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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS
PROGRAMME—APPROACH AND DIMENSIONS

1. The basic approach to the programme for small and
muarginal farmers should be to improve their crop production.

(Paragraph 3.4).

2. Whether it is development of crop production through
irrigation or water harvesting and Jand development in rainfed
areas or development through subsidiary occapation program-
mes, a compact arca approach should be adopted in all the pro-
ject areas in order that the programmes might benefit the small
and marginal farmers and agricultural labourers in the same
area. The distinction between Small  Farmers Development
Agency (SFDA) and Marginal Farmers and Agricultural Labou-
rers Agency (MFAL) should be abolished.

(Paragraphs 3.7 and 3.8).

3. In arcas where surface water schemes or large-scale ground
water schemes ave possible, the States should assume responsibi-
lity to plan for irnigationschemes which would benelit substan-
tially, if not exclusively; the small and marginal farmers. The
State Governments should as a matier of priority prepare suit-
able Plan schemes for the selected districts and carmark necessary
Plan funds for the purpose. (Paragraph 3.10).

4. Consolidation of holdings shauld be accorded priority in
the arcas selecred for the programme of development and special
eflorts made to bring the holdings of small and marginal farmers
into compact blocks where preferential irvigation could be given
to them through State sponsored connnunity wells for best
results.  In the absence of consolidation of holdings and where-
ver a groundwater scheme ds developed. 2 group approach to the
irrigation needs of the small farmers would have to be consi-
dered by including, it necessary, the large farmers who might
have their lands in the irrigation command but taking care
to sce that the {inancial assistance in the shape of subsidy is
made availible only to small and marginal farmers benefiting
from the irrigation source. The Rajasthan pattern of group
owned wells, which is working satisfactorily, may be adopted as
far as practicable. (Paragraphs 3.13 and 3.14).

5. Since the small and marginal farmers in rainfed areas
are mote vulneruble and requive State assistanee, it would be

!
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nccessary to ‘extend the coverage of the programmes to these
farmers as much as possible. The State should take up schemes
for water harvesting as a part of the general programme of
minor irrigation and the beneficiaries should be charged only
the rate for the benefit. In addition. the State should under-
take works, on its own, on a substantial area for land shaping,
soil conservation, etc. Private wells in these areas should also
be given State support. (Paragraph 3.15).

6. Special eflorts shiould be made to adopt improved dry
farming practices in the selected areas under rainfed conditions.

(Paragraph 3.16).

7. For the purpose of the programme, the maximum limit
of holdings of small farmers should not be above 2 hectares and
of marginal farmers above one hectare. (Paragraph 3.19).

8. The coverage of small and marginal farmers in the com-
bined project areas should perterably be in the ratio of 1:3 on
an average to ensure that the progranunce has the necessary tilt
in favour of marginal farmers. (Paragraph 3.20).

9. Considering the administrative capability and the need
to devote individual attention, it should be possible to cover
about 70,000 farmers in an area under an Agency. The pro-
gramme is better organised on a district basis by following the
principle of one district one agency, Where, however, extension
of the programme to adjoining districts becomes absolutely
necessary due to local conditions, the minimum area which can
be covered by Agency programmes should be a Block.

(Paragraph 3.21).

10. The programme should be extended during the ¥Fifth
Five Year Plan to 160 Agency Units (including the existing
79.5 Agency Units) covering about 11 million families. This
will mean the extension of the programme to an additional
80.5 Agency Units during the Fifth Plan.  (Paragraph 3.23).

11. It will be appropriate and reasonable to distribute the
additional Agency Units on the basis of the Statewisc distribu-
tion of the number of small and marginal farmers and agricul-
tural labourers. Based on this  principle, the allocation of
Agency Units to States and Union Territories should be as indi-
cated in paragraph 3.24. {(Paragraph 3.24).
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12. In extending the programme, emphasis should be on
the selection of areas having fairly assured rainfall. The pro-
gramme need not be extended to drought affected districts in
which a separate programme has been taken up.

(Paragraph 3.25).

13. Individual subsidiary programmes such as milk produc-
tion, poultry raising, sheep rearing and pig production should
be superimposed as separate programmes in those combined pro-
gramme districts which coincide with those suggested for the
special subsidiary programmes. The financing of these special
programmes should be self-contained and should not be done
from out of the project funds now earmarked for the combi-

ned programme. In other combined programme districts,
haphazard and small schemes of subsidary occupations should
not be sponsored. (Paragraph 3.28).

14. The combined programme Agencies should be in
close touch with the special subsidiary programmes and be res-
ponsible for identifying the beneficiaries amongst the small and
marginal farmers and agricultural labourers for these program-
mes. In the selection of these beneficiaries, steps should be
taken to include such of those small and marginal farmers and
agricultural labourers as would not be able to cross the mini-
mum need level by the crop production and area develop-
ment programmes alone. A substantial number of persons
selected for the special programmes should be additional to
the persons selected for the main programme. (Paragraph 3.29).

15. The entire programme should be time-bound and
target-oriented and should Jbe implemented with a sense of
urgency. (Paragraph 3.28).

TECHNICAL AND INSTITUTIONAL
SUPPORT TO THE PROGRAMME

16. It would be necessary to ensure that special program-
mes like those of the SFDA/MFAL which are meant for the
weaker sections of the population do not suffer neglect because
of lack of attention by the extension staff at all levels—district,
block, circle and village. The extension machinery in the
districts should be strengthened and oriented to pay particular
attention to the problems of small and marginal farmers.

(Paragraph 4.3).
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17. As many Farmers’ Service Societies as possible should
be established in the project areas to ensure the provision of
credit, service, supply and marketing facilities and also tech-
nical advice at one place. (Paragraph 4.7).

_18. There should be one graduate Agricultural Extension
Officer for every 10,000 to 12,000 of population in the project
areas. (Paragraph 4.8).

19. More attention to problems of small and marginal
farmers at individual level being essential for the success of the
programme, the States should provide the necessary additional
extension staff in the project areas. At the village level, the
pattern obtaining in the Intensive Agricultural Area Programime
should be adopted. To ensure the availability of adequate
additional staff, the release of funds for the projects should be
linked with the provision of additional extension staft for the
programme in the project areas by the States. (Paragraph 4.9).

20. Since the Agricultural Officer-in-charge of a district
has numerous responsibilities, there should be a Special Officer
under him to coordinate, guide and supervise the work of the
specialists and extension workers in the field in relation to the
programmes for small and marginal farmers. (Paragraph 4.10).

FINANCING OF COMBINED SVFDA]MFAL
PROGRAMMES

21. The subsidies of 125 per cent for small farmers and
53-1/3 percent for marginal farmers presently being allowed
under SFDA and MFAL programmes should be continued
under the combined programme during the Fifth Plan period.

(Paragraph 5.3).

22. There is no nced to grant a higher rate of subsidv at
50 per cent to irrigation projects consiructed by Panchavat or
Cooperatives or Gramsabhas. They should, however, be allowed
subsidv as would have been granted to individual small and
marginal farmers bencfiting from the well or tubewell. When
a lurge farmer comres within the command of such a well or
tubewell, he should pay for his share of the cost without a
subsidy. The State Corporations nced not be given any sub-
sidy, (Paragraph 5.5).

23. In difficult areas, the problem of risk of failure of the
well or tubewell should be rationalised bv following the method
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adopted in Rajasthan for installing community tubewells. A
standard output per well should be fixed on the basis ol obser-
ved pattern and the community should be charged for the
well i velation to the standard output. The State should sub-
sidisc whatever is not covered by the charges induding the
entire cost of completely failed wells. In arcas better endowed
with water facility and potential, a provision of Rs. 1.5 lakhs
per Agency for the risk fund should be made. In areas less
endowed with water facility and potential, a risk fund of about
Rs. 3 lakhs may be necessary for cach Agency.

(Paragraphs 5.6 and 3.7).

24. Since a substantial number of small and marginal far-
metrs in dry areas would have to be covered under the pro-
grammne, the State should plav a vital role in such arcas bv
organising works on its own. The State should undertake major
works on catchment basis, while minor works could be taken up
by individuals or groups. There should be adequate provision
for State works in the budgets of the Agencies. (Paragraph 5.8).

95. The risk fund subsidy should be given to the coopera-
tive credit agencics for additional long, medium and shoit terin
loans on a reduced scale and on the pattern indicated in para-
graph 5.11. (Paragraph 5.11).

26. Adequate precautions should be taken so that the full
amounts of credit sanctioned to the small and marginal farmers
for Lmproving their crop production do reach them. There
should not he any deductions by way of adjustment of old debts.

' (Paragraph 5.12).

27. The input subsidy should be given to marginal farmers
at the rate of $3-1/8 precent of cost upto a ceiling of Rs. 100
as at present but it should be vestricted to only one cropping
season. (Paragraph 5.13).

28. There is no need for special subsidies for marketing
and  processing units and for custom service units and for
charges.  In view of various other subsidies and help being
given to individual beneficiaries, the State Governments should
depend on Plan schemes in the State sector for the purpose.

(Paragraph 5.14).

29. The subsidy on transportation of inputs should be con-
tinued and a provision per Agency Unit of Rs. 1 Iakh for
comparatively better arveas and Rs. 2 lakhs for relatively less
endowed areas should be made. (Paragraph 5.15).
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30. The existing subsidies for the development of markets
and storage facilities in the project areas should be continued
and a provision of Rs. 4 lakhs per Agency Unit for this purpose
would be sufficient. (Paragraph 5.16).

31. The provision for staff subsidy to institutions and for
Agency staft which are presently built into the budgets of the
Agencies should hercafter be made by the State Governments in
their Plan budgets. (Paragraph 5.17).

32. Similarly, the States would have to mect the cost of
staff except the salary of the Managing Director (which will be
borne bv the financing bank) of the Farmers® Service Socicty
which may be set up in the project areas. (Paragraph 5.18).

33. The cost of additional extension staff in areas where the
projects would be taken up should be borne by the States
themselves. The necessary provision which the States would
be required to make in their budgets towards staff subsidy to
institutions and Agency and extension staff would on an average,
amount to about Rs. 25 lakhs per Agency Unit during the Fifth
Plan. (Paragraphs 5.19 and 5.20).

34. In addition, a provision of Rs. 241 crores should be
made in the Central Sector of the Fifth Plan for this programme
extending over 160 Agency Units. (Paragraph 5.20).



SECTION 1

INTRODUCTTION

1.1. One of the terms of reference given to the National
Commission on Agriculture relates to the study of the problems
of “small farmers and agricultural labour viewed in the context
of social justice and equality of opportunity and as a factor in
securing cffective participation ot the bulk of the Indian pea-
santry in the stepping up of agricultural production.” This is
also one of the items on which the Commission is required to
make interimm recommendations to the Government. The Com-
mission has examined various aspects of the problem of small
and marginal farmers and agricultural labourers and has since
submitted two Interim Reports to the Government, onc on
“Milk Production through Small and Marginal Farmers and
Agricultural Labourers” and the other on “Credit Services for
Small and Marginal Farmers and Agricultural Labourers”.

1.2. India’s rural population counsists predominently of
small and marginal farmers cultivating holdings upto 2 hectares
and of agricultural labourers. -Of all- rural houscholds, small
and marginal farmers represent 52 per cent and agricultucal
labourers 24 per cent. Despite two decades of planning for eco-
nomic development, bulk of them have remained poor living
below the minimum standard of consumption of Rs. 20 per
capita per month at 1960-61 prices or Rs. 37 at 1971-72 prices.
The magnitude of the problem and the absolute number of
small and marginal farmers and agricultural labourers vary
from State to State. The principal cause of poverty among
simall and marginal farmers has becen the low resource hase and
their inabilitv to take advantage of ‘the modern agricultural
technology and to develop well organised subsidiary occupations
to improve their income.

1.3, Self-reliance and reduction of poverty are the two
hasic aims of the Fifth Five Year Plan. Agricultural production
has to increase if the various necds of the populqtion the indus-
trics and the exports are to be satisfied. A vigorous programme
of production by utilising as much as pomble the land resour-
ces through the use of improved technology is, therefore, called
for. The holdings of small and marginal farmers together ac-
count for about 20 per cent of the cultivated area in the country.
Any programme designed to increase production cannot but

7
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pﬁu‘[udc this Targe land arca, where small and mavginal farmers,
it adequately helped, can contribute substantially to the produc-
uon in the country.

