CHAPTER T |

INTRODUCTION

No one can survive without food whichirsthe hand of a farmer. But Indian
farmersin general are still deprived gbod quality of life. Farmers withet due share
of honour only wherthey can lead a dignified life like other section of the society.
Many farmers cannot withstand the consequence of crop failure and at times, commit
suicide every year in different parts of the countijhe numbepof such suicide cases
has &eady touchd the figure of 2.39akhs in the country in last 15 yeamsww.
wikipedia.org).It is really a matter of great concern that in spite of having a large
number of schemes for development of agriculture, we are yet to save the tiée of t
farmers who actuall produce food for all of us. Factually,is true that there is no
record off a r msmicid® ;1 Assam till date but that does not mean that the distress of
Assam farmers is less th#rat ofthe other states of India. Most of the farmers are not
economeally soundenoughto take up the benefits of the new technologies.

The shortage of cash capital is considetedbe one of the basic problems
encountered byhe farmers andunder such situationf has to be accepted that
external finances a must for any new investment proposthe life of most farmers
have become tougher over timbecause of increasa the prices of agricultural
inputs and increasefamily expenditure on account of price hike of the essential
commodities Therefore, theyare unable to invest ohigh cost technology irop
field from theirown farmincome.Far mer s 6 d ioscurs fa three diffsreana | | y
reasonsviz., natural disaster, mismatdbetween the cost of production and market
price of the produces and oyaoduction. These are timeainreasongor which most
of the farmers arwoking for alternativeeconomicactivities to support their families.

A survey of 5,480 framers conducted in late 2013 by the Centre for Studies of
Developing Societies (CSDS) showthat 62% farmers were willing to leave farming
if they found an alternate job; 37% did not want their children to continue with
farming; nearly half of the surved farmers believed theironditions were bad; and
22% hadactually begun to dislike farminigecause of agriculture not being a viable
occupation any longer. This is simply reflected in the average outstanding debt of
Rs. 47, 000. 00 per farm househol d, whi ch t
the smallest crisis. (Rajib Kumar, The EconcenTimes 7 April, 2015. In this



regard, the present attitude of the farmers of Assam is also similar to that of the
survey report. They are also willing to switch over from farming if they find other
means of livelihood. As per report of tBeate Govemment, about 4 lakh farmers of

the state had left cultivan. The main causes of withdrawfabm cultivation were
erosion of land in the river bank areas, recurring floods and farming becoming
economically unviable due to decrease in productivity or pfasors of the
produces.

Role of credit in Agriculture

Credit can play a pivotal role in increasing agricultural production and also in
improving the level of living standard of the rural households. By credit one means,
Aability to ¢ onmma mdetutn Hoe a mramise to pay atcsame
specified time in the futureo. Thus |
opportunity to use additional inputs and capital items especiallyetdarmers who
intend to bringin improvement with their lot. Capitéhtensive nature of modern
agricultural technology and adlequate savings of the farmers hasecouraged the
common farmers to go for external finances from different sources, both institutional
and noninstitutionalsources.

In Assam four groupsof banks are extending credit to agriculture & allied
sectors for differenactivities These are the State Bank of India and its associates,
otherNationalized Banks, Regional RuB&nks (Assam Gramin Bikash Bgnlkpex
Banks Cooperative Limited and Private sector Banks. Before introducti&isbén
Credit Card (KCC)schemethesebanks sanctioned crop loao the farmers under
different schemes dhe Government of India. But later parop loars and term loans
were given to the farmers througthe KCC scheme involving all banks in the state.
Earlier, institutional credit could not brintangiblebenefis to the small and marginal
farmers and their repayment was not up to the nigekides, thewlso suffered from
inadequay of credit. This was discussed differentpoint of time at different forum
to plug off the bottlenecks in the system so thaait support agridtural production
in the state.

Generally, farmerglemand for two types of credit, one is consideredhast s
term credit to meet the current expenditure on seeds, fertilizer, insecticides, pesticides,
hired laborer, transportation of harvested producthtofarm houss, etc. and the
otheris long term credit to meet the capital expenditure on bullocks, midlee, farm

house, modern machinery, rent for leased in latcl,It is observed that 80% of the

t



agricultural cedit is going for short term loaMost often, it hampers adoption of
desired technological application as the farmers usually divert afithis short term
credit fa capital expenditure. As a resuthe farmers may not geahe desired
production and there is every possibilityrefnainingat the same economic standing
without any improvementAt the same timenadequate credits create an extra burden
on the farm families in repayment of loatJ|l t i mat el vy, It i ncr e
indebtedness.

Timely availability of agricultural credit at reasonable rate, especially for
small and marginal farmers is still crucfal agricultural growthln Assam, abou85
per cent farmers belong to small and marginal group covering 49 per cent of the total
operated area of the staédhe Government has taken several measures for improving
the flow of agricultural credit to thes@roups of the farmers. In this regard
introduction of the Kikan Credit Cardin 199899 is considered as most effective
credit system. Té aim of this scheme is to provideleqate,timely, cost effective
and hassle free credit to the farmers from thendrbanking system. A revised KCC
scheme was troduced in March, 2012 through which the KCC passbook was
replaced by ATMcum-debit card (Smart card) to all eligible and willing farmers in a
time-bound mannerThe new version wamore advantageousne thanthe earlier
schemewhen the entiramountwas releasedt a time. Now farmers can keep their
money in tke safe custody and they carthdraw the amount as per their requirement.
In a way,the KCC scheme is successfola great exterih bringingthe fame's under
the servicenet of the banking system. In every year, more and more farmers are
coming forward to accessaking serviceddowever, the process of issuing smart card
in Assam is facing some problems because of the lack of understanding between the
two agenciewiz, credit institutes and the smart card issuing agencies.

In all Indialevel, the flow of agricultural credit since 20@@ has consistently
exceeded the target. The target of agricultural credit flow for the yearIZWas
fixed at Rs 575,000 crors against which achievement as of September 2012 was
Rs.2.39,629 cros As per RBI report, it was stated that despite sustained effort to
improve creditdelivery through bankranchesrural outreach indicators remain poor
in absolute terms ith significant regional and segmental inequities. Durin§ glan
(200712), southern states got 37.55 per cent of agricultural credit but accounted for
|l ess than 20 per cent of I ndi ads gross ¢

states, in contrasaccounted for only 7.71 per cent of farm credit despite having a



comparable gross cropped area. In the north easggran the flow of farm credit
was 0.44 per cent against 2.83 per cent of gross cropped area of the qdinary.
Economic Times, 21 daary,2014).

In Assam, credit flow to agriculture and allied activities under annual credit
plan was Rs.100.81 crarén 200304 which increased to Rs.2002.47 ceire201%k
12. The CAGR grew at the rate of 33.69 per cent during-2@0and percentage of
growth in 201112 was 128.39 per cent over 2010.

In the state, credit flow as crop loans also increased from Rs.43.82 crore in
200304 to Rs.1,082.03 crasen 2011-12. The CAGR grew at the rate of 68.59 per
cent during 20042 and percentage of growth in 2012 was 189.60 per cent over
201011. The share of crop loan to total agricultural advance had increased from 43
per cent in 20084 to 54 per cent in 20112.

Further per capita crop loawasrecorded to be Rs.16.44 in 20038 which
increased to Rs.346.00 in 2012. The corresponding figure per family was found at
Rs.161.00 and Rs.3935.00, respectively.

The number of opative KCC issued bythe Cooperatie and Regional &al
bank as on 31August was 4.07 crosand the numér of cumulative KCC issued by
Commercial bank as or*March 2012 was 5.47 crag@n the country.

In Assam, 9877 number of KCC were issued in 2608 whichincreased to
3,71,474in 201112. The amount aanctioned loan wafs. 9728.64akhs in 2003
04 which wasincreased to the tune of Rs3@329.35 lakhs against the number of
cards issued in the respective years. The scheme covered around 35.20 per cent of the
total farm familes (As per Agricultural census of 2005, total farm families stood at
27.50 lakhs in the state) of the state.

Farmers were also granted post hardeans against negotiable warehouse
receipts In order to discourage distress sale by the farmedstoencourage them to
store their produce in warehouses, the benefits of interest subvention has been
extended to small and marginal farmers having KCC for a furtheocpep to six
monthson the same rate #sat of crop loan. Howevethere is nadatdbaseavailable
on post harvest loan in the state.

The Government of India has taken different initiatives to provide soft loan to
the farmers since ingendencef the country And consequentlylot of changes has

taken place in the field agricultural financeéhelresultant changes are to be assessed



from time to time s@sascertairthe worthwhile use of diffemt schemes launched by
the Government
Reviewof literature on prevailing credit system

India has systematically pursued a supply leading appréachncrease
agricultural credit. The objectives habeen to replace moneylenders aatieve
farmers of indebtedness and to achieve higher levels of agricultural credit, investment
and agricultural output. Among earlier studies, Binswanger and Khand&8g)(1
found that the output and employment effect of expanded funahce hadbeen
much smaller than in the ndarm sector. Thesffect on crop output wasot large,
despite the fdcthat credit to agriculture hastrongly increased fertilizer use and
private investment in machines and livestock. High impact on inputs and modest
impact on output clearly meathat the additional caail investment hatbeen moe
important for substitutinggricultural labourers than in increasing crop output.

Between bank ationalization in 1969 and the onset of financial liberalization
in 199Q bank branches were opened in over 30,000 rural locations which had no prior
presence of commercial banks (calledhamked locations). Alongside, the share of
bank credit and savingshich was accounted for by rural branches raised from 1.5
and 3 percent respectively to 15 perent each (Burgess and Pande, 2005). This
branch expansion was an integral part of
sought to improve the access of tiweal poor to cheap formal credit. The estimates
suggested that a one pmnt increae in the number of rural bankan bring about
reduwction in povertyroughly by 0.4 percent and increase total output by 0.30 per
cent. The output effects wesplely accounted for by increasa nonagricultural
outputi a finding which suggests that increased financial intermediation in rural India
aided output and employment diversification out of agriculture.

In a detailed paper, Mohan (2006) examined the ovgraWth of agriculture
and the role of institutional credit. Agreeing that the overall supply of credit to
agriculture as a percentage of total disbursal of credit is going down, he argued that
this should not be a cause for worry as the share of formdit @ a part of the
agricultural GDP is growing. This establishes that while credit is increasing, it has not
really made an impact on value of output figures which points out the limitations of
credit.

In another study, Golait (2007) attempted to aralye issues in agricultural

credit in India. The analysis revealed that the credit delivery to the agriculture sector



continues to be inadequate. It appeared that the banking system is still hesitant on
various grounds to purvey credit to small and maigiarmers. It was suggested that
concerted efforts were required to augment the flow of credit to agriculture, alongside
exploring new innovations in product design and methods of delivery, through better
use of technology and related processes. Famititatredit through processors, input
dealers, NGOsegtc, that were vertically integrated with the farmers, including
through contract farming, for providing them critical inputs or processing their
produce, could increase the credit flow to agricultugeifcantly.

In general, it is difficult to establish a causalationship between agricultural
credit and production due to the existenceritical endogenouproblem. However,
Sreeram (2007) concluded that increased supply and adnedigteicing ofcredit
help inincrease in gricultural productivity andvell being of agriculturists as credit is
a subcomponent of the total investments made in agriculture. Borrowings could in
fact be from multiple sources in the formal and informal space. Borroworg f
formal sources is a part of this sasbmponent. With data being available largely from
the formal sources of credit disbursal and indications that the formal credit as a
proportion of total indebtedness is going down, it becomes much more difficult to
establish the causality. He also stated that the diversity in cropping patterns, holding
sizes, productivity, regional variations make it difficult to establish such a causality
for agriculture or rural sector as a whole, even if onethaddata. Finally he argued
that mere increase in supply of credit is not going to address the problem of
productivity, unless it is accompanied by investments in other support services. In the
present study, we take alaok at the problem by quantitatively assessirgithpact
of institutional credit expansion on agriculture.

Despite numerous problenis agricultural credit system, the finance bill
tabled by the Union Finance Ministerfixed a target of Rs. 8 lakh crore for
agricultural credit during 20135 and he was confident that the banks would
surpass the target. He also proposed to continue the InteresinBom\&cheme for
short term undewhich banks are providing loans to farmers at conceabiate of 7
per cent interest. The farmers get a further incentive of 3 pdr foentimely
repayment. He alscategorically pointed out that the share of long term invastme
credit in agriculture isgoing down as compared to short term crop loan. This is
severely ampering the assets creation in agriculture and allied activities. In order to

boost l ong term investment clomgdermn i n

a



Rur al Cr e d i NABARD fordthe purpose ef providing refinance support to
Cooperatie Banks and Regional Rural Banks with an initial corpus of Rs.5000 crore.
(The Economic Times, July 11, 2014)

Based on aninterview with CVR RajendranCMD, Andhra Bank the
Economics Timeson August 18, 2014 explicitly made a head line that the political
promise of loan waiver has spoilt the credit culture. Whole interview was on the
agricultural credit stas in Andhra Prdesh.But the nain problems in creditvere
almost similar to thaof the other states. He commented that farm loans are slipped
into NPAs because neither th@&rnment nor the farmers are paysngy attention
(The Economic Times, August 11, 2014)

Agricultural Debt Waiver and Debt Relief Scheme (ADWDRS) actuaigrk
against the interests of the poor farmers. As most of them have no land records, many
are share croppers, and none of them can afford high cost inputs, they all stand
disqualified from receiving ADWDRS benefits. But that is not all. What m#hkiss
scheme unbelievables that it also keeps out thoséo have repaid the past debt in
time.

