - -
2500—2999 .
3000—3499 I \ - 1
3500 & above v
. Total number of returns 3 12 . 15
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ANNEXURE XX (Contd)

G. Cost of replanting one acre of rubber and tending for & yeays.

(Analysis by number of returns)

1940
Cost in Rs. Madras [T.C. State] Mysore- | Coorg | All-Indi:
T 7 3 % 5 6
0499 : 1 1
500—599 ‘ 1 |- 1
10001499 AR B 1
1500 & above ‘ -
" Total number of returns 2 1 3
1945
Cost in Rs. ’ . Madras |T. C. State} Mysore Coorg ° | All-India
. R S 2 3- 4 5 - [
0499 , M -

. 500—999 2 [ 1 - |7 s
1000—1499 o 1 . w o2
15001999 T -
2000—-2499 1 1
2500—2999 | R
3000 & above | -

'i‘ohl pumber of returns 3 3 - 6
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ANNEXURE XX (Contd.)

Estimated present cost of replanting one acre of rubber and tending for 8 years.

(Analysis by number of returns) (
Cost in Rs. Madras |T. C. State] Mysore | Coorg All-India
i 2 3 4 5- 6
0—499 2 2
500—999 1 -1
1000—1499 3 9 -] 12
1500—1999 . 4 4
2000—2499 '
2500—2939
3000—3499 ' I ‘ H B
3500 & above - ! '
Total number of returns 3 \ 17 e 20




H. Statement showing details

(Region-wise)

" ANNEXURE XX (Contd.)

of rubber plant material used.

Fotal reported

1

Acreage planted with

acreage i -
ordinar}y secdlings clonal seedling budded seedling Mixed
-1 2 3. 4 5 6
T.C. State 36,791 23,405 4,162 7,829 1,395
. , ~(100) (63%61) (11,81) ~(21.28) . (3.80)
Coorg "110 110
(100) (100)
Madras* 11,108 7,785 54 - 3,269
. (100) (70.08) (0.49) (59.43),
All India . 48,000 31,300 4,216 11,098 1,395
: (65.20) (8.78) (23.12) (2.90)

Note :—Figures in brackets are percentages to rcponcd/ acreage.

Source:—Returns from Estates,

I91



ANNEXURE XXI

Statement showing ages of rubber plants.

Planted Acreage '
. . " Working
Name of company . Reported o funds per
Acreage Béfore the [Between 1900|Between 19]10]Between 1920|Between 1930|Between 1943[acre (in Ra.)
years 1900 & 1910 & 1920 & 1930 & 1943 & 1953
1 -' 2 i 4 5 6 7 8 9
Sterling Companies.
1. 467 201 257 9 Nil ~ Nil 225.98 °
(160.00) (43.04) (55.03) (1.93) :
.2, ,281 . 214 256 810 Nil 535.85
. (100,00} (16.74) (19.99) (63.27g
8. . 19,554 . 3,532.35 4,382.50 8,233.17 4.939,%0 4.167.06 | 397.45
(160.00) (18.06) (22.42) (15.53) |~ (21.68) |~ (21.31)
Rupee company : - . . .
Under Non-Indian Mang:ng Agents. - : . '
-1, 502 170.25 240.41 90.59 406,91
(100.00) (33.99) (47.92 (18.09)
2. ,447 * 689.40 1,516 607,51 633.41 223.64
(100.00) (20.00) (44.00) - (17.62) (18.38)
3. 7 175 494,13 58,80 69.20 340.06
(100.00) 321.98) (61,94) (7.39 (8.69 :
4, 1,090 49.30 240 271.0 222.9 280.49
(100,00) .. {32.05) - (22.02) (24.85) 21.08)
5. 1,607 383 654,39 305 78.80 186,20 276.55
. (i00,00) (23.82) (40'72?1 (13.98) (4.90) (11.58) | - l
6. 6,308 265 2,568.31 538 1,042.89 898.11 257.56
(100.00) (4.99) (48.39) (10.04) (19 65) (16.93)
L
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ANNEXURE XXI (Contd)
Statement showing ages of rubber plants.