L4, A frontal attack on the rural poverty is iunescapable. In
the “Approach to the Fifth Plan 1974—797, special attention to
the poorest 30 per cent of the population is envisaged in order
to reduce their poverty. On a rough reckoning, this will mean
about 30 million families in the rural areas, whose monthly per
capita cousumption is below the desirable minimum. The bulk
of small and marginal farmers and agricultural Iabourers who
constitute the vast majority in the rural areas come within the
poorest three deciles of the population. In order to make a
dent into their poverty, it is at the income creation stage that
the attention has to be focussed. They must be given adequate
opportunitics to increase their income to satisty their minimwun
needs.  'This would be possible il their productive capabilities
are developed aund utilised and adequate employment opportu-
nities created.

5. Thus, both from the poiut of view of production and
of reduction of poverty, particular attention to the needs of small
and marginal farmers and agricadoural labourers is warranted.
The facilitivs ereated through geaeral programmes of develop-
ment tend to gravitate towards these who are more afHuent,
influcntlal and aggressive in the rural society. By the time
these facilities permeate to the lower levels, the cost of the
service becomes high and the States find it difficult to mmaintain
i, That is why sclectivity is necessary. Programmes and faali-
ties are reguived ro be specially designed to benchit the weaker
section directly and in the quickest possible time.

1.6. Seen from this angle, spectal programmes of Smuudl
Farmers Development Agency (SEFDA)Y and Marginal Farwmers
and Agricultural Labouvers (MFAL) mitated during the Fourch
Five Year Plan have verv good possibilities in providing the
necessary fillip to the cconomy of these wcaker sections in the
socicty. Keeping in view the “Approach to the Fifth Plan
1074787, the Commission hus, in this Interim Report, con-
sidered certain modifications in these two schemes of the Gov-
crnment of India to fit them into the strategy for achicving
reduction of poverty and incquality. It would be a big step
forward if through these programmes a substantial part of 30
million poorest families are enabled to improve their income
ad conswmption.  However, cven with the devdopment ot
crop production, the incomes of a sizable number of marginal
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farmers in irrigated arveas and both small and marginal farmers
in rainfed areas would continue to be below thc desirable
minimum. They have to be provided with opportunities for
supplemeutary income. We have already dealt with milk pro-
duction by this section of the population in a separate Interim
chort In two other Interim Reports, the Commission is deal-
ing with subsidiarv occupqtmns for small and marginal farmers
dnd agricultural labourcrs like poultry, piggery and sheep rear-
ing and sericulture.

1.7. We would like to point out that in this Interim Report,
the ((mmnssx(m iy dealing not with the ph\srcal progress of
SEFDA and MEAL programmes but with cerrain aspects w hich
require reorientation in the context of the accepted objectives
ol the Fifth Plan. In the cowrse of its studv. the C‘mmms“rn
addressed the State Governments and Pm]LcL Officers of SFDA
to clicit information and vicws on some zlspcrts of these schemes,
The Questionnaires are reproduced in Appendices T & IT.



SECTION 1II
HISTORICAL REVIEW

2.1 The All India Rural Credit Review Committee con-
sidered the problem of small holdings and came to the conclu-
sion that by proper State support and appropriate institu-
tional changes and/or procedures, it should be possible to
tackle effectively the proplems of what it classified as
potentially viable farmers. The potentially viable farmers
whom it called small farmers were those whose agricultural
business including subsidiary activities like animal husbandry
could be rendered viable if there was support in terms of
irrigation, supplies of inputs and services at fair prices etc.
The Committee considered that as a first tranche in the uplift
of the rural sections of the community, it was clearly desirable
to deal with the potentially viable farmers as a class and bring
them above the poverty level in a phased programme of
action. The committee, therefore, in its Interim Report
submitted to the Government of India in February, 1969 re-
commended an institutional setup in the form of Small Farmers
Development Agency ‘and suggested measures for cxpanding
the flow of institutional credit and other State assistance to
the small farmers in an integrated effect to raise their eco-
nomy to surplus level. | As regards the small farmers who
were not potentially viable and who were classified as margi-
nal farmers and the entire class of agricultural labourers, the
Committee took the view that they required “A far-reaching
programme of rehabilitation, including, but extending far
beyond mere credit”.* The Committee did not formulate any
specific scheme for them.

2.2 These recommendations led to detailed consideration
of the problems in the Government of India. The Planning
Commission also sponsored some diagnostic studies into the
problems and prospects of small farmers. Restriction of the
programmme to potentially viable farmers, to a large extent,
limited the scope of the schemes to aveas where there was
assured railfall or good irrigation support or irrigation
potential. The farmers in the dry zones would not be able to
better themselves without a determined effort to improve their

*Report of the All India Rural Credit Review Committee, 1969, p. 537
10
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economy. Whereas the policy of development of crop produc-
tion was expected to provide opportunities to farm labour in
those areas for fuller and more remunerative employment, it
was felt necessary to devise subsidiarv programmes for supple-
menting their income. This policy was applicable in a large
measures to the class of marginal farmers also. For the success
of the subsidiary activities, it was considered necessary to pro-
vide adequate credit and organise marketing facilities. It was,
therefore, decided to launch a programme for the betterment
of marginal farmers and agricultural labourers in addition to
the programme for small farmers.

2.3 During the Fourth Five Year Plan (1969-74) two schenies
in the nature of pilot projects were initiated in the Central sec-
tor of the Plan. One was the scheme for Small Farmers Develo-
pment Agencies (SFDA) and the other for Marginal Farmers and
Agricultural Labourers (MFAL).  Under these schemes, a
separate Agency was to be set up as a registered society for
cach project to implement the programme. These Agencics
were to be provided with special funds from the Government
of India and a nuclevs staft under a Project Officer and were
intended to act as catalysts for devclopment in the districts of
their operation. A close coordination between the Agency on
the one hand and the executive departments and institutions
in the districts on the other was envisaged to ensure that the
programmes identified by the Agency were expeditiously put
through by the concerned departments and institutions. For
this purpose, the Commissioner /District Collector was made the
Chairman of the Agency and rcepresentatives of concerned
departments and institutions its Members.

2.4. The SFDA projects were to be kept distinct from
MFAL projects, because the accent on programmes in these
two projects varied. At the same time it was realised that their
areas of operation might coincide in certain cases. In that
cvent, it was contemplated that it might be possible to use the
SFDA as the instrument for executing the MFAL scheme. At
present, there are 46 SFDA projects (covering 54 districts) and
42 MFAL projects (covering 47 districts) operating in the States
and Union Territories (vide Appendix IlI). Six projects are
common to both SFDA and MFAL schemes covering 9 districts.
In addition, the Government of Mysore is operating one SFDA
project and one MFAL project on its own. It is also understood
that Punjab has initiated similar State-financed projects in four
districts.



SFDA

2.0. Each SI'DA project was to be confined to a compact
arca such as a district or part of a district and cover about
50,000 families in a phasced programme during the Fourth Plan
period. The average outlay on each project was hxed at Rs. 1.5
crores during the Fourth Plan.  The SFDA, registered as a
Society, would receive funds directly from the Central Govern-
ment. The main functions of the Agency would be to identify
the problems of small farmers in its arca, prepare appropriate
programmes and devise wavs and means of implementing then.
As tar as possible, the Agency was to work through existing
institutions though it might undertake some of the programmes
directly, where absolutely necessary. For purposes of identilica-
tion ot small farmers, a small farmer was defined as one having
a holding size between 1 and 2 hectares. In dry areas the upper
Himit was raised to 3 hectares.

2.6. The focus in the programmes for small farmers was
to be on intensive farming, although subsidiary occupations
were included in the programmes. -~ The SFDA was required
to organise the necessary support to enable the small farmers
to take advantage of the improved agricultural technology. The
Agency was expected to promote the flow of credit through
co-operatives and commercial banks bv giving necessary sup-
port in the shape of risk fund, managerial subsidy, share capi-
tal contribution etc. The |scheme envisaged that the Agency
would help small farmers in securing loans and other facilities
by giving them financial assistance in the shape of 25 per cent
subsidy. The Agency was also to ensure adequate arrangements
and facilities for storage, transportation, processing and market-
ing of the small farmers’; preduce.; Wherever possible, the
small farmers were also to be helped to add to their incomes
through subsidiary activities such as dairy farming, poultry
raising, etc. and through agro-based industrics.

MFAL

9.7. The MFAL scheme was intended to cover marginal
farmers, gencrally having holdings of not morc than one hectare
and agricultural labourers having homestead and carning 50
per cent or more of their income from agricultural wages. Each
project was expected to cover about 20,000 families during the
Fourth Plan period. The emphasis in these projects was to
be on provision of subsidiary occupations and other employ-
ment creating programmes on the basis of integrating the
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progranunes with local planning. The project was expected to
be located close to an wrban centre which could provide a pro-
fitable market for products like milk, cgg, poualtry, fish etc.
and to have the necessary infrastructure for a credit programme.
As in the case of SFDA, the MFAL was also to be a scparate
Agency on the lines of the SEDA. The average outlay on cach
project wus fixed at Rs. 1 crore during the Fourth Plan. The
Ageney was required to identify the problems of marginal far-
mers and agricultural labourers, formulate schemes for provid-
ing gainful emplovinent to the participants and cvolve suitable
institutional, fmancial and  administrative  arrangements  for
implementing the various programmes. It was expected to
help the participants in getting necessary credit and other facili-
tics by providing financial assistance in the shape of 33-1/5
per cent subsidy from the Agency. In special cases, the Ageney
could, with the prior approval of the Central Government,
undertake works progranume, establish common  facilitics and
also undertake processing and marketing of products ¢l pro-
per organisations were established, for the purpose.

2.8. The SKFDA programmes as initially conceived were
Kept distinet from the MEAL programucs and marginal farmers
in SKDA areas were excluded from assistance from the SFDA
and vice versa. Following a reexamination later, it was found
that it would not be practicable 1o exclude marginal furmers
in arcas where SFDA programnes were under implementation.
The Government of India has since decided that the farmers
with holdings below the Hoor limit adopted by the STDA may
also be included in the programmcs which have been drawn up
or being considered by the Agency. However, the extension
of the coverage of SFDA prograwymes to marginal farmers has
to be programme-wise and limited to the programme which
are being taken up by the SFDA. Tor the present, it is not the
intention that the SFDA should identify all the marginal far-
mers in the arca or start programmes for all of themi. The
assistance from the SFDA would be available to the marginal
farmers on the same terms as for small farmers 1n such pro-
gramme areas. Following the extension of the coverage of pro-
granpues to marginal farmers, the SFDA authorities have been
asked to indicate additional allotment of funds reauired by
them to cover marginal farmers in their arcas of opcration.
Whercver the azuthorities have already selected small farmers
for various progranunes, they have been asked to prepare sup-
plementary lists of the identified marginal farnyers for purposes
of assistance under the respective programmes.

2—1 NCUA/ND(73
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2.9. A total amount of Rs. 103 crores has been allocated
for the two schemes during the Fourth Plan. Most of the pro-
jects nmow under operation were sanctioned during 1970-71.
However, they started to function effectively in the field from
1971-72. The National Seminar on SFDA/MFAL projects held
in April, 1972 recommended the continuance of the schemes
in the Fifth Plan to enable them to have a full five year period
of operation. The projects have now run for some time and
have provided valuable experience.



SECTION II

THE PROGRAMME—APPROACH AND DIMENSIONS

3.1, The approach to the Fifth Five Year Plan has laid
particular cmphasis on programmes which have the effect of
reducing poverty of the poorest 30 per cent of the population.
The cycle of low-income-low-consumption-expenditure of small
and marginal farmers and agricultural labourers who form the
bulk of this population has to be broken and additional income
created if their level of consumption is to be raised. This is
possible if onlv the productive capabilitics of this class of
people are sufficientdy improved.

3.2, The small and marginal farmers derive the major por-
tion of their income fromr crop production. Any cffort to
improve their cconomic status would have to be directed first to
the improvement of their crop production.

$.3. Vartous studies have shown that small and marginal
farmers, if helped with nccessary resources and guidance, can
increase their crop production considerably; the small size of
the holdings is not a constraint. The handicaps from which the
small and marginal farmers sufter are lack of resources, facilities,
technical guidance and allocative cfficiency. A recent study
conducted bv the Centre for Management in Agriculture of the
Indian Institute of Management. Ahemdabad® into the pro-
blems and possibilities of | improvement of small farmers has
concluded that significant gains in farm business incomes are
possible if managerial efficiency regarding allocation of resowr-
ces is improved. Gains are much larger if adequate resources
are made available and wsed and the farmer takes to improved
technology. With additional resources even with traditional
technology the farm business income of nonviable irrigated
and unirrigated farms increased by as'much as 120 per cent and
130 per cent respectively. When new technology is introduced
along with additional capital, then farmers in both irrigated
and unirrigated tracts get maximum incomes. The farm busi-
ness income in respect of farmers with unirrigated land has
been shown to go up by 182 per cent while in the case of
farmers with irrigated holdings, the increase was cven more at

*<Small Farmers—Problems and Possibilities of Development Centre for
Management in Agriculture, Indian Iastitute of Managemcut, Ahmedabad,
1973.