Quite clearly, the whole policwas designed to Hp the willful wrongdoers
who wererelatively prosperous and not resource starved. A cursory thedkigh a
village will tell us that almost every farmer, rich or poor, is indebted. The better off
usually borrow from institutional lenders, like bank of one kind or the other, and it is
precisely these people who take advantage of loan waiver.

Experience reflectthatthe bulk of the poostill depend on the money lenders.
Sadly, there are no policies that can make these debts disappear: instead their
chokehold gets stronger on the other hand, it is better off that slip through. They take
bank loan, wait for election tiemand, bingo, they become debt free and ready to
borrow again. Once agai n, no | esson is
wr ongo p uthelTimsshfelmtia onnJanuary 3, 2015 by Dipnakar Gupta, the
Director of Centre for Public Affairand Gitical Theory, Shiv Nadar University.)

As reported by the bank officials, tihecovery of agricultural advances made
by the banks hasoh been satisfactory becausepobr managemengkill of borrower
farmers, inadequate supervision aideng institutesand agriculturédepartments and

also forcrop failure due t@biotic and biotic factors.



Importance of the study

Way back in 1947, Pt. Nehru said, everything else can wait, but not
agriculture. Agriculture continues to be the mainstay for majoritpdfh population
and is at core of socieconomic development of the country. Accelerated agricultural
progress is therefore, essential for food and nutritional security. Over the years, Indian
agriculture has made rapid strides from food shortages arattsrtp seHsufficiency
and exports. It has moved from subsistence farming to intensive and techiealogy
cultivation. Modern agriculture however, is capital intensive. Hgeailability of
timely credit has been a major drawback for the agriculturabséatindia. In a
country which mostly relies on agriculture, constant endeavors are needed to see that
rural and agricultural facilities are enhanced with the passage of time. Without
sufficient credit support, growth of agriculture cannot be accelenadeticularly
looking into the status of capitatarved farmers at largén this back dropKCCs got
introduced in the agricultural lending system. Later it was observed that the farmers
lying in the higher end of the pyramid received access to thesensshwhile the
marginal and small one still remaineddeprivileged.

Thepresentst udy wi | | hi ghl i ghtatus dnevailingr r owe
the credit andvill assess the overall impafztrm credit. It will also focus on whether
the present creditystem is able to attract the educated ydattards agriculture as a
profession, and not, what are the reasons therein.
Need of the study

The new technology in agriculture along with infrastructural facilities is a
must for developmertf present agriculture & allied sectors. To attract the educated
youths to farming sector and allied activities, agriculture must be made commercially
remunerative and for that purpose, application of full technology package is of
immense importance. Thedt remains that the majority of the common farmers
cannot afford to acquire modern inputs and agricultural implements from their own
source which are essential for adoption of improved technology in agriculture.
Sometimes poor farmers have to borrow frdahe village money lenders at
exorbitantly high rate of interest which badly affect the farmers. Obviously, Crop loan
and KCC are better optisnfor the farmers for augmenting development in
agriculture. After 12 years of its implementation in Assam, it & an important
study to see the status and impact ofdrezlit schemesn bringing aboutchanges in

the life of the farmers, economically or otherwise.



Objectives of the Study

The study was undertakémthe state of Assam with the following objectve

1.
2.

To study the Schemes in general and its status and pattern of utilization.

To identify the problems faced by the farmers in obtaining the credit card and
also to ascertain the problems, if any in the flow of agricultural credit by
different agencies.

To examine the impact of economic achievement gained through utilization of

Agricultural Credit covering the KCC and Crophan Scheme.

4. To assess the recovery status against the scheme.

5. To suggest policy implications.
Research Methodology
The studywasbasedon both primary and secondary level dalmpact of crop loan
as a wholewas done on the secondary level dataly and the impact ofrop loan
under the KCC scheme wasne on the primary level datéhe primarylevel data
were collected from sixdifferert districts of Assam one from each agrolimatic

zone. From each distridivo blocks were selectgalirposively Then from eacivlock

20 KCC beneficiariesvere selectedandomly fromthe list of the beneficiary farmers

provided by the 4 bankeperating inthe studyareaviz.-Assam Gramin Bikash

Bank/Langpi Dehangi Rural Banks, Cooperative Apex Bank, State Bankliafand

United Bank of India. Also5 norrbeneficiaryfarmerswere selected from each of the

blocks

In aggregte, the study coveed 300 sampléarmerscovering sixdifferent

districts.

The detailedflow chart of the sampling method has been preskin the Fig

1 overleaf



Fig-1

Flow Chart of the Sampling Method
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Secondarydata were déected from thepublished andunpublished report of the
Governmenalso from the financial institutions associated with the study

The primary data were collectedth the help of apecially designed schedule
filled up by personally intetewing the selected respondents. Suitable statistical tools
were used as and where felt necessary.

To find out the factors influencinthe farmers for accessing credihderthe
KCC schemethe following logistic Linear Regression Model was applied Binta
binary dependent variablékdfor beneficiary and Ofdy non beneficiary.

The Logistic Regression Model4s

INn[p @ F1l-p(@)] = bot xbi&y. i = 1,2,3,é¢é.10
Where,

bo Constant

N~ N x = o x

o ! CA

&» Uptoprimary (FV)
@ UptoX

Gy HSLC passed

¢ HSSLC passed
o Graduate & above
X7 Family size

¢  Operational Holding
s  Income from farming
x o Ratio of Irrigated to the total operational area

@ 1 Farm asset value (Rs.)

Reference Year
201314

*kkk
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Summary

The study entitledi | mpact of Cr e Broductioo with Sgecial c ul t u
Reference to Crop loan and KCC Schenfgs Empirica | study in Assamo
takento examineghe status and utilization of agricultural credit in the state of Assam
with the following objectives:

1. To study the Schemes in general and its status and pattern of utilization.

2. To identify the problems faced/lthe farmers in obtaining the credit card and
also to ascertain the problems, if any in the flow of agricultural credit by
different agencies.

3. To examine the impact of economic achievement gained through utilization of
Agricultural Credit covering the KC@nd Crop loan Scheme.

4. To assess the recovery status against the scheme.

5. To suggest policy implications.

The study was based on both primary and secondary level data. Impact of
crop loan as a whole was done on the secondary level data only and theampact
crop loan under the KCC scheme was done on the primary level data. The primary
level data were collected fromsix differentdistricts of Assam, one from each agro
climatic zone. From each district, two blocks were selected purposively. A random
sample of 25 was selected from each bladmprising 20 KCC beneficiaries which
were selected from the list of the beneficiary farmers provided by the 4 banks
operating in thestudy areaviz-Assam Gramin Bikash Bank/Langpi Dehangi Rural
Banks, Cooperatey Apex Bank, State Bank of India and United Bank of India and 5
non beneficiary farmers of the same locality. In aggredhte study covered 300
samplecomprising 240 beneficiary and 60 nbaneficiary farmersTo find out the
factors influencingthe farmers for accessing creditnder the KCC scheme the
logistic Linear Regression Model was applied by taking binary dependent variables

dléfor beneficiary and Ofdy non beneficiary.

*kkkkk
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CHAPTER - I
Present statws of Agriculture in Assam
Agriculture & dlied sectorplays an important roli the economic growth of
Assam. Farmers and agricultural labers are themain players ofthe agricultural
sector.This sector alone providesmployment to 495 per cent of the totaborking
forcein the stateAgriculture assumegital importance fofood security of 3.12 crore
population of Assan(iTable2.1).

Table-2.1
Status ofFarmers in the Total Working Force of the Sate in 2011
(Combining Main and Marginal Workers)
(Populationin Lakh)

Percentageof agricultural
working force tothe total
working force in the state

312.06 119.70 59.07 49.35 (52.36 in 2001)
Source: Agricultural Statistics atggance 2013, MoA, Gol.

Every agricultural workerin Assam is capable of feeding 6.17 persons per

Total Total Working | Total work  force
population Population engaged in Agriculture

annum in the staten terms of fooegrains (Estimated, Tabl®.2). Despite having
suchcapability, the average income of this segment of the pajpunlas not sufficient
enoughto maintain the minimum standard of living. Hha&re unable to earn adequate
incomefrom cultivation to access the basic requiremanpower, water, sanitation,
healthcare, education and housifigpey are contributing a lab feed thegrowing
population without getting any recognition except goapers. The present policy
initiatives of the stat@appear to be inadequate ensuredevelopment of théarming
community. They arengagedn agriculture as there is no other optionfront of
them. The most pathetaonditionof the farmers is that they cannot fix the prices of
their produces. The loss and profit are determined by the traders only. They are also
quite ignoant about the existing market regulatext for agriculturecommodties of
the state. Besidesarmers often falinto a debitrap due tocrop failure becausef
natural disaster like draught, heavy rainfalletc The existing compensatory
provisions donot reachthe farmers for various administrativeasons In order to
help the farmers in distresthe NDA Governmenhasrecently proposed faiixing

the minimum extent of damage frd®0 per cent to 33 peentto become eligible for
compensation against crop failuAdso, the banks have been instructeddstiucture
the loansof the farmersin distress. It will be shameful for all of ulswe fail to safe
guard theinterest of thefarmers whoused to produce food for our survivalis
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paradoxical to note that India continues todgeiculturebasel economyand yet the

farmers are not able to maam the minimum standard of lving

Table-2.2

Estimated percapita Contribution of Agricultural Workers

in Total Food-grain Production in 2010-11 in Assam

Total work | Total food | Estimated Per Capita Estimated number of
force grains per annual persors supported by
engaged in Production in the worker requirement each agricultura]
Agriculture state contribution | of food grains worker in termsfood
( In lakh| (Inlakh tonnes) | in food-grain | (395 gm per day grains production per
population) production | per capital annum

in the state. | requirement)

(In quintal) | ( In quintal)

59.07 51.78 8.76 1.42 6.17

Source: Agricultural Statistics atglance 2013, MoA, Gol.

The trend of growth of agriculture sector in terms of GSDP at constant prices
(200405) is presented in Tabl2.3. The share of agriculture sector is showing a
gradual fall from 21.39 per cent in 20606 to 17.77 per c¢¢ in 201314. It is due to
sustaind progress of the secondary and tertiary sectors of the state. But the annual
average growth of the G$Dhas shown a significant rif®m 3.40 per cent in 2005
06 to 5.87 per cent in 204B4. The increasen production and productivity of the
crops arghe two reasons behind of the increase in the average agnowh of the
GSDP in the stat@able-2.3).

Table-2.3
Trend of growth of agriculture sector (GSDP at constant prices 20005)
(Excluding Fishery, Forestry & Logging and Mining) in Assam

Year 200506 200607 200708 200809 | 200910 201011 [ 201312 | 201213 201314
) Q (ADV.)
Share to| 21.39 20.78 20.43 19.56 19.11 18.40 18.31 18.01 17.77
GSDP
AGR 3.40 4.65 4.82 5.72 9.00 7.26 5.33 6.06 5.87

Source: Statistical Hand Book, DES, GovtAssam

The percentage distribution of number of operational holding across the farm
size groups in Assam and all India as per agricultural census in 2005 and 2011 is
presented in Tabi2.4. The number of holding in terms of percentage has been found
to incease in case of marginal category in 2Q10over 200506 in the state and in

the country as well and it has shown a decline in other categhriesaapprehended
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that division ofland holdingamongthe farmfamily memberswith the passage of
time wouldcreate grave situation in near future.

Therefore it needs a diagnostic reviewseewhetherit shouldbe allowed to
go as it is or is needed be stopped at a point. But@her important observation is
that whatever may bée size of holding undexach categorythe land holdingovers
a largerarea extendetb the nearby villages. Moreovethe use of pwer tiller and
tractorbecomes always difficult for pre dominance of marginal and small holdings in
the field asthe use of bullock power is fasisappesng in the recent timeUse of
machine power in crop fieldsuallyreduceshe cost of maintaining bullocks by the
smalland marginafarm households.