Planted Acreage

* Workmg
Name of Company ‘Reported funds per
. Acreage Before the [DBetween 1900(Between 1910|Between 1920|Between 1930|Between 1943[acre. (in Ral)
i years 1900 | & 1910 & 1920 & 1930 & 1943 & 1933 .
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Rupee companies :
Under Indian Managmg Agents, :
1. 814 285 65 460 4.00 Nil 290,91
. (100.00) (35.01) |. (7.99) (56.51) (-49)
2. vee | . 199 Nil Nil 271,76
. (100 00) (100,00)
3. 1,403 1,133 N 970.00 Nil
(100.00) (£0.75) (19.25
4, 515 275 82 31 127.00 Nil 82.61
(100.00) (53.40) (15.92) (6.02) (24.66
5. 1,688 . R 826.60 e 720.52 140.87 638.69 .
(mo 00) : (43.95) (42.69) (8.36
6. 500 - 500.0
(100,00) ; (100.00)
7. 1,387 " 361 . ‘. 27 393.07 555,93 36.50
(100.00) (27.02) (2.02) (29.40) (41.58)
Director Controlled Public Ltd-Indian,
. 230 30.5 92 57.50 Nil 96.81
\ (100,09) (35.00) (40.00) (25,00)
2., 123 “ 108 15.00 "/ Nil 301.48
~ (100.00) (87.85) (12.15) .
Director Controlied Private Lid-Indian. :
. . 470 202 268 375.3t
(100.00) 42.90) (57.02) 512 .34)
, 2, 200 . : 00.00
{100.00) [ - { 100.00)

g9l



ANNEXURE XXI. (Contd.)
Statement showing ages of rubber planis.

-

Planted Acreage

1

Worl;ing
Name of Company Reported : ] funds per
Acreage | Beforethe |Between 1900|Between 1910|Between 1920[Between 1930{Between 1943(acre. (in Rs.)
years 1900 | & 1910 & 1920 & 1930 1943 & 1953
1 - —3 3 T 5 3 7~ 3 ]
Proprictary[Parinership Concerns, . ‘
Indtag. -
. ??go 00) 2370 00 CE .- 18
) . . 109. .50
2. - 104 04 . L Nil (Nil)
. (1000, 00)|- (100.00) )
. 8. ﬁgo 00) . o 100 . sg 3 "
. 74.07 5.9
4. 105 S, ( ) ( 25 40
(100.00) 1 (38.10) (23.80 " (38.10) G
5. 469 . 268 183.00 N.A,
i (100.00) (60.98) (39.02)
6. :«];go 0) . t(;gé?gs) fif&) 60,00
). . 40.5¢
’- By | | | el | ETH
. 57. . 13, 22.30
8. 851 - 681 ° ¢ ) 170:00) g'/o ) -
(100,00) (80.02) _ (19.98) :
3 %1’38500) " ?gi 00) e(sg 99) %71,% 01) %Oé.go s
. . ; . 12.52 45.48
10. _ 3}30 00y e 9(7)9 6 13.00 ) go ) ‘ .
- (100, . 11.50 .
1. 5(3(1560 o 365 (79.6) | (150 4 @ )
00, * (100,00 - . ‘
- 12, ??80 00; ( ...) 700
. 100.00 -
13. 110 . 110 . .- ¢ ...) -
{100.00) | (100.00) ’
N. A. ; Not Avatlable -

Source : Returns from estates.

P9I
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ANNEXURE XXII.

A " .
Statement showing the distribution of malure and immature area 1{nder rubberin
the case of some selected rubber plantation companies in 1953,

Serial No. of the company.

Area of mature

~ Area of immature

rubber rubber
.1 2 3
Rupee con;paniﬁ controlied by Indian.
1. 467
2. 395 .
3. 936 250
‘ 4. 1,152 -
- . 892 180
6. 569
1. 871 35
8. 1,230 137
9. 2,462 60
lo. 597 23
11. 1,178 276
12. | 1,145 58 «
13, * , 85
14. 1,531 156
15, 178 ) 80
Rupee companies conlrolied by Nen-Indian -0
. I6. 4,367 778
17. ’ " a2 207
. 18. 1,606 148
' 19. 728 105

Source :

Reserve Bank

-
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ANNEXURE XXIII (Contd.)