15
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284‘percent._ The study alsc emphasises that the additional
capital requirements for the new technology will be much
higher than with the traditional caltivation pr actices.

5.4, Farm management studies have also shown that in
irvigated arcas of l’un]xb and Harvana. a one hectare farm
with a carrent investinent of Rs. 1234 can, with improved
technology, give a4 net monctary return of Rs. 2750 by raising
two ctops—leu[ paddy followed by rabi whear. Slmxl.ulv
the alternative rvatatton of kharit maize followed by rabt wheat
can give a net mncome of Rs. 2600 with an investment of Rs. 1075
Tncomes of this order would take the farmers with irrigated
holdings of one hectare above the national desivable minimum
level of consumption which can be put at about Rs. 2500 per
family  assuming the per capita consumption at Rs. 87 per
month at 1971-7 "‘> prices. It appears pmslhle to attain this level
of income from a holding of ubout 2 hectaves in rainted arcas
with lund development, applicadon of improved technology
and necessavy physical inputs.kven in holdings below this size
in rainted arcas, gains ave posstble. with such an approach
although these mav not be sufhcient o take the family above
the minimum  consumption level. ~ However, the economics
clearlv show that it proper arrangements are made to lmprov
the crop production of the small and marginal farmers, both in
irrigated and unirrigated arcass the Income levels can be subs-
tantially improved. Considering this. the Commission fecls that
the basic approach in the! programme for small and marginal
farmers should be to improve their crop production.

8.5. Irvigation is the hest programme for growth of the
economy of an agriculturises “An irrigation scheme normally
covers an arca and gives henelic to big. small and wmarginal far-
mers in the arca. ~\ new project can similarly cover all these
classes. A community approach can cover small and marginal
farmers.  The trrigation programme has, therclore. to be area
based and should cover small and marginal farmers and also
big farmers. where thev come under the command of the irri-
gation source.  Even in rainfed arcas, the land development
measures have to be on arca basis which means that small and
marginal farmers have to be covered uuder the same pro-
gramme.

8.6, The subsidiars o(‘('up'n{(m programunie has also to
caver both the small and marginad farmers in the same area.
Our analvsis shows that in SIDA areas. the accent being on
crop pmdmunn, the coverage of stuall farmers under sulmdnr\'
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occupations is not mucll. Even when the stress is on subsidiary
occupations in MFAL areas, the number of marginal farmers to
be identilied for cach of the subsidiary occupations is limited.
The subsidiary occupation of milk production or poultry rear-
ing or pig breeding requires the support of a good marketing
organisation. Fhe MPAL programme no doubt contemplates
the creation of conunon facilities for production, processing,
storage and marketing. But for the programme to be successtul,
it is to be based on a commercial production and not on a
hyproduct production as in the past. The implications are all
too evident. A subsidiary occupation programme for small and
marginal farmers and agricultural Iabourers will not succeed
without the adequate infrastructure of production, processing,
marketing and storage along with the required veterinary ser-
vices. This has been explained in detail in our Inferim Report
on Milk Production through Small and Marginal Farmers and
Agricultural  Labourers,  This s also confirmed in  the
Interim Reports on Poultry, Sheep and Pig Production® and on
Sericulturey. The subsidiary. programmes to help the small-man
must bhe substantial.  The Commission is of the view that the
same pattern as for the milk production programme would
have to be tollowed in'the case of other subsidiary occupations.
A massive programme of this nature can be sustained if the
number of beneliciaviestis suthicientle targe. It was this Togic
which made the Commission vécommend in its Interim Report
on Milk Production through Small and Marginal Farmers and
Agricultural Labourers that the milk programme should cover
small farmers, marginal farmers and agricultural labourers in
the same arca and give them a two-thirds share in the benelits,

3.7. We thus find that whether it is development of crop
production through hrrigation or water harvesting and land
development in rainfed arveas or development through subsi-
diary occupation programnes, 2 compact area approach is neces-
sary, which certainly allows the programmes to benefit the small
as well as the marginal farmers m the same arca. Our objective
being to henefit the small and marginal farmers and agricultural
labourers so that thev can better themselves and cross the
poverty line, it possible, with State assistance and our above
analvsis showing that there is need to cover both small and
marginal farmers under the irrigation, land development and

*Interim Report on Poultry, Sheep and Pig Production  Through Small
and  Margmal Formers and  Agriculuural — Labourers for Supplementing
their Income.

*Interim Report on Sericulture.
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subsidiary occupations programmes in the same area, the artifi-
cial distinction between SFDA programme and MFAL pro-
gramme should now be given up.

3.8. The Comumission, therefore, recommends that in all
programunes of SFDA/MFAL, a compact area approach should
he tollowed and these Ageucies should cover both small and
marginal farmers and agricultural labourers in the same area.
‘This should hold good 1n respect of both the existing SFDA/
MFAL projects as well as additional ones recomniended in this
Report.

3.9. In paragraph 5.4, wc have cmphasised that the pro-
grammes for small and marginal farmers and agricultural labou-
rers would in future lay emphasis on development of agriculture
with particular refcrence to crop production. This we have
done, keeping in view the possibility that, for a considerable
time to come, the small and marginal farmers and agricultural
lahourers would have to_depend on agriculture alone for their
emplovment and incomes. . The generation of additional in-
comes from the holdings of the small and marginal farmers
would to a great extent depend on the support of irrigation and
the adoption of improved technology in irrigated as well as
dryv aveas. The small and marginal farmers are dis-advantage-
ously placed with regard to both surface and ground water irri-
gation. If water can be made¢ available to them for an intensive
programme of crop production, there can be a substantial and
permanent improvement in their cconomy.  But there are
many difliculties arising out of the present position of the small
and marginal farmers in the village and the existing level of
infrastructure which prevent them from utilising the available
potential economicallv. The difficultics are: —

(1y In the existing irrigation schemes, the holdings ol
large, small and marginal farmers arc gencrallv inter-
spersed and it would be difficult to commit the avail-
able irrigation facility for the bencfit of small and mar-
ginal farmers onlv. In the bulk of the ayacut, water
1s distributed amongst the farmers in propottion to
the size of their irrigable holdings.

(ii) In arcas where ground water schemes arc possible, indi-
vidual investment by a small or marginal farmer is
generally a case of over-capitalisation and State schiemes
have no preference for small and marginal farmers.
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(i) Because of fragmentation of holdings and scattering
of plots, a commnunity approach to irrigation becomes
difhcult without a programme of land consolidation
preceding such an effort.

3.10. In the SFDA/MIAL programmes, there is provision
of long or medium term loan to the farmer for constructing his
own irrigation source, either an open well or a tubewell with
a pumpset, if necessary, If water can be made available to the
small and marginal farmers, the major constraint, by and large,
would have been removed. Irrigation schemes which have the
objective of helping the small and marginal farmers must recog-
nise the difficulties involved and plan to meet all such difh-
culties. In some areas the best irrigation facility that can be
provided is probably a medium or minor irrigation project or a
large-sized State tubewell. If such a scheme is the answer to
the need for irrigation in the selected areas, then it is obvious
that it should be treated as a priority item. We, therefore,
recommend that in areas where surface water schemes or large
scale ground water schemes are  possible, the States should
assume responsibility to plan for irrigation schemes which would
benefit substantially, if not exclusively, the small and marginal
farmers. The State Governments should as a matter of priority
prepare suitable Plan schemes for the selected districts and
earmark necessary Plan funds for the purpose.

3.11. In most cases, however, State assistance will be
required to encourage private initiative in creating an irrigation
scurce. The wells or tubewells can be constructed either indi-
vidually or on a group basis or community basis. Community
wells or tubewells are required in certain specific situations.
Firstly, where the holdings ave fragmented and it is not econo-
mical for any one farmer to own an irrigation source, a com-
munity source is necessary. Secondly, where water table is verv
deep and the large sized tubewells ave the economic answer and
large coverage is necessary for the economy of the project, the
comrunity approach becomes imperative. A third situation is
the extremely dry areas where ground water is limited and the
problemn is to give the benefit to maximum number of small
and marginal farmers. In all these cases a community well is
necessary. It can be through the Panchayats, or the cooperatives
or even by a group of farmers whose lands can be commanded
bv the project. The jointly owned well will be better run than
a purcly community well where the running would be imperso-
nal and may well have to be through paid employees who add
to the cost but not efficiency. A community approach of this
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kind is. however, not casy to get.  On the other hand. this is
necessary in the present status of the SFDA and MFAL projects
where even dry areas have been included. A Panchavat or com-
munity well mav be benefiting the bigger farmers also, though
they inav be in minority, because they happen to be within the
command of the well. But, on the other hand, a joint well or
a tubewell can be purposefully constructed for the sole bencht
of small and marginal farmers. In the absence of consolidation
of holdings, manv small and marginal farmers with scattered
holdings would not be in a position to take advantage of the
programme of community wells individually. The possibilite
of a group of small and marginal farmers having a joint well
waould then have to be explored to benefit as large a number
of such farmers as possible.  In Rajasthan, there are group-
owned wells and the rights of the members of the group are
recorded in the revenue records. This svstem is working satis-
factorily.

$.12. Where land is highly fragimmented, a community ap-
proach becomes difficult. Conselidation of holdings is the best
solution in such a situation. By the process of consolidation,
the holdings of small and marginal farmers could be brought
together into compact blocks where preferential irrigation could
be given to them through State sponsored programme of com-
munity wells. This method has been successtully adopted in
the Federal Republic of Germanyt where the holdings of small
farmers have been brought together into compact blocks ncar
the villuge and the farmers cucouraged to cultivate the block
on a cooperative hasis. The big landholders arc allotted land
awav from the village. This is an-cxample worth emulating
in this country.

3.18. An analvsis of the present position in the States has
revealed  that consolidaiion operations in the SFDA/MEFAL
arcas have been tuken up only in parts of the districts covering
a few sclected number of villages with the bulk of work still
remaing to be done. Replies received from the SFDA project
authoritics indicate that there is no programmuie of land conso-
Hdation in as many as 20 out of 86 projects for which information
is available and of the 16 projects where consolidation pro-
gramme is in operation, it is being undertaken ounly as a con-
tinnation of a Plan programme already under execution in the
arcas but no special priority appears to have been given to ihis
programme. Considering the importance of consolidation of
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holdings in the context of the improvement of the cconomy of
small and marginal farmers, the Commission recommends that
consolidation operations should be accorded priority in the
arcas selected for the programme of developmeut and special
cflorts made to bring the holdings of small and marginal far-
nmers into compact biocks where preferential irrigation through
State sponsored community wells could be arranged for best
results,

3.14. In the absence of consolidation of holdings and where-
ver a ground water scheme is developed, a group approach to
the irrigation needs of the small and marginal fariners would
have to be considered by including. if nccessary, the large far-
mers who might have their lands in the irrigation command
but taking carc to sce that the financial assistance in the shape
of subsidv is madc available only to small and marginal farmers
benefiting from the irrigation source.  We also recommend the
adoption. as far as practicable, of the Rajasthan pattern of
group-owned wells referred. to-in paragraph 3.11.

3.15. Not all the holdings of the small and marginal farmers
in the sclected districts can be under the command of the
ivvigation souwrces.  In fact, theiv number would be substantially
large particularly in arcas which are vclatively less endowed
with water facility and potential.. Even in districts rvelatively
better endowed with water resoveg, | a large number of farmers
would have ta depend on rainfed farming. It is these people
who arc more vulnerable and requird State assistance to improve
their economy. Since the objective of the programme is to help
this category of farmers, it would he necessary to extend the
coverage to the furmers in the rainfed arcas as much as possible.
In thesc aveas drv farming techniques have to be adopted.
‘There ave water harvesting techniques and improved cultivation
practices for ruinfed areas.  One of the techniques could be
i the nature of cross bunds across the slope to vetain moisture
supported by dugwells in the valleys wherever possible.  The
former can be State programucs where they cover large areas
and individual or community programntes with necessary State
assistance where theyv cover single or a few farmers’ holdings.
The State schemes should be taken up as a part of the gencral
programme of minor irvigation and the benehiciaries should be
charged only the water rate for the benetit.  In addition, the
state shonld undertake on its own, works on a substantial avea
for land shaping and soil conservation. cte. as individual effort
in this direction is likely to be limited.
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3.16 The Drvland Farming Projects have thrown up certain
vesults in regard to improved practies of cultivation. In order
that maximum gains arc possible from the investments, special
efforts shonld be made to utilise these results and introduce
improved pratices in the selected areas under rainfed conditions.