Table-2.4
Percentage distribution of number of operational holdings across the farm size
groups in Assam and all India as per Agricultural Census

Agricultural Census 20086 Agricultural Census 20101
State/India Marginal | Small Seml_ Medium | Large Marginal | Small Seml_ Medium | Large
-medium -medium
Assam 63.74 21.51 11.56 3.02 0.18 67.31 18.25 11.16 3.12 0.15
All India 64.77 18.52 10.93 4.93 0.85 67.04 17.93 10.05 4.25 0.73

Source: Statistical Hand Book DES, Govt. of Assam

Table2.5 shows a comparative pictuof the percentage variation mumber of
farm famiies andoperational holdingluring 201011 t0200506 in Assam andht all
India level. In Assam the number of operational hatd and the areahowed a
negative trend at the rate of 1.09 and 1.62 per cent, respectively while of tadia,
it indicatedan increasing trend at the rate of 6.61 and 0.54 per cent against number
and area, respectively. It has been observed that kB®fgarm families of Assam
had shifted from farming in 20201 and theperational land holdinggasfoundto

Table-2.5
Number and Area of Operational holdings for all size groups ofarmers

in the state and all India as per Agricultural Census
Number in Lakh
Area in Lakh Hectare

State/India 201011 200506 Percentage Variation
Number Area Number Area Number Area
Assam 27.20 29.99 27.50 30.49 -1.09 -1.62
India 1377.57 1591.80 1292.22 1583.23 6.61 0.54

Source: Statistical Hand Book DES, Govt. of Assam

reduce by0 .50 lakh hectare. It might be due to conversion of agricultaral for

other purposesBut all India datashows that with the increase numberof farm

families the area of operation increasadminally i.e. in someof the states, the

picture of number and area of operatiamaldingis not similar to that of Assam.



Table-2.6
Percentage distribution ofoperational holdings for all social groups in the state
and all India as per Agricultural Census
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Agricultural Census 20066 Agricultural Census 20101
. Marginal | Small | Semi Medium | Large | Marginal Small Semi Medium | Large
State/India -medium -medium
Assam 24.93 23.56 | 27.75 13.95 9.80 25.83 22.91 27.27 14.58 9.39
All India 20.23 20.91 | 23.94 23.11 11.82 | 22.24 22.07 23.59 21.18 10.92

Source: Agricultural Statistics afglance 2013, MoA, Gol.

The percentage distributiarsf area operated was foutm decrease in respect

of small, semimedium and large size groups in 2alDover 20056 but in marginal

and mediunsize group, it showed nominal increase during the period ( Table).

Table-2.7
Average size of operational holding for all social grups
(In ha))
Agricultural Census 20086 Agricultural Census 20101
: Semi All . All
State/India Marginal | Small | - Medium | Large | Size Marginal | Small -Snfgzjlium Medium | Large | Size
medium group group
Assam 0.43 1.21 2.66 5.13 60.92 | 1.11 0.42 1.38 2.69 5.15 68.11 | 1.10
All India 0.38 1.38 2,68 5.74 17.08 | 1.23 0.38 1.42 2.71 5.76 17.37 | 1.16

Source: Agricultural Statistics at glance 2013, MoA, Gol.

In the state, the average sizeopkrational holding was founglmost static in

case of marginakmall, semimedium and medium size groups while it was found to

increaseérom 60.92 hectaren case ofthe large farm size group 200506 to 68.11

hectare in 200-11 showing an increase @f19 hetares over200506.

Table-2.8
Extent of change in crogping intensity in Assam

(Areain ha.)

Year Gross Cropped Area Net Cropped Area Cropping Intensity
200304 3956842 2752601 143.75
200405 3896357 2752979 141.53
200506 3949040 2752979 143.45
200607 3763284 2752979 136.70
200708 3838732 2752979 139.44
200809 3998734 2810443 142.28
200910 4099462 2810597 145.86
201011 4159977 2810597 148.01
201112 4099462 2810597 145.86
ACGR 0.79 0.35 0.44

201112in the state. The highest cropping intensity of 148.01 per cent was found in

Source: Statistical Hand Book DES, Govt. of Assam

The average area of farm house hold of skete stoodat 1.11 hectares in
200506 and 1.10 hectares in 2010. It was found at higher side in all Indevel

with 1.23 and 1.16 hectares in 2606 and 201611, respectively (Tabl.7).
Table 2.8 shows the extent of change in cropping intensity during-2aa@8

2010611 and the lowest cropping intétysof 136.70 per cent wasgordedin 2006

07.




Table-2.9
Trend of Production of crops in Assam

(in lakh tonnes)
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Crops 200809 | 200910 201011 201t12 | 201213 | ACGR
Total Rice 20,09 44,09 50.33 47.16 51.28 5.76
Maize 0.13 0.14 0.14 0.17 0.21 1222
Wheat 0.55 0.65 0.56 0.49 0.44] () 7.03
other cereals and Small 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.02 002 ()11.45
Total cereals 20.80 44.91 51.06 47.86 51.95 5.62
Total pulses 0.62 0.66 0.72 0.73 0.84 7.34
Total food grains 2142 4557 51.78 2857 52.79 5.64
Total oilseeds 141 147 159 156 187 6.44
Jute 6.47 7.13 6.26 6.08 558 () 445
Sugarcane (Cane. no.) 11.00 10.62 10.76 10.53 10.28 () 1.43
Potato 5.16 6.00 6.58 6.83 7.09 7.95

Source: Statistical Hand Book, DES, Govt. of Assam, 2013
The Annual Compound Growth RaACGR) grew at the rate 0.79 per cent

case of gross cropped are88®per cent in case of net cropped area and 0.44 per cent
in case of cropping intensity duringhe reference period. The cropping intensity
increased due to increasa area under summer paddy, pulses, oilseeds and
vegeables.

The production of agriculral crops basically depends on the availability of
inputs like fertilizers, irrigation, certified seeds, credit support and appropriate price
factors. Amongmany other factors, the monsoon determines the amount of
productionin ayear especiallyor kharif crops. Inrabi seasonthe levelof production
is determinedy the availability irrigatiorfacility in the crop filed. Apositive ACGR
of productionwasfound in case of total rice (5.76%), maize (12.22%), totakals
(5.62%), total pulses (7.34%ptal food graing5.64%), total oilseedfs.44%) and
potato(7.95%) during 20089 to 201213. And anegative ACGR of production was
recordedagainstwheat (7.03, other cereals and Sma¥illets (-11.49, jute (-4.45
and sugacane (-1.43. Both biotic and abiotic factoramight be responsible for
declining prodution during the reference yediBable2.9).

From the Table.10, it has been observed that thep productivity in Assam
is yet to catch up the productivity level of all Indi&lowever, positive annual
compound growth rate of some cropg. total rice (5.04%)wheat (2.28%), total
pulseq0.75%), total food graing4.28%), total oilseed$3.75%), potato (2.02%)
indicated a risingrend of productivity. But the crops Bkmaize, jute & mesta and
sugarcane showed negative annual compound growth rate of 0.77, 4.61 and 2.02 per
cent, respectively. It need constant endeavour to bridge thap letween the

productivity levelsin this contextit may be notedhat 93 per cent of growth in
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Table-2.10
Trend of major Yield rate of crops of Assam Vis a Vidndia
during 2008-09 to 201213 Yield in Kg per hectare

Total Rice
Year 200809 | 200910 | 201011 201112 201213 ACGR
Assam 1,614 1,737 1,843 1,780 2,039 3.71
All India 2,178 2,125 2,239 2,393 2,462 3.19
Maize
Year 200809 | 200910 | 201011 201112 201213 ACGR
Assam (Kharif) 724 726 722 719 700 -0.77
AllIndia(Rabi& | 5 114 | 2004 | 2540 2,478 2,553 3.19
Kharif)
Wheat
Year 200809 | 200910 | 201011 201112 201213 ACGR
Assam 1,090 1,087 1,179 1,147 1,188 2.28
All India 2,907 2,839 2,989 3,177 3,119 2.57
Total Pulses
Year 200809 | 200910 | 201011 201112 201213 ACGR
Assam 567 560 555 573 582 0.75
All India 659 630 691 699 786 4.67
Total Food grains
Year 200809 | 200910 | 201011 201112 201213 ACGR
Assam 1,551 1,662 1,763 1,704 1,889 4.28
All India 1,909 1,798 1,930 2,078 2,125 3.68
Total Oilseeds
Year 200809 | 200910 | 201011 201112 201213 ACGR
Assam 542 526 576 557 633 3.75
All India 1,006 958 1,193 1,133 1,169 4.79
Jute & Mesta
Year 200809 | 200910 | 201011 201112 201213 ACGR
Assam 1,866 1,898 1,698 1,612 1,599 -4-61
All India 2,071 2,349 2,192 2,283 2,338 2.16
Sugercane
Year 200809 | 200910 | 201011 201112 201213 ACGR
Assam 38,387 39,110 36,196 37,055 35,612 -2.02
All India 64,553 70,020 70,091 71,668 66,988 0.98
Potato
Year 200809 | 200910 | 201011 201112 201213 ACGR
Assam 6,585 7,263 7,735 6,978 7,425 2.02
All India 18,810 19,951 22,724 21,753 22,784 4.81

Source:l.Agricultural Statistics at glance 2013, MoA, Gol.

food grainsproduction in the world since 1950 hasme throughncrease in yield.
Raising thecrop productivity at leastto the natonal levelis a major challenge for
state agricultureand once it is metgcan ultimately give some relief to thepoor
farmersof the state

Summary

Agriculture & dlied sectorplays an important rola the economic growth of
Assam.This sector alone provides employment to 8%8r cent of the total workin
forcein the stateAgriculture assumegital importance fofood security of 3.12 crore
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population of Assam as per 2011 cendtdsgery agricultural workerin Assam is
capable of feeding 6.17 persons per annum in the statéerms of fooegrains
(Estimated. The trend of growth of agriculture sector in terms of GSDP at constant
prices(200405) is presented in Tabi2.3. The share of agriculture sector is showing

a gradual fall from 21.39 per cent in 2006 to 17.77 per ¢& in 201314. It is due to
swstained progress of the secondary and tertiary sectors of the state. But the annual
average growth of the G¥Dhas shown a significant rif®@m 3.40 per cent in 2005

06 to 5.87 per cent in 20413%. The increasen production and productivity of the
crops are the two reasons behitite increase in the average anngadwth of the

GSDP inthe state.

The number of holding in terms of percentage has been found to increase in
case of marginal category in 261Q over 200506 in the state and in the country as
well and it has shown a decline in other categottdas.apprehended that division of
land hotling among the farnfamily memberswith the passage of time would create
grave situation in near future.

In the state, the average sizeopkrational holding was found almostatic
in case of marginal, small, semiedium and medium size groupsiletit was found
to increasefrom 60.92 hectarein case ofthe large farm size group 200506 to
68.11 hectar®in 2010-11 showing an increase G119 hetares over 200506. The
average area of farm house hold of gtate stoodat 1.11 hectares inOR506 and
1.10 hectares in 20101. It was found at higher side in all Indevel with 1.23 and
1.16 hectares in 20086 and 2014L1, respectively The highest cropping intensity of
148.01 per cent was found in 2010 and the lowest cropping intétysof 136.70 per
cent was recordeduring 200607. The Annual Compound Growth RatACGR)
grew at the rate 0.79 per cantcase of gross cropped aresBPper cent in case of
net cropped area and 0.44 per cent in case of cropping intensity dhamgferance
period. The cropping intensity increased due to increeaeea under summer paddy,
pulses, oilseeds and vegetables.

A positive ACGR of productiowasfound in case of total rice (5.76%), maize
(12.22%), total cereakd.62%), total pulses (7.34%ptal food graing5.64%), total
oilseeds(6.44%) and potat@7.95%) during 200809 to 201213. And anegdive
ACGR of production was recordembainstwheat ¢7.03, other cereals and Small
Millets (-11.45, jute (-4.45 and sugercand-1.43. Both biotic and abiotic factors

might be responsible fateclining produton during the reference yearst has been



20

observed that therop productivity in Assans yetto catch upwith thatof all India

level. However,positive annual compound growth ratesome cropsiz. total rice
(5.04%), wheat (2.28%), total pulse®.75%), total food grains(4.28%), total
oilseeds(3.75%), potato (2.02%)indicated a risingrend of productivity. But the
crops likemaize, jute &mesta and sugarcane showed negative annual compound
growth rate of 0.77, 4.61 and 2.02 per cent, respectivilypeed constant endeavour

to bridge thegapbetweerthe productivitylevels.In this contextit may be notedhat

93 per cent ofgrowth infood grainsproduction in the world since 1950 has come
throughincrease in yield.Raising thecrop productivityat leastto the natonal level is

a majorchallenge for statagriculture and once it is metan ultimately give some

relief to thepoorfarmersof the state.