A. Statement showing area of new plantings since 1938 and

" planted material used,

(In Acres)
Area under
Year of Planting Total
Ordinary Buudded Clonal ¢
Seedlings Seedlings Scedlings
1 2 3 4 s

Earlier to 1938 98,738.68 5,458,42 333.73 | 1,04,530.83
Tn 1938 654,71  485.30 14.61 1,154.62 .

o 1939 1,130.46 1,458,14 526.74 3,115.34

ye 1940 1,691.91 ”1,070.60 516.72 3,279.23
. 1941 826.85 113.10 30.67 970.62

' 1942 2,972.26 4—85{18 451.31 3,908.75
' 1943 10,543.45 2,654.96 1748.78 | 14,946.59°

. 1944 8,810.72 1,105.13 - 1353.51 11,269.36
v 1945 8,123.46 816.58 2637.28 11,577.32

vs 1946 4,260.78 | = 406.20 702.25 5,369.23

.y . 1947 4,854.76 470.75 486.04 5,811.55

,, | 1948 3,206.28 153.78 123.84 3,483.90

' 1949 1,832,62 94.91 190.99 2,1!8.’52

. 1950 1,116.32 | 7.00 191.67 1,224.99

’ 1951 493.44 376.08 238.68 1,039.20

. 1959 864.25, 362.87 295.40 1,522.52

’s 1953 1,333.16 430,25 846.61 2,610.02

ve 1954 4,593.87 752.60 2190.17 | ~ 7,536.64

> 1955 - 5,133.57 374.67 1007.17 6,515.41
Total 1,61,181,55 | . 17,006.92 13,796.17 | 1,91,984.64 .
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ANNEXURE XXIII (Contd.)

B. Statement showing area of replanting since 1938 and

4

Dlanting material used,

2,678.37

(In Acres)
Area under -
Year of Planting - Total -
~ Ordinary Budded Cloral
1 Seedlings Seedlings Seedlings
1 2 3 4+ . 5
.

Earlier to 1938 17.30 1,890,60 — 1,907.90
In 1938 5.00 ©790.80 — 795.80
= 1939 . 83.28 864.62 — 947.90
s - 1940 "106.43 792.31 — 898.|7:t _
. 1941 " 1,199.69 56.00 1,25569
. 1942 218.80 1,899.32 59.90 2.178.02
. 1943 192.10 112.90 — 305.00
s 1944 527,50 404.71 — 932.21
. 1945 54.47 _ 67.02 161.49
vs 1946 ' 233.50 170.49 15.14 419.13
. 1947 77.00 428.32 505.32
v 1948 ) 200.45 364,62 " 70.51 635.58
' 1949 49,69 210.86 - 49.00 309,55
vs 1950 507.70 ~253.76 290,36 1,101.82
1951 19.00 381.31 - 256.23 656.54
's 1952 299,71 328.61 . 298.09 836.41
1953 15.50 349,46 303,20 668.16
> 1954 70.94 247. 14 386.25 704.33
s ' 1955 . 35,00 0.75 . 350.75
"+ Total_ 10,724.52 1,852.45 | 15,255.3¢




ANNEXURE XXIII—C (Contd.)

~

C Statemmt showing fhe areas replanted and the type of planling malerials used by estates and small holders as on 31st
December, 1954

Estates Small Holdings Total of
- Estates &

Ycar of Planting Small
. Ordinary | Budding | Clonal Total | Ordinary { Buddiog | Clonal Total Holdings
Scedling ‘Seedling ), Scedling Secdling .

T, 3 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Planted carlier than 1938 9.30 | 1890.60 < 1899.90 8.00 v 8.00 1907.90
Planted in 1938 790.80 790.80 5.00 . 5.00 795.80
vs- 3, 1939 66.28 839.62 w. | 905.90 17.00 25.00 42,00 947.90
, ,, 1940 86,50 792.31. 878.81 19,93 19.93 898,74
’ 55 1941 . . [+1182.91 56.00 | 1238,91 e 16.78 - 16.78 1255.69
s .. 1942 188.80 | 1874.32 59.90 |-2123.02 30.00 25.00 . 55.00 2178.02
»s ,, 1943 142,10 112.90 255.00 50.00 . - 50.00 305.00
. ,, 1944 527.50 404.71 e 932.21 - . 932.21
vy 5, 1945 81.30 67.02 148.32 13.17 13.17 161.49
s s, 1946 233.50 170.49 15.14 419.13 . | . 419,13
sy . sy 1947 - 77.00 428.32 505,32 - « 505.82
s s 1948 189.48. | 364.62 70.51 624,61 10.97 10.97 635,58
’» ,, 1949 47.19 210.86 49.00 307.05 2.50 2.50 309,55
s s 1950 549,45 245,76 275.36 | 1070.57 8.95 . 8.00 15.00* 81.25 1101,82
3. sy 1951 14.00 381.31 219.17. | 614.48 5.00 : . 37.06 42 .06 656 .54
»s ., 1952 190.46 | 328.6l 285,31 804.38 19.25 v 12.78 32,03 836.41
s 1953 349.46 240.47 589.93 15.50 61.13 476 .63 666 .56
s s, 1954 39.00 166.64 301.14 506,78 15.26 24.00 52.11 91,37 /598,15
* Total 2441.86 '10534.24 i 1639.02 | 14615.12 1 219.83 98,78 178.08 | 496.69 15111,81