3.17 To sum up, a combined programme of development
should be taken up on a compact area basis and should stress
on the following: —

(1) Intensive crop production in areas already covered bv
irrigation facilities with State assistance to the small
and marginal farmers;

(if) Contruction of new private irrigation sources and
public irrigation works to benefit small and marginal
tarmers in the area with appropriate State assistance
and support for a programmec of intensive crop pro-
duction; and

(i) Promotion of suitable eropping patterns and scientific
dry-farming practices in the area where irrigation may
not be possible, with State assitance, in order to in-
crease the viceld ‘and also provide a base for possible
subsidiary occupations like animal husbandry, poultry,
cte., as recommended in our Interim Reports.

3.18 In the foregoing analysis, we have laid stress on inten-
sive development of crop’ production for the benefit of small
and marginal farmers belonging to the poorest 30 per cent of
the population so that thev can, with adequate State support,
improve their economic position. It is to realise this objective
that we have also recommended the coverage of both small and
marginal tarmers in selected areas under the special programmes
taken up for the development of crop production. According
to the definition now adopted, small farmers having holdings
between | and 2 hectares in irrigated arcas and between 1 and 3
hectares in «ry arcas and marginal farmers having holdings of
one hectare and below are to be the partipants in the program-
mes undertaken in SFDA and MFAL project areas. In some
areas, the limit has been raised even upto 4 hectares. As we have
noted carlier, a farmer with a two hectare holding even in a dry
arca can attain au income level above the minimum considered
nationally desivable. It does not stand to reason. theretore,
to extend the bhenefit of this programme to farmers having
holding sizes, above 2 hectaves. A recent study conducted by



23

Agricultwral Economics Research Centre, Dellii in one SFDA/
project area concludes that:—

“We have sufficient evidence to prove that proper
attention has not been given to the problem of iden-
tification of small farmers. It is our impression that
SFDA programme is treated as a programme of cx-
tended benefits and farmers—big or small—trv to muke
suitable adjustments to pocket these benefits.  TFicld
staff-—partly in their enthusiasm to fulfil the targets
and partly in order to enlist the cooperation of in-
fluential persons for propagation of the programme
—are willing to cooperatc with the farmers. The
result is that all the benefits extended under the scheme
have not gone to the small farmers and leakages in the
real cffectiveness of the programwe have been found
to be not less than 50 percent.”*

3.19 Another studyt-conducted- in MFAL district has
indicated that while the programme was intended to be limited
to onlv marginal farmers, out of 48 participant households
selected for the study, six of the households have lands between
2.8 and 4 hectarcs. These features are disturbing. If the pro-
gramme for small and marginal farmers has to be wuly a pro-
gramme for the removal of their poverty, it is necessary to be
vigilant and selective and to direct State assistance to those
who deserve it the most. The dilution of the programme through
leakages cannot be allowed.  The Commission recommends that
the maximum limit of holdiugs of small farmers should not be
above 2 hectares and of marginal farmer above one hectare.

3.20. The National Sample Survey data on the distribution
of owenership holdings? bv size classes reveal that the number
of ownership holdings in the country in the range up to one
hectare is about 35 million while the nwnber in the range of
I to 2 hectares 1s about 11 million. This gives a ratio of about

*Small Farmers Development Pecgramme in Amritsar-Ferozepur (Punjab)-—
Auv evaluation of progress and Problems—Agricultural Economics Re-
search Centre, Upiversity of Delhi, Delhi, 1973,

1+Study on Marginal Farmers and Agricultural Tabour  Development
Programmes i the district of Bankura, West Bengal”-—Agro-Economic
Research Centre, Viswa Bharati, Shantinekatan, 1973.

iNSS Report No. 144-17th Round.
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11 in respect of ownership holdings of marginal and small far-
mevs. e will be reasonable to expect the coverage of the pro-
gramme to follow, on the acreage, tiis pattern in the combined
projece areas.  This would ensure that the programme has the
necessary tile in favour of the marginal farmers who are more
numerous w the country.

3.21 Considering  the administrative capability and  the
need to devote individual attention, we feel that it should be
possible to cover about 70.000 tarmers in the avea under an
Agency during the Fifth Vive Year Plan. It is administrativelv
most convenient to organise the programmes on a district basis,
It would, therctore, be preferable to follow the principle ot
one district one Agency. Where extension of the area to
adjoining districts becomes absolutely necessary due to local
conditions, the minimum additional areca which can be brought
within the told of the Agency should be a Block. In general.
the programmes will cover (17500 small farmers and 52,500
marginal farmers in cach. Agency arca thus cnsuring the ratio
1:35. The coverage of small and marginal farmers for the deve-
lopnient of crop production in cach of the sclected areas will
then vary programmewise. accordingly as these aveas are well
endowed with water faclity and potential or relatively less
endowed from rhe point of view of extending irrigation support.

a

3.22.0 At priesent, 79.5 Agency Units are operating the pro-
gramme for small and margimal tavmers and agricultural labou-
rers in the States and Union Territories.  The Agency Units
in the Unton Territories of Goa. Dclhi and Pondicherry as
well as those of Hoshiarpur and Ropar in Punjab have been
treated as fractional units since the allocation of funds to these
Agencies is less than what is normally given to fulfledged Agen-
cies in other arcas. These Agencey Units comprise 16 SFDA and
12 MFAL projects.  Among these Units, six are common to
both the SEDA and MFAL.

328, Owr approach being the  creation of a combined
Agency to ook alter the programme of small and warginal far-
mers and agricultural labourers in cach area and our objective
being 10 cover on an average, about 70,000 small and marginal
farmers Tamilies in the programme, we recommend that the
proposed combined programme should be extended during the
Fitth Five Year Plan period to 160 Agency Units including the
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existing 795 Agency Units,  This will mean the extension of
the programne to an additional 80.5 Agency Units during the
Fifth Plan.  The expanded programme will thus cover about
P million families by the end of the Fifth Plan.

3.24. Since the programme is for small and marginal farmers
and agricultural labourers, it scems appropiiate to atlocate 160
Agency Units to the States and Union Territories on the basis.
ot the number of familics belonging to these categories.  But
Statewise information on the number of small and marginal
farmer families 1s not available. In the circumstances, based
on the available census figures of cultivators and agricaltural
Labouwrers, the number belonging to the category of small and
marginal farmers has been apporiioned on the basis of the
observed size class distribution of ownership holdings to get a
rough indication of the State-wise distribution of the number of
sinall and marginal farmers. We have distribuced 160 Agency
Units among the States and Union Territories on this basis.
Somne States have a largecaumber of- Units than warranted by
the principle adopted for-distribution. Since these projects are
alrcady on the ground ‘and cannot be withdrawn, the number
of Agency Units in some States would have to be less than
those to which they are entitled. The additional Agency Units
have bheen allocated to the States after making the necessary
adjustments, The Commission, therefore, recommends adop-
tion ol the following allocation 'of Agency Units to the States
and Union Territorics.

TaprLe --ALLOCATION OF ADDITIONAL AGENCY UNITS TO STATES

State/UT Existing Additioal Total
Ageney Ageney Ageney
Units. Units. Units.
1 2 3 4
Andhra Pradesh 4 11 15
Assam 4 -— 4
Bihar 5 13 18
Gujarat 5 1 6

Harvana 3 3




1 2 3 +
Himachal Pradesh 2 — 2
Jammu & Kashmir 4 — -+
Kerala 2 2 +
Madhya Pradesh ) 7 12
Maharashtra 4 8 12
Manipur 1 — 1
Meghalaya 2 — 2
Mysore 5 2 7
Nagaland 1 — 1
Orissa 5 2 7
Punjab + — +
Rajasthan 3 — 3
Tamil Nadu 5 7 12
Tripura 1 — 1
Uttar Pradesh 6 20 26
West Bengal 5 4 9
Dethi 5 — 3
Goa, Daman & Diu 3 — 3

Pondicherry 5 -— 3

Arunachal Prudesh — 5 .5

Unallotted — -3 3
79:5 80.5 160-0

The details are given in Appendix IV

5.25. About fftv percent of the existing Agencies appear
to bhe located in districts which are relatively better endowed
with water facilitv and potential. In our Interim Report on
Modernisine Irrigation Systems and Integrated Development of
Commanded Areas, we had advocated development of the com-
manded areas of the irrigation projects. It is understood that
special programmes of development for these areas are being
contemplated for the Fifth Plan which would benefit small and
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marginal farmers in these areas. The number of better endowed
areas wil¥, thercfore, be limited where the combined programme
of small and marginal farmers could be extended. The next
best areas which can be selected for this programme would be
those having fairly assured rainfall. The programme need not
be extended to drought affected districts in which a separate
programme has heen taken up.

3.26. Agricultural development leads to greater cconomic

activity. It may rcasonably be assumed that the programmes
suggested in this Report will lead to considerable public and
private works, intensive cultivation and extra production. We
have recommended that the States should take up irrigation and
land development works through State investinent on a substan-
tial scale in the areas sclected. All these would have their impact
on the demand for labour. A very rough cstimate made* reveals
that on an average, for the arca under cach Agency, a require-
ment of about 70,000 manyvears of 100 days can be expected
directly {rom the investment progtamme. The details are shown
in Appendix V. If it is assumed that 50 percent of this labour
would be provided by small and marginal farmers themselves,
the requirement of the agricultural Iabourers is likely to be,
on an average, about 35,000 manyears of 100 davs in each area.

3.27. The programmes suggested above are basically orien-
ted towards improvement of crop production by small and
marginal tarmers. While through this development small and
marginal farmers above a certam level of holdings in irrigated
and rainfed areas can be enabled to rise above the minimum
level of consumption, there will be a large number still left
who may not have an incremental income sufficient to cross the
poverty line. To the extent possible, these small and marginal
farmers would have to be assisted with subsidiary occupation
programmes or suitable labour assignments to improve their
cconomic position.

$.28. The subsidiary occupation programme is the miain
ingredient of the MFAL programine so far under exceution.
This programme has generally been of the nature of milk pro-
duction and poultry raising. Some amount of sheep and pig
rearing has also been supported here and there. In paragraph
3.6, we have discussed the magnitude of the programme which

*The Report of the Working Group on  Agriculture of the Committee on
Unemployment, Govt. of India, 1972, was utilised for the calculations.
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alone can give a steady and remunerative occupation to the
entrepreneur of this cluss. The Commission has cavefully con-
sidercd whether in the combined programme for the small
and marginal farmers and agricultural labourers the subsidiars
progranune should be continued as a part of the main pro-
gramme invariably in all the projects.  In its Interim Report
on Milk Production through Small and Marginal Farmers and
Agricultural Labourers, the Commission has recommended a
programme for 107 districts in the country during the Fifth
Plany period which, in its opinion, can be supported by an ade-
quate marketing complex and an assured demund in selected
urbuan centres of sufficient size. A number of districts where the
combined programme would be taken up mayv coincide with the
majority of the districts selected for the milk programme. The
Commission recommends that the subsidiary mitk programme
should be superimposed a5 a separatc programme in thesc
combined programme districts. The financing of the milk pro-
gramne should be self-contained in a separate programme and
should not be done from out-of the project funds now car-
mavked for the combined programme. Sumilarly, in the Interim
Report now being issaed by the Commission on Poultry, Sheep
and Pig Production, 167 districts for poultyy, 140 districts for
sheep and 100 districts for, pig have been suggested for the
intensive progranmes. These subsidiary programmes should,
similarly, be taken up in those combined programnme districts
which coincide with those'suggested for the individual special
programmes of poultry, pig and sheep rearing.  The financing
of the programmes for each species should be similurly self-
contained and should not form part of the combined pro-
gramme funds. In other districts of the combined programme,
the Commission recommends that haphazard and small schemes
of such subsidiary occupations shonld not be sponsored or sup-
ported by the Agencics.

5.29. The combined programme Agencics should be in close
touch with the special programmes of milk production, poultry
raising, sheep rearing and pig production in whichever districts
these special programmes are superimposed.  These Agencics
should be responsible for identifying the beneficiaries amongst
small and marginal farmers and agricultural labourers for these
special programmes.  The Agencies should take steps to see
that in this sclection such of the small farmers, marginal farmers
and agricultural labourers as would not ger over the minimum
need level by the crop production and arca development pro-
grammes alone, mav be suitably sclected to give them an addi-
tional income to cnable them to cross the minimum need level.
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A substantial number of persons selected for the special pro-
gramme should be additional to the persons selected for the
main progranunc. This is necessary so as to spread the benelits
to as large a nuwmwber of the population in the lowest threc
deciles of income in the rural sector as possible.  As a rough
guide, more than half of the bencficiaries m the special schemes
should be outside the main programme of crop production.