*kkk
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Chapter IlI

SocioEconomic profile of the sample beneficiaries and non beneficiaries

This chaptedeals withsomeof the important soci@conomiccharacteristicef
the sampleof beneficiaries (borrowers) and nbeneficiaries (notborrowers)
drawn from six different districts of Assamable 3.1 highlightsthe sociceconomic
characteristics between the sample beneficiary andbaweficiary respondents
across differenfarm sizegroups in terms of percentages. The highest percentage of
beneficiary respondents (48.33 per ¢emhs found in small size gups followed by
marginal (32.50 per cent), medium (17.92 per cent) and large size group (1.25 per
cen). A similar pattern was aerved in case of ndmeneficiary farmers as weln
case of notbeneficiariesthe highest percentage (55.00 per kcaritrespondents were
found in small size groups followed by marginal (26.67%), medium (11.67%) and
large size group (6.67%).

The dweling house is one dhe three primary needs of the human belhg.
indicates a reasonable level ofhe living standard of the people. Of the total
beneficiary respondents, in overall, 13.75 per cent were found to lkegdhahouse
35.42 per cent isemi-puccahouse and 50.83 per centpaccahouse. Of thenon
beneficiary respondents, in overall, 16.67 per cent were found to lkuéana house,
30.00 per cenin semipuccaand 53.33 per cenih puccahouss. The percentage of
pucca housewasfoundin the higher side in all the Bwer size group of armersin
large ske group,it was 100.00 per cent for both beneficiary and-heneficiary
farmers

From the sociological point of view, marital status indicates whether the
farmersareable to naintan the conjugal lifeon time or not. Of the total beneficiary
respondents, 87.92, 7.92 and 4.17 per e@re found as married, unmarried and
widower, respectively. There was no report of divorceeswidow among the
respondentsin case of noibeneficiay, 96.67 and 3.33 per cemtere found as
married and unmarried, respectively. There was no repodngfwidowers and
divorcees in this group.

Age isa measuring stick of efficiency of a person for performing any kind of
works Maturity and responsibilitpf a person also have a close agkewith the age.

Of the total beneficiary respondents, in the age grdupss than 25 years, 1.28 per
cent belonged to marginal and 3.45 pent to small size group of operational
holding. No respondents were found tims age group forother size group®f
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farmers A largemajority of beneficiary and nebeneficiary respondents belonged to
the age groupsf 2540 years and above 40 years. On an averdg&0 per cent
beneficiary respndents and 26.67 per cent Amemeficiary respondents were in the
age groupof 25-40 yearswhile 55.42 per cent of beneficiary respents and 73.33

per cent of notbeneficiary respondents weri@ the age group above 40 years.

Table-3.1
SocioEconomic Profile of the Sample beneficides and non beneficiary Farmers
Marginal Small Medium Large Total
Characteristics (Less than 1.00 hg (1.00 ha2.00 ha)| (2.00 ha-4.00 ha.) (4.00 ha. & abovg (Over all)
B NB B NB B NB B NB B NB
No. of Respondenty 78 16 116 33 43 7 3 4 240 60
(%) (32.50) | (26.67) | (48.33)| (55.00) | (17.92) | (11.67)| (1.25) | (6.67) | (100.00)| (100.00)
Type of the| Kutcha 10.26| 6.25| 13.79| 27.27| 2093| 0.00| 0.00| 0.00 13.75| 16.67
dwelling house| Semipucca | 28.21| 31.25| 40.52| 33.33| 37.21| 2857| 0.00| 0.00 35.42| 30.00
(in percentage) | Pucca 6154| 6250| 45.69| 39.39| 41.86| 71.43| 100.00| 100.00| 50.83| 53.33
Married 88.46 | 100.00| 86.21| 93.94| 90.70| 100.00| 100.00| 100.00| 87.92| 96.67
. Un-married 6.41| 0.00| 1034| 6.06| 465| 000| 0.00| 0.0 7.92 3.33
Marital Status -
(in percentage) |_\idower 513| 000| 345| 000| 465| 000| 0.00| 0.0 417 0.00
Widow 0.00| 000| 000| 000| 000| 000| 000| 0.0 0.00 0.00
Divorcee 0.00| 000| 000 000| 000 0.00|] 0.00]| 0.0 0.00 0.00
Less than
Age 25 years 1.28| 000| 345| 0.00| 000| 000| 000| 0.00 2.08 0.00
. 25 40 years| 43.59| 31.25| 44.83| 24.24| 32.56| 2857| 66.67| 2500| 4250| 26.67
(in percentage) ADOVE
40 years 55.13| 68.75| 51.72| 75.76| 67.44| 71.43| 33.33| 75.00| 5542| 73.33
llliterate 0.00| 000| 000| 000| 000| 0.00| 0.00]| 0.00 0.00 0.00
Uptoprimary | 30.77| 6.25| 36.21| 30.30| 44.19| 0.00| 33.33| 0.00 35.83| 18.33
Up to X 2049 31.25| 22.41| 39.39| 13.95| 85.71| 0.00| 50.00| 22.92| 43.33
Educational HSLC
Status passed 14.10| 43.75| 13.79| 9.09 6.98| 14.29| 0.00| 25.00| 12.550| 20.00
(in percentage) HSSLC
passed 17.95| 1250| 21.55| 18.18| 30.23| 0.00| 33.33| 25.00| 22.08| 15.00
Graduate &
above 769| 625| 6.03| 303| 465| 000| 33.33| 0.00 6.67 3.33
I&’Eﬁ/ﬁtor f | Owned land| 100.00| 100.00| 100.00| 100.00| 100.00| 100.00| 100.00| 100.00| 100.00| 100.00
(in percentage) oo nt 000/ 000| o000| o000| 000/ 000| 000| 0.00 0.00 0.00
Subsidiary
occupation Yes 100.00| 100.00| 93.10| 90.91| 88.37| 85.71| 100.00| 100.00| 94.58| 93.33
(in percentage)
NO 000| 000| 6.90| 9.09| 11.63| 14.29| 0.00| 0.00 5.42 6.67

Note: B= Beneoiary & NE= Nobeneficiary

The level of educatiomf the respondents is cadered to be an important
indicator for proper assessment of the study drethe table, the educational status
of the respondents had been classified into 6 levels of stafdand illiterate up to
graduatelevel and above. In the field surveyo respondents were found to be
illiterate in both the groups. Thespondents farmers educated up to primary standard,
the highest(44.19 per centbeing found in the medium size group and the lowest
(30.77 per centin the marginal size group for beneficiamspondentsAt overall
level, it stood at 35.83 perent. In case of neheneficiary respondents the same
standard, the highe$80.30 per centwere found in the small size group and the

lowest(6.25 per centwere found in the marginalzg group ad in overall, it wasat
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18.33 per cent. In up to ¥tandargdno record otbeneficiary respondents was found
in the large farm size groups and the higl{28t49 per centnumberof respondents
wasrecordedn the small size group. At ot level, it wasfoundat 22.92 per cent.
In case of norbeneficiary respondents in the same standard, the hi@tegi per
cent were found in the medium size group and the lo(84s25 per centwere found

in the marginal sizgroup with an overall figure 043.33 per cent. In HSLC passed
standard, the number of beneficiary respondent was nil in the large farm size group
andthe highes(14.10 per centfound in small size group withn average 012.50
per cent In the same standard in respect of-benefciary respondents, the highest
(43.75per cent werefound inthe marginal group and the low€8t09 per centwere
found inthe nmedium size group with an averag®.00 per cent. In HSSLC passed
standard, the highe$83.33 per centwere found against éhlarge farm size group
and the lowes(21.55 per cent were found against themall size group with an
average of 22.08 per centn the same standard the ovefgjure stood at 15 per cent
in case ofbeneficiary respondentt graduate above standal, the highes{33.33
per cent numberof beneficiary farmersvas found againsthe large size group of
farm andthe lowest(4.65 per centwasfound against the medium size group of farm
with an overalffigure 6.67 per cent across the farm size groupghdénsame standard,
the highes{(6.25 per centnumber of norbeneficiary farmers wa®und against the
marginal group and 3.03 per cent against the small size group with an averalje
of 3.33 per cent across the all farm size groups. Fronfindimgs it can be deduced
thattheresponderst of thestudywere fairly educated.

Land is the main resource of farmers upon which a farm family survives. All
the respondent farmers possessed own land in @fatie groups. In the study area
there were ndenant cultivators. Furthegll the respondent farmemsere found to
have subsidiary occupations in eadf the size group. In marginal and large size
categories, 100 per cent respondents had subsidiary occupagainstboth the
groups. Atoverall levd, 94.58 per cenof the beneficiary respondents had the
subsidiary ocupationsand the figure stood aB3.33 per cent for neheneficiary
respondents. The agricultural & allied activities such as poultry, fishery, piggery,
broiler farm,etc andother econmic activities such as vegetable vendors, carpenters,
wage labourers, gity shops,etc. were included as subsidiary occupations of the

respondents.
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Table3.2 shows the demographic and the educational status of the
respondent s f amielgrogps. Ina@ase ob thesbeneficiary fdmaliesm
the highest(53.24 percen) of male populationswere found in small size group

Table - 3.2
Demographic and Educational status of the Sample beneficiary
and non-beneficiary Farm Families

Marginal Small Medium Large Total
Particulars (Less than 1.00 ha.| (1.00 ha2.00 ha) | (2.00 ha4.00 ha.) | (4.00 ha. & above) (Ovenll)
B NB B NB B NB B NB B NB
Male 210 46 394 102 143 22 11 14 758 184
(%) 52.37 51.69 53.24 52.58 49.48 55.00 47.83 53.85 52.17 52.72
Family size Female 191 43 346 92 146 18 12 12 695 165
(%) 47.63 48.31 46.76 47.42 50.52 45.00 52.17 46.15 47.83 47.28
Total 401 89 740 194 289 40 23 26 1453 349
Avg.size 5.14 5.56 6.38 5.88 6.72 5.71 7.67 6.50 6.05 5.82
Below 15
years 36.41 31.46 35.68 31.44 33.22 25.00 30.43 30.77 35.31 30.66
Proportion Male 52.05 57.14 50.38 54.10 48.96 60.00 42.86 62.50 50.49 56.07
of Female 47.95 42.86 49.62 45.90 51.04 40.00 57.14 37.50 49.51 43.93
population o
years 63.59 68.54 64.32 68.56 66.78 75.00 69.57 69.23 64.69 69.34
Male 52.55 49.18 54.83 51.88 49.74 53.33 50.00 50.00 53.09 51.24
Female 47.45 50.82 45.17 48.12 50.26 46.67 50.00 50.00 46.91 48.76
llliterate 10.35 4.88 6.71 6.18 10.61 7.89 9.52 8.00 8.54 6.19
Classl-V 23.71 21.95 21.91 19.10 18.94 21.05 23.81 24.00 21.84 20.43
ClassVt 19.35 19.51 21.16 19.10 23.86 28.95 23.81 12.00 21.24 19.81
VI
) Class XX 18.26 20.73 17.14 16.85 14.39 15.79 14.29 20.00 16.86 17.96
Educational HSLC
Staus  of| pacsed 17.17| 1820| 1878| 21.01| 1553| 18.42| 1420| 20.00| 17.61| 20.43
the farm
families in HSSLC
percentage Passed 8.72 12.20 12.82 15.17 13.64 5.26 9.52 12.00 11.79 13.00
Graduate 2.45 2.44 1.49 1.69 2.65 2.63 4.76 4.00 2.04 2.17
Post
Graduate 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.38 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.00
Technical
Education 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Percentage of Childrel
Below 6 years 8.48 7.87 9.32 8.25 8.65 5.00 8.70 3.85 8.95 7.45

Source: Primary data
Note: B= Beneficiary & NB= Notbeneficiary

followed by marginal (5237%), medium (49.48%) nd large sizgroup @7.83%)

with an averagef 52.17per cent For the norbeneficiary familes, the highest male
populationof 55.00 per cent were found against medium size group followed by the
large (53.85%), small (52.58%) and marginaésgroup (51.69%) with aaverageof

52.72 per cent of male populatioiihe highest femalpopulationof 52.17 per cent

for benefigary families wasfound inlarge farm size group and the lowé$6.76 per
cend were found inthe small size group with an average4if.83 per cent~or non
beneficiaryfamilies the highes(48.31 per cefntfemalepopulationwasfound inthe
marginalsize grop and the lowes{45.00 per centin medium siez group with an

average of47.28 per centin brief, the male populatiodominated over female

S
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populationby 4.34 per cent for beneficiary and by 5.44 per ¢enhonbeneficiary
populationof the responderiamilies.