- Source ¢ Rubber Board.
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ANNEXURE XXIV.
A. Stalement showing the indebtedness of small holders of rubber.

Holdings free frcm- indebtedness. : Holainga indebted '
‘ - Acreage . Original amount borrowed , i Afnm;;:. ‘;‘;‘?K"'f‘)ﬁns
Type of Rubber Holdings | No, of ‘No. of ) ; Amount
' Holders. Under Total Holders., Areage Amount repaid Amount |per acre of
Rubber ol : | “Under " (Rs) . (Rs.) [Total area
’ . : Rubber Total .
1 2 3 4 5 6 | 7 8 9 10 11
Less than 25 acres® .10 m | 283 I 63 125 | 21,700 | .. | 19,30 | 68.2
Above 25 acres and below _ . ' :
100 acres, vo4 176. 310 1 . 53 120 7,000 Laee 7,000 58.8
' Total 14 287 503 12 16 | 245 | 28,700 | 29,00%s| 26 300 1074 * =
* Refers to rubber arca *#* Partly loan & partly interest, o
B. Statement showing the sources and .the amount of lgan borrowed by small holders of rubber. ( : -
. ‘ In Re,
Amount borrowed from
Type of Holdings No. of Holders| ™ : §
T EEEEE me:: d’:’;my Banks, Dealers Others I Total
1 2 3 7 5 6 | 7
Less than 25 acres.® o i |- 11,300 6,700 500 3,200 21,700
Above 25 acres & below 100 acres. 1 C e U ‘ 7,000%
Total 12 | 11,300 6,700 550 | 3,200 | 28,700

*Refer rubber area. ** Break-up not available. Note : All loans are contracted after 1949, except Rs 3000 contracted in 1948
Source: Replics collocted by the Field Staff of the Rubber Board. ‘
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APPENDIX I

Statement showing the names of rubber compam‘af who have responded to our ‘queslionnaire.

Name of Managil;g Agents[Secretaries . Name of companies Name of estates Acreage
) -in India )

~ :

A. Sterling companies working in India

M/S Peirce, Leslie & Co. Ltd. " 1 Kerala Calicut Estates Ltd, . ’ Kerala Estate, Calicut ‘Estate and Che.
N . ' ) : moni Estate. 4,471
Rowe, White & Co. Ltd. 2 'El:; Poonmudi Tea and Rubber Co., Bonaccord Estate and Braeniore.” 467
' td. . ’

Venture, Nagamallay, Isfield, Ambannad,

Harrisons and Crosfield Ltd, - 3. Malayalam Plantations Ltd. Koney, Cheruvally, Kumbazha, Lahai,
- _ Mundakayam, Kaliyar, Mooply, Kundi

. - and Arrapetta. 19,746

Darrag, Smail & Co., Ltd 4 Mundakayam Valley Rubber Co., Ltd. Kutiku, 1,281

" B. Rupes Non-Indian company wnder Non-Indian " Managing Agents contorl. y

- N R
Aspinwall & Co. (Travancore) Ltd. : I Murphy Estates Ltd. Yendayar Estate. - 502

v

gL



APPENDIX I (Gontd.)