3.30. In the old programme, the agricultural labourer was
directly Jooked after only in the MFAL arcas in two ways. A
certain amount of finances from the programme was earmarked
for rural works. This amount was of the order of Rs. 20 lakhs
per project.  In addition, the labourers were also included in
the subsidiary occupation programmes like milk production.
poultry, sheep and pig rearing. Of course, their participation
in the programme was very marginal. In the SFDA programme,
therc was no direct provision for the agricultural labourers. It
was contemplated that the programme of additional agricultural
production would automatically Iead to additional employment
facilities for the labourers: No attempt was made to quantify
this. In the combined programme, the agricultural labourers
would be given fair opportunity in the subsidiary occupation
programmes wherever they ave superimposed on the main pro-
gramme. A substantial number of districts being covered by
these additional programmes, the benefits would be also sub-
stantial in these districts.. The subsidiary programmes now
contemplated are scveral times larger than the previous pro-
gramnes attempted under the MEAL projects. In addition, the
area development progranmuues provided for in the combined
programme would gencrate labour opportunities of 35,000 man-
vears of 100 days each to the agricultural labourers in the area
as has been explained in paragraph 3.26. This is more than
four times what has been provided in the MFAL programme
specifically for agricultural labourers.  In addition, the much
more intensive crop production programme, both under irriga-
ted agriculture and dry farming, would give increased labour
opportunitics to agricultural labourcrs in the districts than
in the old programme.

$.81. The programmes outlined above would have to be
nnplcmentcd with a sensc of urgency. The Commission recom-
mends that the entire programme should be time-bound that
target-oriented to get tangible results within the specified period.

34 NCA/ND/73



SECTION 1V

TECHNICAL AND INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT
TO THE PROGRAMME

4.1. The organisation and the administration of the pro-
grammes of development for small and marginal farmers arc
important if full results out of the efforts to help the weaker
sections of the community are desired. Our recommendations
being for a combined approach to the problems of small far-
mers, marginal farmers and agricultural labourers in the area
of operation, it would be necessary to develop a suitable orga-
nisation and structure which would give reasonable results. In
both the SFDA and MFAL projects, the present approach is to
have a coordinating organisation with a minimum of staff who
would lay down the programme and ask for implementation.
‘The task of actual implementation is to be distributed amongst
the extension, supply and credit agencies already working in the
districts. It was not contemplated that any new structure would
be created for the actual implementation of the field programme.

4.2, In the course of implementation, difficulties are faced
in bringing the concerned organisations together in the pro-
gramme in the manner required. All these organisations already
in the ficld have responsibilities of a varied kind and the SFDA
and MFAL projects are not their only responsibility.  They
are, therefore, unable to give the concentrated attention which
the programme demands. Secondly, it has been the experience
all along that a common service in the rural sector is generally
pre-empted by the rich and influential sections of the com-
munity. Unless special steps are taken to direct attention to the
weaker sections and ensure targets of performance, it would be
difficult to achieve results.

4.3. The National Seminar on Small/Marginal Farmers and
Agricultural Labourers (1972) brought out the fact that the
normal extension staff in the selected districts had, by and large,
failed to provide sufficient guidance and assistance to the SFDA
and MFAL authorities in identifying the problems of small and
marginal farmers and agricultural labourers and in formulating
appropriate programmes for implementation with the result
that the SFDA and MFAL Agencies did not receive adequate
extension support on the field. In such a situation, it would be
necessary to ensure that special programmes like those of the

30



31

SFDA and MFAL which are meant for the weaker sections of
the population are not neglected because of lack of attention
by the extension staff at all levels—district, block, circle and
village. The extension machinerv in the districts should, of
necessary, be strengthencd and oriented to pay particular atten-
tion to the problems of small and marginal farmers.

4.4 It is admitted that the present structure of cooperatives
1s not cthcient in meeting the needs of the weaker sections. The
Commission cxamined the problems of credit, supply, services
and marketing for the various programmes meant for the small
and marginal tarmers and agricultural labourers and recom-
mended in its Interim Report on Credit Services for Small and
Marginal Farmers and Agricultural Labourers the establishment
of an intergrated agricultural credit service to tackle those pro-
blems. For this purpose, Farmers’ Service Societies were pro-
posed to be set up at the Tehsil;Block level and linked with
the Lead Bunk of the district. 'The recommendations of the
Commission in this regard have been cxamined and the pro-
posal to constitute Farmers™ Service Societies has been accepted
by the Government with certain. modifications. The proposal
is to set up Farmers' Scrvice Socictics in selected arcas as a
pilot experiment.

4.5. With a view to bringing about proper coordination bet-
ween the SFDA/MFAL Agencics and the Farmers® Sexvice Socie-
ties, it is proposed that one of the nominated Dircctors on the
Farmers” Secrvice Socicty should be an oflicer of the SFDA/
MFAL. Tle Director so nomnated would attend meetings
regularly and give necessary guidance to the Board as well as
the Managing Director of the Society, so that it functions effec-
tively in implementing the various programmes meant for small
and marginal farmers and agricultural labourers. Similarly, it
is expected that the services of the entire extension machinerv in
the district would become available to Farmers’ Service Societies.

4.6. The Farmers™ Service Societv is expected eventually to
meet the cost of its staft including technical staff in the field. To
start with, howcver, it is envisaged that subsidies would be ncces-
sary for managerial and technical personnel. Apart from the
extension staff of the State Government or Zila Parishad/Pan-
chayat Samiti, the Society would be having its own cell of
technical personnel and ficld supérvisors, the number and cate-
gory of such technical staff and field staff being dependent on
the area of its operation. It is cxpected that the financing insti-
tution. where it is a commercial bank, would meet the cost of
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the Managing Director of the Society for a period of 3 to 5
vears. Similarly, in the initial years, the State Governments
would have to provide subsidy towards the cost of the staff of
the Socicty.

4.7. Thus, when a Farmery’ Service Societv is organised, it
can, in one place, provide credit, scrvice, supply and marketing
facilities and also technical advice. In such an event, the co-
ordinating Ageney in the district, i.e. SFDA/MEAL, will have
a much casier task to handlc having to attend onlyv to a certain
number of Farmers' Scrvice 50(1u,1cs in the district and ensure
that their requirements me et in time by the concerned autho-
rities.  For this reason, the Commission recommends that as
many Farmers’ Service Societies as possible should he established
in the project arcas.

4.8. The adoption of improved agricultural practices requi-
res technical advice and extension service. In its Interim Report
on Some Aspects of Agricultural Rescarch, Extension and Train-
ing, the Commission has recommendced that from the point ot
view of cnsuring an cflective extension service on the field,
is desirable to provide & graduate Agricultural Extension ()ﬂlcer
for a population of .11)(»11& 10.000 to l 000 (at which level, inci-
dentally, the branches ol the Farmers’ Scervice Socictics are to
be organised) and at the taluk devel provide a group of subject-
matter specialists relevant to the programme in the arca. To
start with, we recommend the same pattern in the districes
where special programmes for small and marginal farmers are
m opceration.

4.9. We have noted carlier that 2 common service is gene-
rally presemipted by the more influential among the rural popu-
lation, There has, therefore, to be some special arrangements
to ensure adequate attention to the small and warginal farmers
in the project areas. This is all the more necessary because we
have suggested coverage of large number of small and marginal
farmers in rainfed aveas. where technical competence is an extre-
melv important factor. A small man requires the facilities
much more.  Individual attention o problems of small and
marginal farmers would be possible only when the structure in
the (hsul(t is suitably strengthened and oriented to their needs.
The strengthening would he necessary at all levels. At the vil-
lage level. each village level worker should not have more than
seven to cight villages under his jurisdiction as in the case of
Intensive Agricultural Area Programmes. The success of the
programmes outlined in the previous Section would depend in
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a large measure on the type and scale of extension service that
the States are able to provide. The discussions at the National
Seminar on Small and Marginal Favrmers have revealed that the
States have not so far provided the necessary additional staff in
the project aveas. If there is similar neglece in future, the entive
programme will suffer.  This must not be allowed to happen.
The Commission, thercfore, recommends that the release of
funds for the projects should be linked with the provision of
additional extension staff for the programme in the project areas
by the States. "The Commission 1s emphasising this in the inte-
rest of the programine and the weaker sections of the Society.

4.10. Since the Agriculiural Oflicer in-charge of a district
has numerous responsibilitics, the Commission recommmends that
there should be a Special Officer under him to coordinate, guide
and supervisc the work of the specialists and extension workers
in the field in relation to the programmes for small and margi-
nal farmers. "The problems of small farmers and marginal far-
mers require close study and understanding and frequent cou-
tact with the actual ficld conditions, “Lhe addition of a whole-
time Special Officer lor agriealture at the disirict level for this
programme would cnsure not only elfective guidance to the
extension workers but also help the projece aunthorities and the
Farmers’ Scrvice Societies, wherever they are established, in for-
mulating suitable programmes and ensuring their implemen-
tation.



SECTION V

FINANCING OF
COMBINED SFDA AND MFAL PROGRAMMES

5.1. Our analysis has shown that for the progrumme to be
successtud, it has to be on a compact area basis and must include
within its ambit the small and marginal farmers and agricul-
tural Iabourers in the same area. The pilot schemes of SFDA
and MFAL had to limit the number of beneficiaries and the
arca of operation in order to restrict the expenditure per dis-
trict to the allotment in the Plan. In this Section, we examine
the financial requirement of the programme we have snggested
during the Yifth Plan period. In this connection, the methods
of financing of the programme at present needs a re-examination.
It is necessary to know whether all the types of subsidies and
help built into the pilot schemes should continue or we can
modity them further in the light of experience.

5.2 Under the approved. scheme, the SFDA provides a
subsidy not exceeding 25 percent of-the capital investment on
construction of wells, ‘purchiase of equipments, livestock, etc.
Similarly, the MIAL Agency also gives subsidy subject to a
maximum of 533-1/3 pereent to the marginal farmers for capital
investment in crop production. animal husbandry, etc. These
subsidies had initially varied from State to State and in one
and the same State from project to project. The Government
of India has since decided to allow the subsidy at o uniform
rate of 25 percent to small farmers and 53-1°5 percent to mar-
ginal farmers and agricultural labourers on capital investment
undertaken by the participant farmers.

a

5.8 There are two important reasons why these subsidies
for capital investment in iand shaping. canals, drainage and
irrigation arc justified and should be continued. The class of
farmers who arc sclected for the programnme comprises thosc
whose present income places them below the minimum need
level of consumption. Even with the facilities available under
the programme, many of them wounld still remain with incomes
helow the minimum need level. This is the class which has so
far not benefited by the massive investment that the State has
made in agricultural development in the shape of irrigation,
soil conservation and other programmes. Till now, the benelits
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have mainly gone to the richer class. In addition, those who
got the benefits of State irrigation projects are not paying ‘even
the moderate maintenance rates, let alone a fair return on the
capital spent. This has resulted in a heavy subsidy in the
system in favour of the richer farmers who have so far been
benefited by the State programmes of irrigation and drainage.
The State should construct a large number of irrigation and
drainage projects for the benefit of the small and marginal
farmers out of their Plan resources but the programmes which
are of the kind of wells and shallow tubewells have to be pri-
vate or community ventures. Because of this, it is not fair to
deny them a certain amount of State support to the programme.
In the view of the Commission, the subsidies of 25 percent for
small farmers and 33-1/3 percent for marginal farmers would
be fully justified.

5.4 Today’s marginal farmer has taken to various subsidiary
occupations to augment his income and try to meet his mini-
mum needs. Subsidiary occupations like animal husbandry,
poultry rearing etc. are still mostly by-product enterprises and
not very remuncrative, - The incomes from such occupations
being insufficient, he has to go in for labour assignments in
the agricultural and non-agricultural fields for his living.
Labour opportunities do ‘not depend on one’s option but one
has to fit into the market demand to get these opportunities
for subsidiary incomes. These farmers have thus developed an
economy which does not allow them to pay full and proper
attention to their own farming operations. 1f to this class the
mvestments bring in opportunities of better farming, it would
take some time before they can adjust to the new routine and
needs, and pav more attention to farming to the detriment of the
normal labour assignments, Further, irrigation may be paying for
itself and give a good income if the arca of the farmer under
irrigation 1s more than half hectare. But with fragmented hold-
ings it may well happen that only one or two of the fragments
get irrigation support. Thereby, the beneficiary is still not out
of the woods. His consumption nceds being imperative, he
requires consideration in the terms of repayment. All this adds
up to the second reason for maintaining the subsidy that is
now given to small and marginal farmers in the projects.