Amongst thebeneficiary families the highest average family size of67
persons per family wasegordedagainst the large farm size group and the lowest
(5.14 personsper family) were found against the marginal size groufhe highest
(6.50persons per familyfamily size, in case of nebeneficiary families was found in
the large farm size group and the low@s56 persons per famjlyn the marginal size
group The overall family size stood at 6.05 persons for beneficiary families and 5.82
persons for nofbeneficiary families. On an average the family size was neither very
big nor too small

The educational status of tlkerm families was studie@xcluding the children
below 6 years. On an average, the population of children below 6steatsat 8.95
per cent forbeneficiary andr.45 percent for norbeneficiary group The highest
(10.61 per cent illiterate persons wakund in medium size group followed by
marginal (10.35%), large (9.52%) and small (6.71%) size group with an overall
average 08.54 per cenfor beneficiary farm populationin case of no#beneficiary
families, the highesiiliteracy of 8 per cent wafound against the large farm size
group followed by medium (7.89%), small (6.18%) and marginal (4.88%) size group
with an averagef 6.19 per cent. Thus, the illiteracy percentage feaad higher by
2.35 per cent for beneficiary thanathof the norbeneficiary farmpopulation. In
Class #V standardthe highes{23.81 per cefntno. of persons was foundgainst the
large size group followed by marginal (23.81%), medium (18.94%) and small
(21.91%) size group with an overaVerage o21.84 per centor beneficiary farm
populationwhile for the norbeneficiary, the higheg24.00 per centno. of persons
was found aganst the large size group followed by marginal (21.95%), medium
(21.05%) and small (19.10%) size group with an oveeaterage 0220.43 per cent
which was lessr by 1.41 per ent over the beneficiary population

In Class VHVIII standard the highesi(23.86 per centno. of persons was
recorded in the medium size groufollowed by the large farm (23.81%),small
(21.16%), and marginal (19.35%) size group with an oveaaktrage o21.24 per
cent for beneficiary farm population while for the rAwmenefigaries, the highest
(28.95 per centwere found against the medium size group followed by marginal
(19.51%), medium (19.10%) and large farm (12.00%) size group with an overall
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average 0f19.81 per cent andas leser by 1.43 per cent ovehe beneficiary farms
population

In the Class IXX standardthe highes{(18.26 per centno. of persons was
foundagainst the maynal size group followed by sma(ll7.14%), mediun{14.39%)
and large size (14.29%) group with an overaNerage of 16.86 per cent for
beneficiary farm population while for the ndeneficiaries, the highe$t20.73 per
cen) was found against the smalize group followed by large(20.00%), small
(16.85%) and medium (15.79%) size group with an oveaaéirage ofL7.%6 per cent
which was higherby 1.10 per cent oveéhe beneficiary population

In the HSLC passed standard, the highgstcentage(17.17 per cent of
beneficiary farm families were noticed tine marginal size groujollowed by small
farm (18.78%), nedium(15.53%) and the large size (14.29%) group with an overall
average oflL7.61 per cent while for the norbeneficiaries, the highes{21.91 per
cen) no. of persons wasfound against the smallize group followed by large
(20.00%), medium (18.42%nd small (18.29%) size group with an overallerage
of 20.43 per cent which was highdry 2.82 per cent overthe beneficiary farm
population

In the HSSLC passed standard, the higfE3i64 per centno. of personsvas
found inthe medium size gup followed by small (12.82%), large (9.52%) and
marginal size (8.72%) group with an overalerageof 11.79 per cent for beneficiary
farm population while for the nebeneficiaries, the highes{15.17 per centno. of
persons wafound against themall size group followed by marginal (12.20%), large
(12.00%) and medium (5.26%) size group with an overatrageof 13.00 per cent
which was higherby 1.21 per cent ovéne beneficiary farm population

In the Graduate standard, the ovesdlaire of beneficiary and ndreneficiary
farmers were2.04 per cent and 2.17 peent respectively.The highest numbeof
graduates wafound in the large farm size group for both theneficiary and non
beneficiary farmers.

Only 0.38 per cenbf the bereficiary farmerspossessegdost graduate degree,
and that too in medium size graouyo familymembersn the study area hadchncal
education

Ownership of land isone of the important criteria which indicates the
economicstatus of the farmers ithe villages. Bt the quantum of landwnedhas

been decreasing with passage of time due to division of farnlidarand selling of
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land on account of social event or medical expenditure for the treatméme faimily
members. As a result, numbers of margenadl small farm families are increasing in

the villages. It needsuitablepolicy initiatives to check further divisions of land

Table-3.3

Land holding Status of the Sample beneficiary and noibeneficiary Household
( Area in hectare)

] Marginal Small Medium Large Total
Particulars (Less than 1.00a.) (1.00 ha:2.00 ha) | (2.00 ha4.00 ha.) (4.00 ha. & above (Ovenall)
B NB B NB B NB B NB B NB

Total Owned Land 60.64 | 13.86 | 167.60 | 43.04 | 111.91 | 19.01 | 18.07 | 20.35 | 358.23 | 96.25

Owned land per HH 0.78 0.87 1.44 1.30 2.60 2.72 6.02 5.09 1.49 1.60

Area under own 54.48 | 12.45 | 156.76 | 40.29 | 107.03 | 18.07 | 17.54 | 19.34 | 335.81 | 90.16
operational holding

Irrigated area 6.36 0.94 2443 | 4.02 8.63 3.28 8.17 5.22 4759 | 1345

Un-Irrigated area 48.13 | 11.51 | 132.26 | 36.28 | 98.39 | 14.79 9.37 14.12 | 288.15| 76.71

Area under leased in/| 1.61 0.40 9.37 3.61 13.45 1.81 2.81 0.00 27.24 5.82
Mortgaged in

Irrigated area 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Un-Irrigated area 161 0.40 9.37 3.61 13.45 1.81 2.81 0.00 27.24 0.00

Area under leased out|/ 0.00 0.00 4.89 0.00 | 10.71 | 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.60 | 0.00
Mortgaged out

Irrigated area 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Un-Irrigated area 0.00 0.00 4.89 0.00 10.71 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.60 0.00

Net Irrigated area 6.36 0.94 2443 | 4.02 8.63 3.28 8.17 5.22 47.59 | 1345

% of net irrigated area
to net operated area | 11.34 7.29 15.16 9.15 7.87 16.50 | 40.13 | 26.99 | 13.70 | 14.02

Net operated Area 56.09 | 12.85 | 161.18 | 43.91 | 109.77 | 19.88 | 20.35 | 19.34 | 347.39 | 95.98

Average Net Operated
Area 0.72 0.80 1.39 1.33 2.55 2.84 6.78 4.84 1.45 1.60

Source: Primary data
Note: B= Beneficiary & NB= Notbeneficiary

Table 3.3 visualizes the land holding status and the area under irrigation
respeciof the sample beneficiary and nrbeneficiary households across the different
farm size groups. The total oed landincludes homestead, orchaeshd field
croppedarea. The average size of adhland holding stood at 1.49 hectares for
beneficiary and 1® hectaresfor nonbeneficiary household. The overall total area
under owred operational holding was recordatl 335.81 hectares and 90.16 hectares
for beneficiary and ncbeneficiary householgdgespectively The total area under
leased in or mortgaged was found at 27.24 hectares for beneficiary households and
5.82 hectares for nelpereficiary households. The percentage of net irrigated area to
net operated areavas found to be the highegtQ(13 per centin the large farm size
group of beneficiarhouseholds followed by small5.16 %), marginal (11.34%)
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and medium (7.87 per cergjze group of holding with an overaveragerrigated
area of 13.70 per cent while in caske nonbeneficiary households, the highdst
26.9 per cent) net irrigated area wadound in largefarm size group followed by
medium (16.50%) , small (9.15 %) and marginal (7.29%) size group of holding with
an overall irrigated area of 14.02 per cent. The overall per household net operated area
was 1.45 hectare and 1.60 heetdor beneficiary and nebeneficiary household,
respectivelyOn the basis of the observations, it can be saidlteatrigational status
in the studyareawas not at satisfactory level for both the groups. The lower
percentage of irrigated land undeperationcontinues to be anatter of concern
especiallyfor adopting modern agricultural technology packagése average net
operated areaf beneficiary famerswasfoundto be in highessidein caseof small
andlargefarm size groupas compared to mebeneficiary farmerdn other groupsit
showed a reverse picture. Therefore, net operated area colidthetsde factor for
credit seekers; there mighé somedther factors whicheally neededo be analyzed

The type of agrelimatic condition,irrigation status, availabilityf required
seeds orime, food habits, the social back ground, economic factors of the farmers,
monetary gain per unit of aread policy initiatives of the @ernment are the key
factors that basically determiniee cropping pattern of a state. The crop season of
Assam isdivided into two main seasor¥Kharif from April to September anRabi
from October to March. These tweasondollow differenttypeof cropping pattern.

Table-3.4.a
Season wise Cropping Pi#ern of the Sample Beneficiary
and Non-beneficiary HHs

(Areain Ha.)
Marginal Small Medium Large Total
Farm Size —_— (Less than 1.0 (1.00 ha2.00 (2.00 ha4.00 (4.00 ha. & (Ovell)
ha.) ha) ha.) above)
crops | B | NB B | NB B | NB B | NB B | NB
Kharif season(April to September)
Paddy 50.48 | 11.69 | 146.67 | 39.52 | 100.99 | 18.29 | 18.52 | 17.80 | 316.66 | 87.30
Pulses 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vegetables 1.68 0.32 5.64 1.32 2.74 0.60 0.71 0.58 10.78 2.82
Jute 2.80 0.51 4.84 2.20 4.39 0.70 0.92 0.68 12.95 | 4.08
Sugercane 0.56 0.12 4.03 0.44 1.32 0.20 0.20 0.19 6.11 0.95
Rabi seasonOctober to March)

Paddy 16.83 | 3.86 48.35 | 12.73 | 38.42 | 5.96 5.09 4.84 108.69 | 27.39
Pulse 1.68 0.32 4.84 0.88 2.20 0.70 0.71 0.77 9.43 2.67
Vegetables 3.37 0.71 11.28 3.29 8.78 1.69 1.73 1.45 25.16 7.14
Oilseeds (Mustard) 1.96 0.45 7.25 1.76 4.94 0.70 1.32 1.16 15.48 | 4.06
Gross Cropped area 79.37 | 17.99 | 232.90| 62.13 | 163.78 | 28.83 | 29.20 | 27.47 | 505.25| 136.41
Net Cropped Area 56.09 | 12.85 | 161.18 | 43.91 | 109.77 | 19.88 | 20.35 | 19.34 | 347.39| 95.98
Cropping Intensity 141.50 | 139.95| 144.50 | 141.50 | 149.20 | 145.00 | 143.50 | 142.00 | 145.44 | 142.12

Source: Primary data
Note: B= Beneficiary & NB= Notbeneficiary

Table 3.4a depicts the croppingattern of the sample beneficiary and non

beneficiary farmers across the different farm size groups in tefnsea under
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different crops undekharif andrabi season separately. The gross pexparea is the

total area uder different crops grown itwo seasons for the reference year under
study. Area under different crops of sample beneficiaries were at much higher side
thanthat of the norbeneficiaries because of the fact ttretnumber of households in
respect of beneficiaries wasore than that ofhe nonbeneficiaries. The workedut
cropping intensitywas foundhigher amongsthe beneficiaryfarmers in all the size
groups as compadeto nonbeneficiary farmers. One of theasonsmight be the
effect of the KCC scheme operation Amongst the beneficiary farmersthe
cropping intensity wathe highes{149.20 per ceftin the medium group followed by
small (144.50%), large(143.50%) and marginal (141.50%) size group while for non
beneficiary farmers, the highgdt45.00 per cept cropping inensity wasecorded in

the medium farm size group followed by large (142.00%), small (141.50%) and
marginal (132.95%) size group. The overall cropping intensity stood at 145.44 per
cent for beneficiary and 142.12 per cent for 4hemeficiary farmers Cropping
intensity indicatesaggregate production level of the crops grown in the statenand
the present contexhe analysiseveals a moderate picture.

Table-3.4.b
Season wise Cropping Pattern of the sample beneficiary HH% to GCA)
. Marginal Small Medium Large Total
Fagm Sizé I "Tess than 1.00 ha| (L.00 ha:2.00 ha) | (2.00 ha4.00 ha) | (4.00 ha. & above) (Ovenll)
rops B | NB B | NB B | NB B | NB B | NB
Kharif season(April to September)
Paddy 63.60 | 65.02 | 62.98 | 63.60 | 61.66 | 63.45 | 6341 | 64.79 | 62.67 | 64.00
Pulses 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vegetables 2.12 1.79 2.42 2.12 1.68 2.07 2.44 2.11 2.13 2.06
Jute 353 2.86 2.08 3.53 2.68 2.41 3.14 2.46 2.56 2.99
Sugercane 0.71 0.68 1.73 0.71 0.80 0.69 0.70 0.70 1.21 0.70
Rabi seasonOctober to March)

Paddy 2120 | 21.44 | 20.76 | 2049 | 2346 | 20.69 | 17.42 | 17.61 | 2151 | 20.08
Pulse 2.12 1.79 2.08 141 1.34 2.41 2.44 2.82 1.87 1.96
Vegetables 424 3.93 4.84 5.30 5.36 5.86 5.92 5.28 4.98 5.23
Oilseeds 2.47 2.50 3.11 2.83 3.02 2.41 4.53 4.23 3.06 2.98
(Mustard)
% Total 100.00 | 100.00 | 100.00 | 100.00 | 100.00 | 100.00 | 100.00 | 100.00 | 100.00 | 100.00

Source: Primary data
Note: B= Beneficiary & NB= Notbeneficiary

Table 3.4b gives the percentage distribution of the area under different crops
to the gross cropped area for the reference year {2Bl4inder study. Analysis
indicates that th&harif paddy (lirect seedeshormal ahy, transplanted normalhuy,
sali and bao paddy)wasthe dominant crop in thkharif seasorfollowed by rabi
paddy (summer) in theabi season. Among all the paddy cropsali paddy covers
maximum crop area of the state.,, more than 60 per cent of the gross cropped area
of the state in each crop year. In Ass&marif pulses are also grown but no sample
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farmers reported about the cultivation kdfarif pulses during field investigation.
Growing ofrabi pulses was very commamong most of the farmerbut the area
under this crop was not founarge enoughas compared to the other crops .The area
under kharif vegetables was found less than thatralbi vegetables. Both the
vegetables were cultivated for home consumption anddlein the local market. The
kharif vegetables includedady 6 s finger, bottle gourd,
gourd, snake gourd, cucumber, leafy vegetald&s,and therabi vegetables grown

were brinjal, cabbage, cauliflower, kn&hol, pumpkn, tomato, potato, leafy
vegetables, green peasc Pulses includ® green gram, red gram andabk gram.