Statement showing the names éfrubber companies who haﬁ; responded to our questionnaire.

h

Name of M;nagin¥ %gcnts,'Sccretarica " Name of companics Name of estates _ Acreage
mn india
1 2 y 3 4
C. Rupec companies—Parily Indian and partly Non- Indian under Non-Indian Managing Agenis condrol,
- Aspinwall & Co. Ltd, 1 The Pullangod Rubber and Produce 1,755
Co., Ltd.
- Aspinwall and Co. (Travancorc) Ltd, 2 The Travancore Rubber and Tea | Manikal, Paloor. Aneikulam, Kadaman-
, Co. Ltd. . ‘ dalam, Kuppakayam, 3,447
M/S Peirce, Leslie and Co., Ltd. The Thirumbadi Rubber Co., Ltd. *Thirumbadi and Neeleswaram Estate, 1,090 .
' 4 The Cochin Malabar Estates Lid,, Kinalur Estate; Kuttiadi Estate, Eddi-
‘ vanna Estate, Pudukad Estate, Sampaji
Estate. g . 5,145
Harrisons and Crosfield Ltd. ! 5 The Y.aékundam {Travancore) Rubber | Vaikundam Estate, T 797
: Co., Ltd.
D. Rupec companies under Indian Managing Agents conirol.
Y;Jung India Agencies Ltd. 1 Balanoor Tea and Rubber Co., Ltd. Balehonnur Rubber Estate, 129
1 . el
~MJS Agencies Ltd. Ernakulam-1. 2. United Rubber Ltd. 500

Poonchola Estate,

'
i

FL1



APPENDIX. I (Contd.)

Statement showing the names of rubber companies who have responded to our quesionnaire.

‘Name of Mm§i?§dggenuISccmmries Name of ¢ompanies Name of estateg- Acreage
1 ' 2 T 3 4
\ D. Rupee compﬁ:;ie: under Indian Managing Agents control.
cL (Contd.)”
MJS A. V. ’Tilomas and Co., Ltd. - 3 The Kalpetta Estates Ltd, Poonoor Estate. 869
. 4 The Anandam Rubber Cos, Ltd. The Kannambra Rubber Estate, * 329
The Kalladi Corporation Ltd. 5 The Mannarghat Rubber Estates Ltd. Manﬁarghat Estate, ' 429
Tﬁe Associated Planters Ltd. 6 The Nilambur Rubber Co., Litd. Nilambur Esta_tc, Glencoorg Estal-:c. 936
. 7 The Cottanad Plantations Ltd. Vellimalai Estates, Tamarachery and
Cottanad Estate. 455
MIS M. G. Mathew and Co., Ltd. 8, M\angalam Plantations Ltd: Mangalam Estate, 120
M/S A, V. George and Co., Ltd. The Kailas Rubber Co., Ltd, Pathanapuram and Paalali Estates, ' 656
10 The Nenmeny Rubber and Produce Nenmeny and Eldorado Estate. 1,366
Co., Ltd. '
. . ‘ 11 The Thamarapally Ruhber Co., Ltd. Thamarapally and Malayakal Estates. 467
M]/S E. Kriskna Mcnon annd Co., Ltd." | 12 The Vaniampara Rubber Co., Ltd. Yaniampara Estate, 759

L4

6L1



APPENDIX 1 (Contd.)

.Statement showing the names of rubber companies who kave responded to our questionnaire.

Name of Managing Agdgts/Secretartes Name of companies Name of estates Acreage
in India .
J ]
1 . } 2 . 3 4
D. Ruppee companiss under Indian Managing Agents conirol (Coutd.)
- - |
Eas-t Indian Agencis Ltd. .+ . 13 Teckoy Rubbers (India} Ltd. Teckoy and Poonjar Estates, 1,403
' 14 Karihode Rubbers Ltd, Velliamathom Estate. 542
© -M/5 Harrisons and Crosfield Ltd, i5 Em Sherneilly Rubber and Cardamon | Sherncilly Estatc. 403
. ) . tate. E
Ooppoottil Kurian and Co., Ltd. * {16 The Velimalai Rubber Co., Ltd. . Valimalai Estate. 1,061
M/S John Sons® Estates and Agencies Ltd. | 17 gge N{jalankara Rubber and Produce Malankara Estate. 1,889
! " Co. Ltd. -
b . . . - N 3
. ) \ |
"E. Director controlled Publi¢ Ltd, companies.-Indian '
1 The Valparai Rubbers Ltd. Analy Estate. . 182
. ) -~
2 The Kuttanad Rubber Co.. Ltd. Payhoothadam Estate. 598
13 The Ponmudi Rubbers Ltd. . Nooracre Etate. 126
4 The Vanchinad Rubber and Produce | Chemmani Estate, 230

Co., Ltd.