5.5 At present, 50 pcrcent subsidy 1is given to‘ irrigation
projects constructed by Panchayats/Cooperatives or Gramsabhas
where the benefits flow largely to small and marginal farmers.
This belp has also been allowed to State tubewell organisa-
tions. We have scen that in certain cases a group approach
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to wells or tubewells would be beneficial. When some small
farmers and marginal farmers combine themsclves for the
construction of a well or a tubewell, thev would be entitled
to subsidy as applicable to them. We think that a similar
dispensation to Panchayat or Cooperative or Gramsabhas would
be in order. There is no nced to grant a higher rate of subsidy
when thesc organisations undertake to construct wells or tube-
wells for the community. When a large farmer comes within
the command of such a well or tubewell, he should pay for his
share of the cost and no subsidy is required for him. No subsidy
need, however, be given to State Corporations. The State Gov-
crnments would have to cnsurc that these Corporatiops give
special priority to the development of minor irrigation in the
combined programme districts which would bencht a substan-
tial number of small and marginal farmers.

5.6 In the irrigation programme, there is a risk of failure
of the well or tubewell that has to be faced. As the small farmer
or marginal farmer cannot afford, to bear the loss, some consi-
deration is necessary. At present, some States have cvolved a
scheme of bearing 25 to 100 percent of such infructuous expen-
diture. For the marginal farmer, e¢ven the half charge without
getting anv benelits mav be too much! In the view of the Com-
wission, the problem of risk can be rationalised by following, as
far as practicable, the mcthod adopted in Rajasthan for instal-
ling community tubewells. Fhe problem arises in difficult areas
where ground water is scarce and the quantities also vary from
well to well. In such aveas, maximum benefit to the arca can
he obtained by planning the location of the wells or tubewells
on a scientific basis without reference to the persons on whose
Jand it would fall; then treating them as community wells to
be used by all the small and marginal farmers whose lands can
he covered by the source. Thereby, it is possible to pre-empt, to
some extent, the available ground water in favour of the small
and marginal farmers’ programme and also to get maximum
benefit out of the available water. The Commission recommends
that in dithcult arcas, this method should be uniformly adopted.
According to the Rajasthan pattern, the standard output per
well for the scheme is fixed taking into consideration the past
experience of the area or similar areas and also based on the
economics of possible agriculture on the amount of output
allowed in the standard. If a bore or an cxcavation for a well
docs not strike water, the cost of the bore or excavation is not
charged to the community. If the well gives the standard output,
it is charged the average cost of completed wells in the area.
If the output is less, the charge on the well is proportionately
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less. Similarly, if the output is larger, the charge is proportion-
ately larger. After the entire account is settled, whatever is not
recovered from the community Is treated as the State subsidy for
the failure to strike water or a rcasonable quantity of water. A

risk fund has, thercfore, to be built into the budgets of the
Agencies,

5.7 In the cxisting budgets of SFDA/MFAL there is already
a provision for failed well subsidy. "The provision generally
made is about Rs. 1.0—1.5 lakhs. In view of the fact that there
1s considerable emphasis now on ground water survey before
well points are located, the frequency of failure may be less. In
arcas better endowed with water facility and potential, a pro-
vision of Rs. 1.5 lakhs per Agency for the risk fund may be
sufficient to insulate against completely failed wells and cases of
insufficient discharge from the wells. In areas less endowed with
water facility and potential, we fcel that a risk fund of about
Rs. 3 lakhs may be necessary.

5.8 We have recommended that @ substantial number of
small and marginal farmers in dey areas should be covered under
the programme. The farmers in these arcas may be slow to
accept the improved technology of farming and make necessary
investments. ‘The State can play a vital role in such arecas by
organising works of its own. The State should undertake niajor
works which arc to be organised on catchment basts. In the
case¢ of minor works on individual holdings or a few farmers’
holdings tuken together, State subsidies to individuals would be
necessary for programmes of land shaping, contour bunding ectc.
In the budgets of the Agencies, therefore, there is need to pro-
vide both for the State works and individual or group works.
On the basis of the assumptions and calculations made in Ap-
pendix VI, it appears that, on an average, in arcas better endo-
wed with water facility and potential, a sum of Rs. 45 lakhs
would he sufficient for works to be taken up by the State in
cach project arca. In less endowed arcas, a sum of about Rs.
67.50 lakhs may be nccessary for cach Agency.

5.9 An area programme for small and marginal farmers
with suitable land development and irrigation facilities and
technical advice makes the production levels fairly securc and
the investment creditworthy. The schemes are theoretically
neutral to scale. Yet it is a fact that the cooperative scctor.
though it has accepted the concept of growth for purposes of
determining creditworthiness. has been reluctant to invest large
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sums of moncy to support the marginal farmers or even small
farmers who may have viable programmes for proved credit-
worthy schemes. It is to woo them out of this reluctance that
the large subsidies in long, medium and short term loans have
been built into SFDA/MFAL credit systems. Are these people
of small personal credit needs really a credit risk? It is gene-
rally the experience that the people of modest means try to
discharge their debt obligations promptly because they are only
too well aware of the risk of not paving which might result in
the source of supply drying up.

5.10 In order to induce the cooperatives to support the pro-
duction programme of the small farmer, marginal farmer and
agricultural labourer, the scheme offers special subsidy of 6
percent to the primary cooperatives on the additional loans
advanced by them to thesc people and 3 percent to the coopera-
tive banks on this amount in the SFDA areas. In the MFAL
areas, the corresponding amounts of subsidy are 8 percent and
3 percent. For long term credit, the land development banks
get a 8 percent risk fund subsidy on their additional loaning to
small and marginal farmers. These rates are fairly high. It is
understood that at present the drawal on this risk fund is sub-
stantially lower than what was provided initially in the pro-
gramme. It is true, however, that the loaning itself has been
of a very low order in the SFDA and MFAL areas. Thus, we
find that in all the SFDA projects; long and medium term loans
advanced by cooperatives from thel inception upto March, 1975
have been only about Rs: 2] crores and Rs. 8 crores respectively.
The short term credit up to March 1973 during the cooperative
vear 1972-73 has also been only about Rs. 17 crores advanced
to about 3.4 lakhs participant farmers against 23.6 lakhs farmers
identified for participation in the programmes. These are clearly
much below that required for a programme to generate produc-
tion which should substantially add to the net income of the
parties involved. Yet the programmes that are being propa-
gated arce all creditworthv schemes provided the full credit is
given and the technical consultancy is made available. The
risk clcment, therefore, is much less than in a general programme
relating to the weaker sections of the community. In the view of
the Commission, there is, thercfore, no special reason why subsi-
dies at such high rates should be given to the credit organisa-
tions. It is obvious that the cooperative credit system is lagging
behind not for lack of sufficient incentives but undoubtedly for
other reasons which the Commission has already dealt with in
its Interim Report on Credit Services for Small Farmers, Margi-
nal Farmers and Agricultural Labourers. It is observed that
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possibly in some projects, this risk fund is being used to support
the share capital to be contributed by the farmers. We feel that
the subsidy to be given in cach programme which has been
accepted for implementation should be more than enough to
cover the share capital of the small and marginal farmers joining
the cooperative credit system. '

5.11 Considering this, the Commission recommends that
the risk  fund subsidy allowed to the cooperative credit
agencies for additional long, medium and short term loans
should be scaled down and given on the following pattern: —

Recommended Pattern of Risk Fund Subsidy

Existing Recommended

Long-term Loans:

Land Mortgage Banks 3% 2%
Medium-term Loaus :

Primary Societies 694% 4%

Central Cooperative 3% 2%

Banks
Short-term Loans:

Primary Societics 6% 4%

Central Cooperative 3% 2%

Bauks

*8% in MFAL areas.

512 The Commission would like to draw attention to a
disturbing fact which has come to its notice. We understand
that in the lending programme under the ARC schemes in some
areas, the full amounts of the loans granted to small and
warginal farmers are not reaching them. A substantial part
of these loans is being deducted towards the recovery of old
debts and only the balance is being made over to the farmers.
As a result, the effectiveness of the credit programme which is
designed to increase productive capabilities of the farmers
gcts considerably reduced. It is necessary to be vigilant and
avoid such a situation in the credit programmes for small and
marginal farmers. It is further understood that the banks have
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also a practice by which they endeavour to liquidate a small
carlier debt by adding a suitable amount to the value of the
loan so as to obtain the first charge on the security. So long as
this docs not affect the proceeds of the loan granted to a small
or marginal farmer, there might not be any dithculty. How-
ever, considering the totality of the situation, the Commission
would like to emphasise that the loans are given for specific
purposes but if the amounts are allowed to be diverted, it
would seriously undermine the cffectiveness of the programme.
The Commission, therefore, reconmends that adequate precau-
tions should bhe taken so that the full amounts of the credit
sauctioned to the small and marginal farmers for improving
their crop production do reach them. There should not be
any deductions by way of adjustment of old debts.

5.18 Mavginal farmers in the MFAL arcas ave allowed sub-
sidies for inputs consisting of sceds, fertilisers and pesticides upto
$8-1/3% percent subject to a ceiling of Rs. 100 per participant
{unless a higher financial linit has already been sanctioned for
special reasons in a particular:project). - This subsidy is allow-
ed for two scasons within:a year or spread over two  years
depending on local conditions. In the view of the Commis-
sion, this subsidy should be limited to only one cropping season.
Where irrigation development is possible, the marginal furmer
need be helped inidally [ to take to improve agricultural
practices. Tt is hoped that the rveturns from the irvrigated
tarming will be suficient to demonstrate to him the utility of
improved technologv. In dry aveas, a substantial portion of
the area would come under development through Government
works. Moreover, in the scheme of things, there is also provi-
sion for subsidv on the cost_of transport of inputs. Here also,
the marginal farmer should be helped only initially to adopt
improved farming practices for which a certain amount of help
may be necessary.  The input subsidy to marginal  farmers
should, therefore, be restricted to only one cropping scason.

5.14 In thc present scheme, there is provision for sub-
sidies for marketing and processing units and for custom service
units and charges. The Commission feels that the  State
Governments should draw up Plan schemes in the State sector
for marketing and processing units and no special subsidy for
these from the Agency funds is, therefore, called for. .As
regards custom service units and charges also, no special subsidy
is considercd necessary in view of the various other subsidies
and help contemplated to be given to the individual beneficiary.
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Assistance is available under other schemes to set up custonr
service centres.  This should be availed of by the Agro-Indust-
ries Corporations to set up such centres. What the Statc
should cnsure is that fair rates are charged for these services
from the beneficiaries and that the services we available in
time to them.

5.15 The SFDA and MFAL schemes have a provision for
subsidy for transport of input. The Commission feels that
this subsidy should be continued. We feel thag a provision per
Agency of Rs. 1 lakh for comparatively better endowed arcas
and Rs. 2 lakhs for relatively less endowed arcas should be
allowed.

516 There is need to develop markets and storage facili-
tics in the project areas. In the budgets of the existing pro-
jeets, there 1s a provision for subsidy to cooperatives for storage
construction.  Similaly,  funds arve also  provided by the
Agencics for market development., In our view, such assistance
should continue to be given.  We feel that a provision of Rs. 4
Takhs per Agency for this purposc would be sufficient.

5.17 The provision for staff subsidy to institutions and
provision for Agency stall which are now built into the bud-
gets of the Agencics should hereafter be made by the State
Governments in their Plan hudgets. In making this recom-
mendation, the Commission is guided by the consideration that
when the programme is heing extended substantially to cover
a large number of small and marginal  farmers, the States
should also come forward to share some of the burden,

5.18 In  Section IV, —we have seen that the concept of
Farmers’ Service Society has been accepted. It may be expec-
ted that 40-50 such Societics may be established in the Agency
areas during the Fifth Plan. "These Socicties would require
financial support towards the cost of staff in the initial years.
Fxcept the salary of the Managing Director, which is to be
borne by the financing bank, the State Government would he
required to bear the cost of other staff of the Society. In addi-
tion. the States would have to contribute Rs. 1 lakh as contri-
bution to the share capital per Society.

5.10 We have also stressed in Section IV that for the
sitccess of the programme it would be essential Tor the State
Governmeuts to provide adequate extension stafl in the arcas
where these projects would be taken up. The cost of this
additional staff should be borne by the States themsclves.
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5.20. Taking into consideration the requirement of funds
to be provided by the States towards the staff subsidy to insti-
tutions including the Farmers® Service Societies, staff of the
Agencies and the extension staff, it scems rcasonable to pro-
vide, on the average, about Rs. 25 lakhs per Agency Unit
during the Fifth Plan. The States would be required to make
the necessary provision in their budgets.