Jute and sugarcane wey@wn as cash crops.

Jute isan inportant crop of the Centrahd Lower Brahmaputra Valleyode
and sugarcane is cultivated almost all the districte®f Assam. Bit the area under
sugarcane isleclining because of its replacement bmall tea gardens in the state.
Oilseeds (mustard) are grown in the North BdPlain Zone Central Bank and the
Lower Brahmaputra Valley @ghes. In the sample beneficiary households, the
percentage area undeharif paddy varied between 61.66 and 63.60 per cent in the
different farm size groups with aaverage 062.67per cent while in non beneficiary
householdsit lied between 63.45 and 65.02 pmnt withan averagef 64.00 per
cent. The percentagef areaunder kharif vegetables for beneficiary households
varied between 1.68 and 2.44 per cent in the different farm size groups with an
averageof 2.13 per centwhile in caseof non beneficiary householdst varied
between 1.79 and 2.11 per cent wih overall averageof 2.06 per cent. The
percentage of area under jute for beneficiary households varied between 2.68 and 3.53
per cent in the different farm sizeogips with an overalaverage of2.56 per cent
while in non beneficiary householdsrangedbetween 2.46 and 3.53 per cent with an
overall averageof 2.99 per cent. The percentage of area undegarcanefor
beneficiary households varied between 0.70 &7@ per cent in the different farm
size groups with aroverall average ofl1.21 per cent while in nomeneficiary
households, it rangdaetween 0.68 and 0.70 per cent with an overedirageof 0.70
per cent.

The cropping patternduring rabi seasonreflects that for beneficiary
householdsthe area under paddy varied from 23.46L#42 per cent with an overall
averageof 21.51 per cent while for non beneficiary householdsrangedbetween
17.61 and 21.44 per cent with an oveeaterageof 20.08 per cent. The area under
pulses for bené&fiary households varied from 1.34 2044 per cent with an overall
averageof 1.87 per cent of the gross cropped area. The area under pulses for non
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beneficiary households varied between 1.41 and 2.82 per cassdbe farm size
groups with aroverall averageof 1.96 per cent of the gross cropped ardacan be
seen that there were more area uno®si vegetables than that of thieharif
vegetables.

As the state is situated in heavy rainfall zone, the damagep$on account
of heavy shower is vergommonfor which probably, thearea undekharif vegetables
had declined. No significant difference of area undbr vegetables had been noticed
between the beneficiary and nbaneficiary farmers. The percentagiearea under
oilseeds (mustard) for beneficiary farmers varied between 2.47 and 4.53 per cent
across the different farm size groups with an ovenadrage 08.06 per cent. In case
of nonbeneficiary farmersthe areavaried from 2.41 to4.23 per cent across size
groups with an overallverageof 2.98per cent

Table 3.5 gives area, productiaand productivity of crops cultivated by the
beneficiary and nobeneficiary farmers across the farm size groupsp@&skKCC
guidelines the bans were sanctioned against somspecific crop only but the
benefitted farmeren queryreported that they had also diverted some amoumietet
the immediate needs fother cultivated cropas well.lt wasfelt necessaryo make
an assessment ahe produwction and productivity of thecrops grown by the two
groups in order tseethe impact of the credit schema. Assam farmerscultivate
both HYV and local paddyBut the area under local paddy is decreasing on account
of yield difference baeteen HYV and dcal paddy. Overalhnalysis of beneficiary
dataindicatesthatof the total paddy arg@16.66 Ha.duringkharif season, HYV and
local paddy coverefl6.68and 13.32 per cent, respectively. In case ofloemeficiary
farmers,of the total paddy are@7.30 ha.)the area under HYV paddy stood8®.88
per centand the area under local paddy stood at 16.12 per cent of théhatél
paddy area. All the sample farmengre seen to cultivatelYV paddy (summer
paddy) duringrabi season. In th&harif season, the highest performanceyiéld
rate of HYV paddy with48.18quintal per hectare was founalgainst the smallsize
groy for the beneficiary farmers and case ohon-beneficiaryfarmers the highest
(45.57 quintal per hectajeproductivity wasrecordedin the same farm size group
The oveall yield rate of HYV paddy stood at 47.16 quintal per hectare for
beneficiary and 44.23quintal per hectartor nonbeneficiary farmers. Thus the yield
rate was found to be highby 293 quintal ger hectare for the beneficiary farmeas
compared tamonbeneficiary farmers. In case of local paddy dutkhgrif season, no
significant differences in yield rates were seen in both the gro@s.an average
24.05quintal per hectare wdke yieldobtained bythe beneficiaryjarmers as against
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23.61 quintal per hectanm case ofthe nonbeneficiary farmers with a marginal
increase of 04 quintal per hectarenly. In rabi season paddy, the highgstld was
recorded againgmall size groupvith 50.76 quintal per hectare an@.25 quintal per
hectarefor nonbeneficiary farmersThe overall yield rate stood a#9.59quintal
per hectarefor beneficiary andt6.68quintal per hectare for ndmendiciary farmers
with a yield differenceof 291 quintal per hect& for beneficiary groupln kharif
vegetablesthe highestyield rate of 31.25 quintal per hectarewas noticed for

Table-3.5
Season wise Area Production and Yield of Crops of

the Sample Beneficiaries and Noibeneficiaries
(Area in Ha., Production in Qtls. & Yield in Qtls/Ha.)

Farm Size = Marginal Small Medium Large Total
Crons (Less than 1.00 hg (1.00 ha:2.00 ha) | (2.00 ha:4.00 ha.) | (4.00 ha. & above (Ovenrll)
P B | NB B | NB B | NB B | NB B | NB
Kharif season(April to September)
Paddy A 43.67 9.82 | 129.36 33.00 85.44| 15.36| 16.02| 15.04 274.49 73.22
(HYV) P | 2071.32| 425.62| 6232.99| 1503.60| 3925.07| 674.79| 715.49| 634.69| 12944.86| 3238.70
Y 47.43| 43.33 48.18 45.57 4594 | 43.92| 44.67| 4221 47.16 44.23
Paddy A 6.82 1.87 17.31 6.52 15.55 2.93 2.50 2.76 42.17 14.08
(Local) P 164.58| 44.40| 419.70| 155.84| 370.93| 68.12| 59.19| 64.00| 1014.41| 332.36
Y 24.15| 23.73 24.25 23.90 23.85| 23.28| 23.68| 23.20 24.05 23.61
A 50.48 | 11.69| 146.67 39.52| 100.99| 18.29| 1852 17.80 316.66 87.30
Total Paddy | P | 2235.90| 470.02| 6652.69| 1659.44| 4296.00| 742.92| 774.68| 698.69 | 13959.27| 3571.06
Y 44.29| 40.19 45.36 41.99 4254 | 40.62| 41.84| 39.26 44.08 40.91
A 1.68 0.32 5.64 1.32 2.74 0.60 0.71 0.58 10.78 2.82
Vegetables | P 51.88 9.76 | 176.29 40.69 83.29| 18.02| 21.21| 17.15 332.67 85.62
Y 30.83| 30.38 31.25 30.89 30.35| 30.21| 29.78| 29.55 30.86 30.41
A 2.80 0.51 4.84 2.20 4.39 0.70 0.92 0.68 12.95 4.08
Jute P 48.69 8.52 84.81 36.99 72.32| 11.48| 14.60| 10.74 220.41 67.73
Y 17.36| 16.58 17.54 16.85 16.47| 16.50| 15.94| 15.86 17.02 16.59
Sugercane A 0.56 0.12 4.03 0.44 1.32 0.20 0.20 0.19 6.11 0.95
(in Molasses| P 8.17 1.71 64.72 6.89 18.89 2.82 2.83 2.67 94.61 14.09
form) Y 1457 | 13.97 16.06 15.69 14.34| 14.19| 13.89| 13.82 15.48 14.78
Rabi season (October to March)
Paddy A 16.83 3.86 48.35 12.73 38.42 5.96 5.09 4.84 108.69 27.39
(HYV) P 832.95| 180.63 | 2454.42| 614.40| 1869.15| 274.93 | 233.24 | 208.58 | 5389.76| 1278.53
Y 49.50| 46.85 50.76 48.25 48.65| 46.10| 45.85| 43.13 49.59 46.68
A 1.68 0.32 4.84 0.88 2.20 0.70 0.71 0.77 9.43 2.67
Pulse P 10.42 1.88 30.46 5.25 13.13 4.01 4.02 4.29 58.03 15.43
Y 6.19 5.85 6.30 5.98 5.98 5.76 5.65 5.55 6.16 5.78
A 3.37 0.71 11.28 3.29 8.78 1.69 1.73 1.45 25.16 7.14
Vegetables | P 126.71| 25.18| 430.31| 121.58| 322.38| 60.07| 59.31| 49.23 938.71| 256.06
Y 37.65| 35.63 38.14 36.92 36.71| 35.55| 34.29| 33.93 37.31 35.86
Oilseed A 1.96 0.45 7.25 1.76 4.94 0.70 1.32 1.16 15.48 4.06
(,\;ljggrj) P | 1207| 272| 4519| 1045| 30.03| 4.09| 7.76| 6.66] 9506 23.92
Y 6.15 6.05 6.23 5.95 6.08 5.88 5.87 5.74 6.14 5.89

Source: Primary data
Note: B= Beneficiary & NB= Notbeneficiary

beneficiary farmers and 30.89 quintal per hectare forbeneficiary farmers against
the small size grouplhe overall yield rate stooat 30.86 quintal and 30.41 quintal
per hectare for beneficiary and nbaneficiary farmers, respectively. A nominal
increase was found for beneficiary farmers.

In rabi vegetables, the highest yield rate of 13B.quintal per hetare was
recordedfor beneficiary farmers and 36.92 quintal per hectare forbeeficiary
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farmers against the small size group. The overall yield rate occurred at 37.31 and
35.86 quintal per hectare for beneficiary and -beneficiary farmers, respecsly.

And 1.45 quintal washe yield difference betweehe beneficiary farmersand non
beneficiary farmers. The highest yield rate of jwith 1754 quintal per hectare was
recordedfor beneficiary farmers and 16.85 quintal per hectare forbemeficiary
farmers against the small size granfpfarmers The overall yield rate stooat 17.02
quintal and 16.59 quintal per hectare for beneficiary andbemeficiary farners,
respectively. A marginal increasaf 0.43 quintal wasnoticed in respect of the
benefciary farmers.

The highest yield rat¢l6.06 gtl./ha.)of sugarcane in terms of molasses was
found against the small size groudpr beneficiary farmers andfor nonbeneficiary
farmers, the highest yield ra(@¢5.69 qtl./hg. was recordedagainstthe small size
group with an averageyield of 15.48 quintal and 14.78uintal per hectare for
beneficiary and notbeneficiary farmers, respeatly. A nominal increase of 0.70
quintal wasnoticed in case of thieeneficiaryfarmers. In Assanpulses argrown in
both the seasons buabi pulses are very populaamongthe farmers. During field
survey, no sample farmers were found to gkbzrif pulses The highest yield 06.30
quintal per hectare was recordadainst thesmall farm size group for benefaiy
farmers and for ncbeneficiary farmersthe same size group yielded highest
productivity (5.98qtl./ng. The overall yield rate stood é&t16 quintal and.78 quintal
per hectarefor beneficiary and nobeneficiary farmers, respectively. Arvarall
marginal increase 00.38 quintal was seein case of beneficiary farmers. Oilseeds
productivity was found a&.14 quintal ands.89quintal per hectare for beneficiary and
non-beneficiary farmers, respectively. A marginal increase 26 Quintal per hectare
was seernn case of the beneficiary farmersrom the tableit emergesthat no
significant visibledifferenceswere theran production and productivitgf the crops
between the two groups of respondent farmégs, beneficiary and nerbeneficiary
farmers. However, the impact ofcredit as a whole upon the beneficiary farmers
cannot be denied.