9%



APPENDIX I (Contd.)

. - Statement showing the names of rubber companies who have responded to our questionnaire,

" Name of Managixig ékgcntsISecretaries Name of compar{ies Name of estates. Acreage .
in India :
1 2 3 ’ 4
) " E. Direstor coutrolled Public Ltd. companies-Indian. (Contd.)

5 The Pcnins-l_llar Plantations Lid, Kanthimathy Estate. 516

’ 6 ‘The West Coast Industrial Co., Ltd. Arayanpara Estate, 434
7 . The Tropical Plantation Ltd. Chittadi, Vengathanam, Vellanadi 1,816

8 The Travancore Rubbers Ltd. Erumeley and Choati Estates. 1,203

' F. Director conirolled Private Lid. compauies-Indian
1 The Kuttanad Cardamons Ltd. Thinddorkandy Estate, 3000
2 Karimba Plantations Ltd. Karimba Estate. 200
3 Padinjarckara Estates Ltd. Chenpaddy, Chempakapara, Anakulam
. and Komala Estates, 563
4 Pothanikat Combines Ltd. Parappanchira and Chempikode Estates. 524

LLT
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APPENDIX 1 (Contd.)

Statement shotwing the names of rubber companies who have
responded to our questionnaire

-

Name of concern | A.crcage
1 2
G. Proprictary and Partnership concerns—Indian
1 Mariapuram Estate, Puthupady, Calicut . 700
2 Glenrock Rubber Estate 366
3 Sivapuram Rubber Estate 90
4  Powathil Estate 100
5  Kottamala Rubbrr Estate 110
6  St. Mary's Rubber Estate 120
7 Inchikkunnu Estate ;250
8- The Kainakary Rubber Estate 250
9 Ramapuram Estate and Chickenhully i:‘.state 110
10 The Andaman Rubber . Plantations 297
1 Parcekanni Estate 72‘6
12 Kudukkavally Rubber Estate ' 135
13 The Bethany Rubber Estate 1043
14 Periyar E.:itatc 851
15 Xandankulam Estate 469
16 The Trust Luiz Estate 287
!/7 St. Thomas Estate l 104
18 Cherupus-hapam Estate 113
19 Chuzhupil Rubber Estate 148
20  Ratnagiri Estate 260
21  Kottarakkara 50
22 Vellanikkara and Thattil Rubber Estate 1,605
23 Palapara Est'ate " 160
24 Good Hope Estate 231
25 Konthalavally Estate

110
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APPENDIX I (Contd.)

Statement showing the names of rubber companies who have responded to our

guestionnaire '

'

Name of concern

, Acreage
i ' 2
26  JKarpvallicadu Estate " 140
27 Mangalam Estate 104
28 Ponmala Estate 128
29 Sivalokam Estate i
30 Plapally Estate 134
31- Loyola Estate _ 146
32 ‘Anathanaml Estate 145
33 Glayanad Rubber Est;xte 185
34 ) Bharathan Hills Estate, Kanakamalai Estatc, Santhimath Estate 192
35 Pc;thukuzhi Estate .
H, Proprigtary and Parinershtp concerns—Non-Indian
1 Mappadam R;xbber Estates '

334




APPENDIX '
Average cost for 100 155, of Rubber.

SCHEDULE ¢,
{In Rs.)
1950
Particulars ; 1951, 1952 . 1953
ar . —_———
; ; All-in i . Allsin . . - )
Companies anatc‘ | average [Companies| Pripge AVcll‘ age |COmPanica| Private il\!:f:.gc Companics| Private Rllr-;:ge
A. Cultivation. : 1 -
: 1.59 3.61 1.78.| 1.9 , . :
1. General Field Worls. 0.17 0.16 e 2.09 2961 14| ss e | oass | g
9. Filling-in . 0.95 .20 0.88 1.63 041 1.50 0.69 014 0.62 1.26 0.80 1.
S g Dusting. 087 | o | L orm ) owm | o3 | g | S| 4@ 555 | 357 | s
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