5.21 In Section I1I, the Commission has recommended that
there should be 160 Agency Units to cover about 11 million
families of small and marginal farmers. Keeping in view the
recommendations made above, the Commission has tried to
cstimate the requirements of funds per Agency Unit both in
areas relatively well endowed with water facility and potential,
and areas relatively less endowed with such facility and poten-
tial.  The detailed breakdown of the estimates is in Appendix
VI. On the basis of the calculations made, it appears that a
provision of about Rs. 2.18 crores would have to be made per
Agency Unit in well endowed areas and Rs. 1.91 crores per
Agency Unit in less endowed areas.” ¥or the 160 Agency Units
(76 units in well endowed areas and 84 units in less endowed
areas), the total works out to about Rs. 326 crores. If credit
is taken of nearly Rs. 45 crores likely to be spent during the
Fourth Five Year Plan period on existing SFDA/MFAL pro-
jects, the net requirement works out to Rs. 281 crores. As
recommended by us, the provision of staff subsidy to institu-
tions and for Agency and extension staff  totalling Rs. {0
crores would have to be made in the State Plan sector. The
sequirement in the Central Plan during the Fifth Five Year
Plan will, therefore, be Rs. 241 croves. The Commission e
commends that this amount be provided in the Central sector
during the Fifth Plan.
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AprPENDIX ']
(See para 1.7}
NATIONAL COMMISSTON ON AGRICULTURE
Term of Reference : E{iv:
QUESTIONNAIRE ON SMALL FARMERS

The Small Farmers” Scheme is & scheme for the cconomic betterment of the
small f{armer, based on the principle that  a onc-hectare farm  provided with
irrigation facilities to support two major crops in a  vyear can provide sufficient
output to support a farmer’s family and provide surplus produce for the market
and also surplus income in the honds of the farmer to enable him  to amortise
capital investment in irrigation facilitiecs and land improvement alongwith
short-term credit for intensive agriculture. The scheme, therefore, depends
entirely on the provision of irrigation.  Without the basic irrigation the Small
Farmers’ Scheme is meaningless,

CRITERION

1. Whatis the criterion adopted for determiniug the small fariners and how
has the criterion been arrived at? What will be the nuraber of farmers likely to
come within the scope of the scheme if the limits are fixed at 2.5 to 5 acres in the
case of irrigated or irrigable areas or upto 7.0 acres in the case of assured rainfali
areas?

Irrigation Fucilities

2. The scheme contemplates provision of long or medium-term loan to the
farmer for constructing his own irrigation facilites either an open well or tubewell
with, if neeessary, pumping facilities i€ it is economic. Selection of areas was
to be based on availability of ground water or water in streams from which it
can be lifted.

A rough swrvey shows that there is yet  no attempt to  provide irrigation
facilities for all the families of small farmers taking part in the scheme: thereby
a basic requirement of the scheme appears to have been left unfulfilled.  Is this
observation true in the schemes taken up in your State?

3. I some areas the best irrigation facility that can be provided is probably
medium  or a minorirrigation project, of a large-sized tubewell under State auspice s
No doubt. such an irrigation project will bencfit not only the small farme
families but also the larger farmers in the aren and also the marginal farmers.
Is such a scheme is the answer to the need for irvigation, it is obvious that the first
essential is to complete such a scheme or schemes in the area as a priority item.
Will this not be possible from the Plan resources earmatked for minor irrigation
and medium irrigation-in the State?

4, Insome areas, probably, & combination of both State projects an..d priv arc}
1 H H 3 - ~ T
projects conld be the answer, Has detailed pl'mnn}g been Ydouc for each of thy)s,nzﬂ.
farmers’ schemes in this respect i your Stute? What s thie preseat position .
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5. Afarmer may have his land scatteved over three or four plots, It may be
difficult for one open well or tubewell to irrigate all his plots. In Gujarat, the
problem has been solved to some extent by providing under-ground pipelincs
passing through other people’s lands where the plots are fairly-near, This system
also allows for taking water to neighbour’s field where the neighbour is prepared
to buv water regularly from the farmer. Is it possible to avail of such methods
in your State to 1mprove irrigation command of individual small farmers?

6.  Community wells or cooperative well or tubewell sytems can be one
answer where thereis too much fragmentation or interspersing of small and
marginal farmers’ lands. What are the prospects of such methods succeeding  in
the Small Tarmer’s Schemes in your State?

Technical Support

7. A small farmers’ scheme can succeed only if the farmer has prompt and
effective technical advice to ensure his harvesting a reasonably good crop from
his investments. What is the level of technical support that is given to the small
farmers’ scheme in vour State? Is there a case for carmarking more skilled per-
sonnel for this purpose in the area covered by the small farmers’ schere and, if so,
what are vour suggestions?

Pest Control

8. One of the biggest hazards in intensive cultivation is the damage duc to
pests and diseases. Pest or disease control by individual farmer is ineffective if his
neighbours do not observe similar routine. Pest or discase control is reasonably
cheap if observed on an area basis by all the farmers effectively. Have you any
methods in your State by which you can ensure that area covered by the operation
of the small farmers® scheme can be protected where necessary against pests or
diseases on an area basis by suitable organisation and suitable mobilisation of
funds, equipment and pesticides ? ' Are there any difliculties? Please state,

Marketing

9.  As the objective of the small farmers” scheme is intensive cultivation of
two major crops per year against a single doubtful major crop, there is bound
to be increase in output in the various major crops attempted. Besides, the scheme
will change the small farmers’ group in the area from subsistence-farming to com-
mercial farming, For the first time they will be looking for a market for their
produce. Unless there is a suitable marketing system which will automatically
absorb their produce at a fair price as and when offered, the scheme is bound
to collapse, What is your thinking on this subject? Are any steps being contem-
plated to organise marketing in the small farmers’ areas and, if so, please state the
outlines of the scheme and difficulties, if any?

Credit

10. Long, medium and short-term loans will be required in large quantities
of support a small farmers’ scheme. The scheme contemplates help through co-
operative system. Is your cooperative structure strong enough to take up the
responsibility in the various areas selected for the scheme? If not, what are the
alternatives you are contemplating in making credit availabe to the farmer?
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1. The commercial banking svstem is a possible alternative.  The system
suffers from a lack of expertise in agriculture and a lack of personnel to cover
Jarge areas. A preliminary discussion shows that an adopted-village approach
may produce guick results irom the banking sector. The banks expect that
technical help in formulating the agricultural programmes for the whole village
and giving technical advice at various periods of the cropping scasons will be
available from the Depariment in the village wnd that technical advice will be
available for organised irrigation and constructing wells, tubewells, etc.  Where
rural electrification is needed. thev also expect techuical support.  Is it possible
to identify in the districts seiccied for the Small Farmers. Scheme, Villages which
can be taken up in the first round under an adopted-village scheme to give the
necessarv impetus to the project? YWhat are your views on this subject?

12, Are there anv hmitations in the matter of long-and medium-term
loans for capital investment by small farmer in vour State? IF so, please state them
and give your suggestions lor mmprovement.

Record of Rights

13. What is the present position regarding the recording of rights of the
small farmers, particulariv the tenants’ rights in the land records? s the absence
of such record of iights standing in the way of their getting the credit?  What
measures do vou propose to take 1o ramove this diffieulty?



ArpExnix 1T
(See para 1.7)
NATIONAL COMAMISSION ON AGRICULTURE
Information on Smatl armers Development Agency
1. Name of Project:
2. IDrrigation Number

N

‘ay Nuwmber of small farmers to be covered by SUDA

{b; Number of small furmiers indentified for the purpose so far.
{¢; Number ol farmers out of {at covered by existing  irrigation
facilities,

{d: Additional number of small frmers likely to be covered by
new irrigation sources under the SFDA programme.

(e} Avethere any pockets iu the SFDA area which have existing
irrigation facilities but the small farmers residing in these
pockets have not been lncluded in the SFDA programme?
Ifves, pleaseindicate the number of such farmers,

{(fy  Ave there any pockets in the SFDA area having ivrigation po-
tentinl (including ground water? but the small  farmers
residing in these pockets have not been included in  the
SFDA programme?  Ifves. please indicate the number of
such [armers.

3. Consolidation of holding.

Is there any programme fot sonsolidation i the SFDN arca? I so. please
indicate the details ot the progeamne and progress achieved so far,




List of SEDAJMFAL Projects

Aprenpix 111
(See para 2.4)

Nume of the State; Union

Projecss

Ferritory e e e e e o e e e —
SFBA MFATL
1 2 3
Andhra Pradesh 1. Cuddapah t. Nalgonda
2. Nalgoneda 2. Visakhapatnam
3. Srikakulam
Assam 4. Goalpara 3. Mikie Hills
3. Nowgong 4. Kamrup
Rihar t. Champarsn 5. Ranchi
7. Purnea 6. Shahabad
B A A
(ujarat 9. Junagadh 7. Bulsar
0. Surat 8. Baroda
11. Sabarkantha
Haryana 12, Ambaia 9. Ambala
13. -Gurgaon 10, Bhiwani
Himachal Pradesh 14, Sirmur 11. Solan
Jammu & Kashmir 13 Anantnag 12, Baramula
i6. Jammu-Kathua 13, Poonch-Rajouri
Kerala 17. Cannanore 14, Cannancre
18. Quilon 13, Quilon
Muadhya Pradesh 19, Bilaspur 6. Durg
2. Chhindwara 17. Raison-Schore
21, Ratlam-Ujjain
Maharashera 18, Ramagiri-Satara
19. Parbhani

Ratnagiri-Satar

a
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1 2 3
Manipur 20, Manipur
Mysore 25, Bidar 1. Fumkur
: 26, Mysore 22, Bijapur
27. North Kanara
Naguland 28, Naglan:d 23, Nagalanc
Orissa 29. Bolangir 24, Cuttack
30. Dheunkanal 25, Keonjhar
31, Gunjun
Punjab . . . 320 Amnrisar- 26. Hoshiarpur
Ferozepur 27. Ropar
33, Sangrur-Patiala 26, Jullundur
Rajasthan . 34 vdyn 240 Bhilwara
35, Bharawpur 3. Almer
36. Udaipur
Tamil Nadu 2870 Madurai 31 -Salem
38. South Avor 3z, North Aecos

Tripura .

Uttar Pradesh

West Bengal

Goa, Daman & Dic .

Meghalaya

Pondicherry

Delhi

il

£y 410
it
42,
5"

X
45.
46.

Tirunelveli

Badaun
Fatchpur
Pratapgarh
Rae-Darel

Darjeeling
Hoogly
West Dinajpur

)

2]
oA

o

[V

T

38,

34,
40.

Tripura

Mathura
Ballla

Turuliz
Bunkura
Gon

K & J Hilis
Garo Hills

Pondicherry

Delhi




Allvcation of additional Agency unus to

AppEnDIX 1V
{Sce para 3.24)

States and Union Territories

Cultiva-  Pro-rata  Existing  Additional Total

tors upto  Nc. of Agency Units Units
State/Union Territery 2 hectares Agency  Ubits

and Agri- Units

Labourers*

(in 000’s;

1 2 3 4 K 6
Andhra Pradest 0950 17 4 It 15
Assam . . 2456 4 4 .. 4
Bihar 12887 24 3 13 18
Gujarat 3893 6 5 1 6
Haryana 1310 2 3 .. 3
Himachal Fradesh 687 t 2 2
Jammu & Kashmir . 761 1 4 .. 4
Kerala . 2826 4 2 2 +
Madhya Pradesh 8397 13 5 7 12
Mabarashira 9034 14 4 12
Manipur 203 .35 1 1
Meghalaya 307 X3 2 .. o2
Aysore 4856, 8 3 2 7
Nagaland 178 128 1 .. [
Orissa 4556 o 5 2 7
Punjab 1886 3 q 4
Rajasthan 2993 5 5 .. 5
Tarnil Nadu 8136 13 5 7 12
Tripura . . 286 5 i .. 1
Uttar Pradesh 17542 28 6 20 26
West Bengal . . 6534 10 3 4 9
Andaman & Nicobar 7 .01
Chandigarh . . 3 Neg.
Dadra & Nagar Haveli 27 0.04 .. ..
Delhi . . 33 q] .o .5
Goa. Daman & Diu . 88 4 ) L
Laccadive .. .. . ..
Pondicherry 56 .09 .5 5
Arunachal Pradesh 176 .28 .5 5
Unallotted .. .. 3 3
1010.86 160.00 79.5 80.5 160.00

*The figures have been arrived at on the basis of 1971 Population Census.
The proportion of houscholds holding upta \ .
No. 144~-17th Round, has been used to determine the number of cultivators with

Iand upto 2 hectares.
added.