Table 3.6a visualizeshe gross return in terms wélue of the crops and ibs/-
productin respect othe sample beneficiary and nbeneficiary farmersHereprices
of the crops refeto the price received by the farmseaat their farm gate. The price of
each crop waw/orked out orby taking average dfifferent priesprevalentn sample

districts. No significant differencen prices of the crops was no#id duringthe
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collection of primary level data. Accordingly, the pscevere worked outat
Rs.1250~ per dl. for kharif HYV paddy, Rs J050F per dl. for local kharif paddy,
Rs 1,150- per dl. for rabi HYV paddy, Rs1500- per gtl. for kharif vegetabés, Rs.
1,250/ perqtl. for rabi vegetables, R2,125/ perqtl. for jute, Rs3,000- perqtl. for
sugarcane(in terms gjfur), Rs. 4,500 per qtl. for rabi pulsesandRs 3000/~ perqtl.
for Mustard In kharif paddy, the highest gross return of 3839256 per hectare
was found against the small size group with an oveaaktrage oRs56,666.74 per
hectare for beneficiary farmers amdcase of notbeneficiary respondentd)e highest
gross retur{Rs53,800.83 per hectargwas found again ithe same size group with
an overallaveragegross return of RS2,416.81per hectareIn rabi paddy, the
highest gross return of R, 912.00 per hectare was fouadainst the small size
group with an overall gross return of B8,507.1Qper hectare fobeneficiary farmers
and in caseof non beneficiary farmers, the highest gross return ob5/R800 per
hectare was found against the small size group with an overall gross return of
Rs56,016.8%er hectare.

In kharif vegetables, the highest gross retafrRs46,875.00 per hectare was
found against the safl size group with an overall gross returnRg46,287.33per
hectare for beneficiary farmers and the highest gross return 46,835.00 per
hectare was found against the same size group with aralb\gross return of
Rs45617.2%er hectare for neheneficiary farmers.

In rabi vegetables, the highest gross return o4R&75.00 per hectare was
found against themallsize group with an overall averageRg46,638.31per hectare
for beneficiaryfarmers and the highest gross return o#R4.50.00 per hectare was
recordedagainst thesamesize group with an overall gross return of 42s825.76per
hectare for notbeneficiary farmers.

Jute and sugarcane are timgportantcash crop®f the state grown ikharif
season. The highestags returrirom jute was found against the small size group with
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Table-3.6a
Season wise GrosReturn from the Produces of the Sample Beneficiaries and Nemeneficiaries
Marginal Small Medium Large Total
Farm Size = Crops¥# ( Less than 1.00 ha.) (1.00 ha2.00 ha) (2.00 ha-4.00 ha.) (4.00 ha. & above) (Ovenll)
B [ NB B | NB B NB B NB B NB
Kharif season(April to September)
Area 50.48 11.69 146.67 39.52 100.99 18.29 1852 17.80 316.66 87.30
Production
(Value in Rs.) 2,761,957.92| 578,645.27| 8,231,920.08 2,043,132.99| 5,295,809.61| 915,021.50| 956,513.84| 860,557.09| 17,246,201.45 4,397,356.86
By-product 111,794.99| 23501.03| 332,634.42| 82,972.04| 214,799.81| 37,145.85| 38,734.11| 34,934.25| 697,963.33| 178,553.17
Paddy (Value in Rs.)
gglffé'?ne};’;”) 2,873,752.91| 602,146.31| 8,564,554.50| 2,126,105.03| 5,510,609.42| 952,167.35| 995,247.95| 895,491.35| 17,944,164.78 4,575,910.03
Gross Return
per Ha.(Rs.) 56,926.37| 51,488.47| 58,392.56| 53,800.83| 54,565.55| 52,061.85| 53,748.57| 50,318.34 56,666.74|  52,416.81
Area 1.68 0.32 5.64 132 2.74 0.60 0.71 0.58 10.78 2.82
R}gﬂj%ci‘:]"gs ) 77,817.89| 14,640.96| 264,432.73| 61,035.66| 124,934.74| 27,025.21| 31,813.17| 25,722.74| 498,998.53| 128,424.58
By-product 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vegetables | (Valuein Rs.) ' ' ' ' ' ) ' ) ) )
g&iﬁﬁtg) 77,817.89| 14,640.96| 264,432.73| 61,035.66| 124,934.74| 27,025.21| 31,813.17| 25,722.74|  498,998.53| 128,424.58
Sé?lisa?g?;n 46,245.00| 45570.00| 46,875.00| 46,335.00| 45525.00| 45,315.00| 44,670.00| 44,325.00 46,287.33|  45,617.29
Area 2.80 0.51 484 2.20 4.39 0.70 0.92 0.68 12.95 4.08
Production
(Value in Rs.) 103,459.91| 18,111.49| 18022526 78,610.78| 153,675.90| 24,395.90| 31,015.78| 22,817.99| 468,376.85| 143,936.15
By-product
Jute (Value in Rs.) 1,217.18 213.08 2,120.30 924.83 1,807.95 287.01 364.89 268.45 5,510.32 1,693.37
Gross Return
(Value in Rs.) 104,677.08| 18,324.56| 182,345.56| 79,535.61| 155483.86] 24,682.91| 31,380.67| 23,086.44| 473,887.17| 145629.52
Gross Return
per Ha.(Rs.) 37,324.00| 35647.00] 37,711.00| 36,227.50| 35410.50| 35,475.00| 34,271.00| 34,099.00 36,603.63| 35673.14
Area 0.56 0.12 4.03 0.44 1.32 0.20 0.20 0.19 6.11 0.95
Produc;ion
(Value in Rs.) 2451150| 5116.32| 194,14500| 20,664.00| 56,678.40| 8,46450| 8481.60| 8,019.75| 283,816.50 42,264.57
By-product
Sugarcane | (ValueinRs) 285.97 59.69 2,265.03 241.08 661.25 98.75 98.95 93.56 3,311.19 493.09
Gross Return
(Value in Rs.) 24,797.47 5,176.01| 196,410.03| 20,905.08 57,339.65| 8,563.25| 8,580.55| 8,113.31 287,127.69|  42,757.66
Gross Return
per Ha.(Rs.) 44,209.33| 42,395.61| 48,743.62| 47,610.05| 43529.18| 43,075.76| 42,168.90| 41,942.18 46,984.53|  44,846.91

Cont dé
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Table-3.6a

Season wise Gross Return fronthe Produces of the Sample Beneficiaries and Ndweneficiaries

E Si = Marginal Small Medium Large Total
c?gms "Ze (Less than 1.00 ha.) (.00 ha:2.00 ha) (2.00 ha4.00 ha.) (4.00 ha. & above) (Overll)
P B [ NB B [ NB B [ NB B NB B NB

Rabi season (October to March)
Area 16.83 3.86 48.35 12.73 38.42 5.96 5.09 4.84 108.69 27.39
Production
(ValueinRs.) | 957,894.58| 207,720.48| 2,822,582.17| 706,555.69| 2,149,522.42| 316,173.80| 268,225.57| 239,863.71| 6,198,224.74| 1,470,313.68
By-product

Paddy (Value in Rs.) 41,647.59 9,031.33 122,720.96 30,719.81 93,457.50 13,746.69 11,661.98 10,428.86 269,488.03 63,926.68
Gross Return
(Value in Rs.) | 999,542.17| 216,751.81| 2,945,303.13| 737,275.50| 2,242,979.92| 329,920.48| 279,887.55| 250,292.57| 6,467,712.77| 1,534,240.36
Gross Return
per Ha.(Rs.) 59,400.00 56,220.00 60,912.00 57,900.00 58,380.00 55,320.00 55,020.00 51,756.00 59,507.10 56,016.89
Area 1.68 0.32 4.84 0.88 2.20 0.70 0.71 0.77 9.43 2.67
Production
(Value in Rs.) 46,872.47 8,457.83 137,081.93 23,631.81 59,079.52 18,034.70 18,107.23 19,324.70 261,141.14 69,449.04
By-product

Pulses (Value in Rs.) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Gross Return
(Value in Rs.) 46,872.47 8,457.83 137,081.93 23,631.81 59,079.52 18,034.70 18,107.23 19,324.70 261,141.14 69,449.04
Gross Return
per Ha.(Rs.) 27,855.00 26,325.00 28,350.00 26,910.00 26,910.00 25,920.00 25,425.00 24,975.00 27,705.22 26,020.53
Area 3.37 0.71 11.28 3.29 8.78 1.69 1.73 1.45 25.16 7.14
Production
(Valuein Rs.) | 158,387.05 31,480.32 537,891.43| 151,979.92 402,974.56 75,088.67 74,134.34 61,532.19| 1,173,387.38 320,081.10
By-product

Vegetables | (Value in Rs.) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Gross Return
(Valuein Rs.) | 158,387.05 31,480.32 537,891.43| 151,979.92 402,974.56 75,088.67 74,134.34 61,532.19| 1,173,387.38 320,081.10
Gross Return
per Ha.(Rs.) 47,062.50 44,537.50 47,675.00 46,150.00 45,887.50 44,437.50 42,862.50 42,412.50 46,638.31 44,825.76
Area 1.96 0.45 7.25 1.76 4.94 0.70 1.32 1.16 15.48 4.06
Production
(Value in Rs.) 36,220.78 8,163.86 135,558.80 31,351.00 90,101.20 12,273.61 23,291.41 19,986.27 285,172.19 71,774.74

Oilseeds By-product
(Value in Rs.) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

(Mustard)
Gross Return
(Value in Rs.) 36,220.78 8,163.86 135,558.80 31,351.00 90,101.20 12,273.61 23,291.41 19,986.27 285,172.19 71,774.74
Gross Return
per Ha.(Rs.) 18,450.00 18,150.00 18,690.00 17,850.00 18,240.00 17,640.00 17,610.00 17,220.00 18,423.66 17,667.26

Source: Primary data

Note:

B= Beneficiary & NB= Norbeneficiary
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Rs.37,711.00 and Rs.36,227.50 per hectare for benefigiadynonbeneficiary
farmers, respectively. The overall per hectare gross return stood at Rs.36,603.63 for
beneficiary and Rs.35,673.14 for nbaneficiaryfarmers

The highest gross retufinrom sugarcane warecordel against the small size
group with Rs48,743.62and Rs47,610.05per hectare for beneficiary for non
beneficiary farmers, respectively. The overall per hectare gross return stood at
Rs46,984.53or beneficiary and R44,846.91or nonbeneficiaryfarmers

The highest gross retufrom pulses was found against the small size group

with Rs28,350.00 and Rs26,910.00per hectare for beneficiary for ndreneficiary
farmers, respectively. The overall per hectare gross return stood2dt /. 22for
beneficiary and R26,020.53For nonbeneficiay farmers

The highest gross retufrom oilseeds (mustard) was found against the small
size group with R48,69000for beneficiary farmerd-or nonbeneficiary farmershe
highest return wasbtained by the marginal size group of farmers (Rs. 18,15&00
hectarg. The overall per hectare gross return stood atg2366 for beneficiary
and Rsl7,667.26for nonbeneficiaryfarmers

Table3.6b gives season wise aggregate gross value of all the crops grown by
the sample beneficiary and rbeneficiary &rmers across the farm size groups. In
kharif season, the aggregate highest gross return &7R&7.77per hectare was
found against the small size group of farm followed by marginal 5584.22,
medium ( Rs53,437.52 and the largd Rs52,438.53 size group with an overall
gross return of RS5,423.42for beneficiary farmers. In casef nonbeneficiary
farmers, the aggregate highest gross return ddZ824.52per hectare was found
against the small size group of farm followed by medium5R#84.66, marginal
Rs.(50,606.8) and the largéRs49,482.93 size group with an overall gross return of
Rs.51,421.40

In rabi season, the aggregate highest gross return 6D@&1.450er hectare
was found against the small size graidfarm followedby medium (Rs55,936.40,
marginal ( R$2,059.18 and the large (Rs1,464.47 size group with an overall
gross return of RS6,769.76for beneficiary farmers. In casef non beneficiary
farmers, the aggregate highest gross return o /805.53per hectare was found
against the small size group fafm followed by marginal (R85,118.2%, medium
(Rs53,270.59, and the largéRs48,366.23 size group with an overall gross return of
Rs54,492.81