51

hectares as given in NSS Report

To this. the number of agricultural labourers has been



ArrEnDIX V

{See para 3 .26)

Calewlation of Labour requirements for the investment programme in lhe
area under each Agency

Well endowed area

Relatively  less  en-

dowed area

1 =~ New Minor Drvigation :

Programime . . . Rs.

31.59; fubour component . Rs.

Mandays «f Rs. 2.50/man-
dav . .

Manyears of 100 days

2 - Exiting Irrigation :

Yrogramme . . . Rse

)y

80", labour componcnut o Rs.

Mandays o Rs. 2,50 man=
day

Manvear of 100 davs

£V
'
|

Individual works in dry areas:

Programme . . . Rs.

807 labour component’ . Rs.

Mandays g Rs. 2.50/
manday .

Manyears ol 100 davs

4 — Government $Vorks in dry areas

Programme . . . Rs.
75°5 labour component . Rs.
Mandays @ 2.50/manday Rs.

Manvears of 100 days

o

-— Total manvears of 100 days
@ Rs. 2.50 per day .

If 3094 is hired labour

225 lakhs

70.80 lakhs

28,35,000
28.350

76 .24 takhs
21.00 Jakhs
8.40.000

8.400

7500 lakhs
60.00 Takhs

24,00,000
24,000

45 .00 lakhs
33.75 lakhs
13.50,000

13,500

74,250
37,125

Rs. 90 lakhs

Rs.  23.35 lakhs
11,3+.000
11,310

Rs. 112,50 lakhs

Rs. 90,00 lakhs
36,00,000
36,000

Rs.  67.50 lakhs

Rs. 50.63 lakhs
20,253,000
20.252
67.600
33,800
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AprpEnDix VI
{See para 5.8 & 5.21)

Bastc caleulalions of the programme dimensions and — deiailed breakdotwn
of the estimates

ASSUMPTTONS

I, "There will be a total number of 160 Agencies, including the existing
ones, during the Filth Plan to cover about 11 million farmers.

2. On an average, each Agency will cover 70,000 farmers of which smal
{farmers will number 17,500 and marginal farmers 52,500 in the ratio of 1: 3
tollowing the general pattern in the country as a whole.

{This pattern is revealed by the NSS Report No. 144-17th Round,
according to which the number of ownership holdings in the range
upto one hectare is about 35 million while the number in the range
ol 1 to 2 hectares is about 11 million. This gives a ratio of about 3:1)

3. The limit of small farmers will be upto 2 hectares and marginal farmers
upto one hectare. - Where the limits are lower, as in Kerala, the lower limits
will apply. Morcover, in irrigated areas, it will he reasonable to adopt lower
Yimits. )

4. Vhe programumes will be for development of agriculture with parti-
cular reference to crop praduction.

5. The areas where the Agencies will be working are classified into two
categories -

Those having some irvigation facilities including canal water and good
rainfall and potential for irrigation development and those  relatively less en-
dowed with water facility.

No. of well endowed arcas assumeds
42 existing SFDA/MIFAL arcas
34 new areas

No. ol relatively less endowed areas assumed:
37.5 existing SFDA/MFAL  arcas
46.5 new areas

84.0

6. Tn well endowed areas, 5.000 farmers are assumed as having some
irrigation facilities. Additional irrigation coverage may be about 25,000 farmers.
“Phe vest (40.000) will be on dry farming. In relatively less endowed  areas
10,000 [armers may be brought under irrigation and the rest (60.000) will be on
«ry farming.



54

7. For small farmors, an average holding size of 1.2 hectares per farmer
S g P

is assumzl. For marginal farmers, it is taken at 0.4 hectare per farmer.

(The data on size class distribution ownership holdings as brought out
in the NSS Report No. 144-17th Round reveal an average holding
size of 0.3 hectare in the range upto onc hectare and 1.4 hectares
in the range 1 to 2 hectares. VFor purposes of calculation the average
size of holding of a marginal farmer has been assumed at 0.4 hectare
and of a small farmer (1-2 hectares) at 1.2 hectares. The lower
average holding size of a small farmer has been taken keeping in view
that some States have already fixed limits lower than 2 hectares and
that in irrigated areas, it will be reasonable to adopt lower limits as
holdings much less than 2 hectares arve/can be made viable and can
yield substantial income.:

&. Scale of investment per hectare—
{(a) where there is already irrigation (in this case
the development needed will be land shaping,
drainage. etc.) . . . . . . Rs. 875 per ha.

(b} where new irrigation is to be provided, the

average cost alongwith land development . Rs. 1500 per ha.
(¢) in dry areas, for works on individual basis . Rs. 1250 per ha.
(d) in dry areas, for works exccuted by the Govt.  Rs. 730 per ha.

9. 1In rain-fed arcas, hall the avea may come . under land development

measures of which again half the area will be taken us for development by the
Government and the other hall’ by individual farmers.

10. Rate of programme subsidy -~
Small farmers . . ! 3 . L2534
Marginal farmers . | § ; . 33-1/3°

i1, fa) Risk fund subsidy on long and uedivwn term oans:
On long term loans
Land Mortguge Banks [ L i .29
On medium term loans
Primary societies . S h . .40

su

Central Coop. Banks . . .20

-
long and medium term 10m~ are assuned in the proportion of® 2:1.
{b) Risk fund subsidy on short term loans --
to primary societies . . . . R A
to Central Coop. Banks . . . .29
12. Short term input loans—
(a) inirrigated arcas . . . . . Rs. 500 per ha,
(b) in dry arcas in well endowed areas . . Rs. 375 per ha.

(¢) in dry areas in refatively less endowed arcas . Rs. 250 per hectarc
13.  Input subsidy to marginal {armers for one season @@ 33-1/39 of cost-—
(a\v in irrigated areas . . . . . Rs 66,66 per favmer
(b) in well endowed dry areas . . . Rs. 50.00 per farmer

(c) in rcatively less endowed avens . . Rs. 33.33 per farmer



Detailed estimates per Agency Unit (Rs. in lakhs)
Well endowed Less endowed
area arca

1. (i) Requirement for development—

Small farmers . . . . . . 163,12 101.25
Marginal farmers . . . . . 163.12 101.25

326.24 202,50

(i) Of which, loan portion—
Small farmers . . . . . . 122,35 75.91
Marginal farmers . . . . . 108.75 67 50

231.10 143 .44

(1i1) Subsicdy portion-—

Small farmers . . 5 . . . 40077 25.31
Marginal farmers 33.70

95.14  59.06

2. (1) Input requirement-—
Small farmers . . 1 2 ; . 90.00 60.00
Marginal farmers . ; : E . 90.00 ot . 00
(1) Of which, loan portion—-

Small farmers . . . . : . 90.00 60. 00
Marginal farmers . 4 : ; o 60.00 40.00

150.00 ISLERET

(iii) Subsidy portion---

Marginal farmers . . . . . 30.00 2000
3. Total subsidy 1 (ii1) < 2 (i) R . . 125014 79.06
4. Government works . . . . . . 45.00 67.50

5. Total Government Comnmitment for progarmmes
314 . . . . . . . . 170014 146.56
6. Risk fund subsidy on term loans-—
L.ong term loans—-
Land Mortgage Banks @ 29, . . . 3.08 1.92

Medium term loans—

(i) Primary Societics (@ 4% . . . . 3.08 1.92
ity Central Coop. Banks @ 29, . . . 1.54 .96

70 4.80




BPetailed estimates per Ageney Unit

(Rs in lakhs)

Well endowed Less endowed

area area
7. Risk fund subsidy on short term loans

15 Primary Societies . 49 6.00 4.00
i Centrat Co-op. Banks @ 29, 3.00 2.00
9.00 6.00
#. Sabsidy for (ailed wells 1.50 3.00
9. Subsidy for transport of inputs 1.00 2.00
Y. Subsidy for storage and market development . .00 +.00
Torar (ftem 3 -10) 193.34 166. 30

11 Stafl subsidy to institutions and Provision for Agency
Stall . 25.00 25.00
ToraL (Items 5 to 11) 218.34 191.36

Detailed calculitions

I~ -Well-endowed area—~-76 Agency Units

PER AGENCY UNIT :

A~-With existing trrigation facilities 5,000 farmers, of
Small firmers - -
1250 1.2 ha < Rs. 875
Marginal farmers—
3,750 < 0.4 ha < Rs. 875
Subsidy----
Small farmers @7 2597
Marginal farmers «; 33-1/39

B--New Irrigation—-23.000 tarmers of which—
Small farmers—
65,230 v 1.2 ha x Rs. 1500
Marginal farmers-—
18,750 x 0.4 ha ~« Rs. 1500 .
Subsidy-—
Small tarmers (@ 25%

Marginal farmers 7 33-1/3°%

{Rs. in lakhs®

which--

= "13.12

{t
i
N

.37

= 112.50

= 112.50

= 28.12
= 37.50
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G —Dry areas-—10,000 farmers of which-~- Rs. in lakhs
Stall farmers . . . . . 10,000
and Marginal farmers . . . . 30,0060

4 of the arca will come under development of

which 4 area will be developed by farmers—

{i; Small farmers—

10,000 x 1.2 ha 0} < Rso 1256 . Lo 37.00
Marginal farmers-—

30.000 x 0.4 ha x } -0 Rs. 1250 . .= 3750
Subsidy~-

Small farmers @ 23%; . . . o= 9037
Marginal farnmers @ 333°, . . Loome 12000

(i) 4 arca will be developed through Govern-
ment works— -
Small farmers---
10,000 x 1.2 ha 0 4 < Rs. 730 . L= 2258
Marginal farmers- -
30,000 ~ 0.4 ha 4 0 Rso 750

ToraL

D ~Input Loans—
1} In wet area-—
Small farmers—

7.500 < 1.2 ha > Rsoa00 - . : .= 45,00

Marginal farmers-—-

22.500 % 0.4 ha >0 Rs. 3000, . .= 40,00
(Y In dry arca--—

Sinall farmers—-

10,000 x 1.2 ha > Rs. 375 . . .= 45,00
Marginal farmers -
30,000 x 0.4 ha > 375 . . R EA

E-—-Input subsidy to marginal farmers
(i)Y In wet arca-—
Marginal tarmers
22,500 < 66.66 . . . . Lo 13,00
(i) In dry area-—
Marginal farmers

30,000 x Rs. 50 . . . . Looee 15000

Torat . . . . . . 30,00
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—Less endowed area—-8% Agency Units

PER AGENCY UNIT

A—Trrigation development lor 10,000 farmers of which—

B -Dry area covering 60,000 farmers of which---

‘i

Small farmers—

2,500 x 1.2 ha x Rs, 1500

Marginal farmers—

7,500 x 0.4 ha x Rs. 1500

Subsidy—

Small tarmers @ 259,

Marginal farmers @ 33-1/39%,

Small farmers

Marginal farmers

Half the area will come undcr.devclopmcnt,
of shich again half the area will be develo-
ped by farmers and the other half by the

Government-—

Small {farmers—

15,000 x 1.2 ha < £ X Rs, 1250 .

Marginal farmers—

43,000 < 0.4 ha X } x Rs. 1230
Subsidy-—

Small farmers @ 259,

Marginal farmers 7@ 33-1/397

Total subsidy

Government works-—
Small farmers-—

15,000 > 1.2 ha < } x Rs. 750

Marginal farmers- —

45,000 > 0.4 ha < ¢ & Rs. 730

Total cost ¢f-State Works

== Rs. 45.00 lakhs

= Rs. 45.00 lakhs

= Rs. 11.23 lakhs

= Rs. 15.00 lakhs

15,000
45,000

= Rs. 56.25 lakhs

= Rs. 86.25 lakhs

= Rs. 14.06 lakhs
== Rs. 18.75 lakhs

Rs. 32.81 lakbs

= Rs. 33.75 lakhs

= Rs. 33.75 lakhs

Rs. 67.50 Iakhs




G —Input loans-—
1) In wet areas—
Small larmers—

2500 x 1.2 ha 2 Rs. 300
Marginal farmers—
7300 x 0.4 ha x Rs. 500
(ii) In dry arcas—
Small farmers—
15,000 > 1.2 ha > Rs. 250
Marginal farmers-—

45,000 0 0.4 ha < Rs. 230

1) —Input subsidy o margmal farmers——
1) In wet arcas
7500 < Rs. 66.60
(i To dry areas—

45,000 Rs. 33.33

Total

VGIPCBE—S2—4 NCA/ND[73—15-3-74—3000,

— Rs

b

= Rs.

. 13,00 lakhs

Rs, 15.00 Iakhs

s. 45.00 lakhs

. 45,00 lakhs

5.00 lakhs

15.00 lakhs

Rs

. 20.00 lakhs
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