Table- 3.6b
Season wise Gross Returfrom the Produces of Sample Beneficiaries and Nebeneficiaries (All Crops)
[Crop Year: 20134]
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Farm Size =) Marginal Small Medium Large Total
Crops ( Less than 1.00 ha.) (1.00 ha=2.00 ha) (2.00ha-4.00 ha.) (4.00 ha. & above) (Ovenrll)
B | NB B | NB B | NB B | NB B | NB
Kharif season(April to September)
Area 55.53 12.65 161.18 43.47 109.44 19.78 20.35 19.25 346.50 95.15
Production
(Value in Rs.) 29,67,747.22 | 6,16,514.04 | 88,70,723.08 | 22,03,443.43 | 56,31,098.65 | 9,74,907.11 | 10,27,824.39 | 9,17,117.57 | 184,97,393.34 | 47,11,982.16
By-product
All Crops | (Value in Rs.) 1,13,298.13 | 23,773.80 3,37,019.74 84,137.95 2,17,269.01 | 37,531.61 39,197.95 35,296.26 7,06,784.83 1,80,739.62
Gross Return|
(Value in Rs.) 30,81,045.35 | 6,40,287.84 | 92,07,742.82 | 22,87,581.38 | 58,48,367.66 | 10,12,438.72 | 10,67,022.35 | 9,52,413.84 | 192,04,178.17 | 48,92,721.78
Gross Return|
per Ha.(Rs.) 55,484.22 50,606.80 57,127.77 52,624.52 53,437.52 51,184.66 52,438.53 49,482.93 55,423.42 51,421.40
Rabiseason (October to March)
Area 23.84 5.33 71.72 18.66 54.34 9.05 8.85 8.22 158.75 41.26
Production
(Value in Rs.) 11,99,374.88 | 2,55,822.49 | 36,33,114.32 | 9,13,518.42 | 27,01,677.71 | 4,21,570.78 | 3,83,758.54 | 3,40,706.87 | 79,17,925.46 | 19,31,618.55
By-product
All Crops | (Valuein Rs.) 41,647.59 38,141.54 6,43,188.31 1,61,476.35 | 3,37,758.24 | 60,271.37 71,774.40 56,922.49 10,94,368.55 | 3,16,811.75
Gross Return|
(Value in Rs.) 12,41,022.47 | 2,93,964.03 | 42,76,302.64 | 10,74,994.77 | 30,39,435.95 | 4,81,842.15 | 4,55,532.94 | 3,97,629.36 | 90,12,294.00 | 22,48,430.31
Gross Return|
per Ha.(Rs.) 52,059.18 55,118.25 59,621.45 57,605.53 55,936.40 53,270.59 51,464.47 48,366.23 56,769.76 54,492.81
Combining the seasoiarif & Rabi(April to March)
Area 79.37 17.99 232.90 62.13 163.78 28.83 29.20 27.47 505.25 136.41
Production
(Value in Rs.) 41,67,122.10 | 8,72,336.53 | 125,03,837.40 | 31,16,961.85 | 83,32,776.36 | 13,96,477.89 | 14,11,582.94 | 12,57,824.44 | 264,15,318.79 | 66,43,600.72
By-product
All Crops | (Valuein Rs.) 1,54,945.72 | 61,915.34 9,80,208.06 2,45,614.30 | 5,55,027.25 | 97,802.98 1,10,972.35 | 92,218.76 18,01,153.38 | 4,97,551.37
Gross Return|
(Value in Rs.) 43,22,067.82 | 9,34,251.87 | 134,84,045.46 | 33,62,576.15 | 88,87,803.61 | 14,94,280.87 | 15,22,555.29 | 13,50,043.20 | 282,16,472.17 | 71,41,152.09
Gross Return|
per Ha.(Rs.) 54,455.50 51,944.60 57,895.72 54,120.58 54,266.57 51,839.21 52,143.26 49,148.70 55,846.44 52,350.43
Source: Primary data
Note: B= Beneficiary & NB= Nonrbeneficiary
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Combiningkharif and rabi seasonfor beneficiary farmers(Table 3.6b) the
aggregate per hectare gross return stab@f Rs54,455.50for marginal group,
Rs57,895.72 for small groufzs54,266.57or medium group and Rs2,143.26for
large group wit anoverallper hectargross value ofRs55,846.44.

In case of notbeneficiary farmers, the aggregater hectare gross retuwas
RS§4,120.58 for small groyp Rs51839.21for

medium group and R&9,148.70for large group withan overall per hectaregross

Rs51,944.60for marginal group,

value of R$2,350.43. Thusthe grossreturn of the total crop output fothe
beneficiary farmers was recorded to be higher by Rs.3,496.01 per hectare as
compared to thaonbeneficiary farmers.

Table - 3.7
Season wise percentage Share of Gross Return of All Crops of the Sample
Beneficiaries and Nonbeneficiaries

Farm  Size Marginal Small Medium Large Total

—
% Share of Gross Retur ﬁal_)ess than 1.0 (1.00 ha2.00 ha) | (2.00 ha-4.00 ha.) | (4.00 ha. & above)| (Ovenrll)

B | NB B [ NB B [ NB B [ NB B [ NB

All Kharif Crops to the
Gross Output 71.29 68.53 68.29 68.03 65.80 67.75 70.08 70.55 68.06 68.51
All RabiCrops to the
Gross Output 28.71 31.47 31.71 31.97 34.20 32.25 29.92 29.45 31.94 31.49

Source: Primary data
Note: B= Beneficiary & NB= Notbeneficiary

Table 3.7 indicates season wipercentagehare of gross returfinom all the
crops to the aggregate retuinom all crop output in the reference year. The gross
return duringkharif season for beneficiary farmers varied betweBr8®and 71.29
per cent with araverage 068.06 per cent to the aggregate gross return of all the
crops across the different farm size groups. In case of non beneficiary farmers, it
varied betweer67.75and 0.55 per cent with amaverage 0%68.51 per cent to the
aggregate gross retufrom all crops across the different farm size groups. The share
of gros return duringkharif season was significantly higher than that of thbi
season. In this regard some farmers of the sample areas opined that it happened due to
lack of irrigation facilities in their areas and some farmers opined that the existing
irrigation facilities were not sufficiergnoughto bring more area under plough. As a
result, the area undeabi season had reduced. On the other h&hdrif paddywas
the main traditional crop in the state. Farmers usually nieese any areafallow
during kharif season. Quantum of rainfall is also a determining factor for production
of the crops during the season. Faesreasos, gross income duringharif season

wasfoundon the higher side.
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Table 3.8 gives the status of asset position of benefi@ay norbeneficiary
farmers in terms of numberand gisr e sent val ue (esti mated
opinion) across the farm size greuPf thetotal sample households, only amactor
was found inone of the large farms of theeneficiary househds$. Altogether, 13
power tillers were founth the study areaf which 8 belonged to sample beneficiary
households and 5 belonged to fmaneficiary householdOf the total 60 diesel
pump sets46 belonged to san® beneficiary households and bélongedto non
beneficiary householdsOut of 12 electrical pump sets, 9 belonged to sample
beneficiary households and 3 belonged to-beneficiary households. Of the total 83
sprayers, 65 belonged to sample beneficiary households and 18 belonged to
beneficary households. Out ofhe total 22 weeders, 15 belonged to sample
beneficiary households and 7 belonged to-bheneficiary householdsimilarly, o
the total 33 handarts, 26 belonged to sample beneficiary households and 7 belonged
to nontbeneficiary haseholds. As repat bythe farmers, they usuallysedwooden
ploughfor land preparation, which wasaglually replaced byhired power tiller and
tractor It also replaced the bullock powsr a large extentHowever, a few farmers
still continued with tle bullock as draught power. Of the total 66 bullocks (33 pairs),
52 (26 pairs) belonged to beneficiary households and 14 (7 pairs) belonged to non
beneficiary households. In the table, per hectare annual expenditure on capital goods
were worked out takindepreciation@ 10 per cent and rate of interest on the capital
goods@ 5 per centThe estimatednnualized capitatost inarred by beneficiary
households were found B.724.56, Rs 646.75, Rs 1,268.42, Rs.3,120.18 against the
marginal, small, medium anlk&rge group of famersrespectively with an overall
average ofRs.1000.64 per hectare and for nbeneficiary farmers, it stood at
Rs.715.23 for marginal, Rs.473.68 for small, Rs.1,250.47 for medium and
Rs.2,598.10 for largégarmerswith an overallavelage ofRs.1,095.05 per hectare.
Thus, the information compiled under this talte indicative of the states of
mechanization in the study area, which however cannot be termed as satisfactory.

Table 3.9 indicates theannual gross income of beneficiary amen
beneficiary farmers from agriculeirand subsidiary occupatiomsthe study aredn
case of beneficiary farmers, of the total gross income of marginal farmers
(Rs.90,20,567.82), the gseaof agricultural income wad7.91 per cent and the
remaining income wasgenerated from theubsidiary occupatian The share of
agricultural income wa$2.87 per cent and thaf subsidiary occupation w&.13
per cent bthe total gross incomagainst small size category ( Rs. 2,14,46,285.46) for
the beneficiarydrmers. @the total gross income afiedium group of beneficiary



Table- 3.8
Status of the farm machinery/ equipment/Bullock power of the

beneficiary and Nonbeneficiaries Households
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Farm  Size — Marginal Small Medium Large Total
items § ( Less than 1.00 ha.) (1.00 ha:2.00 ha) (2.00 ha4.00 ha.) (4.00 ha. & above) (Overall)
B NB B NB B NB B NB B NB
Total No. of HHS = 78 16 116 33 43 7 3 4 240 60
Tractor Nos 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0
Present Value 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3,25,000.00 0.00 3,25,000.00 0.00
Power Tiller Nos 0 0 2 0 4 1 2 4 8 5
Present Value 0.00 0.00 1,88,500.00 0.00 8,45,500.00 98,620.00 2,10,000.00 4,12,000.00 12,44,000.00] 5,10,620.00
Pump Set| Nos 5 2 25 6 13 3 3 3 46 14
(Diesel) Present Value 47,500.00 18,400.00 2,33,750.00 53,100.00 1,15,050.00 26,850.00 28,650.00 26,550.00 4,24,950.00] 1,24,900.00
Pump Set| Nos 0 0 3 1 5 1 1 1 9 3
(Electrical) Presenvalue 0.00 0.00 43,950.00 17,250.00 69,750.00 15,250.00 19,000.00 17,320.00 1,32,700.00 49,820.00
Sprayer Nos 8 3 31 5 20 5 6 5 65 18
Present Value 9,600.00 3,450.00 38,285.00 5,275.00 23,500.00 4,875.00 6,120.00 5,375.00 77,505.00 18,975.00
Weeder Nos 0 0 5 3 8 2 2 2 15 7
Present Value 0.00 0.00 2,700.00 1,740.00 5,200.00 1,250.00 1,100.00 1,200.00 9,000.00 4,190.00
Hand cart Nos 2 1 9 3 13 1 2 2 26 7
Present Value 11,500.00 5,050.00 58,950.00 13,500.00 81,250.00 7,200.00 13,700.00 14,800.00 1,65,400.00 40,550.00
Plough Nos 77 13 97 29 39 5 0 0 213 47
Present Value 37,950.00 6,400.00 50,500.00 15,000.00 19,840.00 2,480.00 0.00 0.00 1,08,290.00 23,880.00
Spade Nos 140 24 198 56 71 10 5 7 414 97
Present Value 17,360.00 2,880.00 25,740.00 6,720.00 9,585.00 1,300.00 625.00 840.00 53,310.00 11,740.00
Sickle Nos 145 30 210 60 75 12 6 8 436 110
Present Value 10,150.00 2,160.00 16,800.00 4,500.00 6,000.00 924.00 468.00 560.00 33,418.00 8,144.00
Bullock Nos 20 4 24 6 8 4 0 0 52 14
Preseni/alue 2,53,000.00]  49,200.00 3,33,600.00 81,000.00 1,50,400.00 78,000.00 0.00 0.00 7,37,000.00| 2,08,200.00
Nos 397 77 604 169 256 44 28 32 1285 322
Present Value 3,87,060.00 87,540.00 9,92,775.00 1,98,085.00 13,26,075.00 2,36,749.00 6,04,663.00 4,78,645.00 33,10,573.00] 10,01,019.00
Estimated Annualiseq
Total Value (10%) 38,706.00 8,754.00 99,277.50 19,808.50 1,32,607.50 23,674.90 60,466.30 47,864.50 3,31,057.30] 1,00,101.90
5% annual intt. 1,935.30 437.70 4,963.88 990.43 6,630.38 1,183.75 3,023.32 2,393.23 16,552.87 5,005.10
Total 40,641.30 9,191.70 1,04,241.38 20,798.93 1,39,237.88 24,858.65 63,489.62 50,257.73 3,47,610.17| 1,05,107.00
Estimated Annualiseq
Value/Ha. 724.56 715.23 646.75 473.68 1,268.42 1,250.47 3,120.18 2,598.10 1,000.64 1,095.05

Source: Primary Data




Table- 3.9
Status of the Gross Income per Annum from Agriculture and Subsidiary Occupations of the
Sample Beneficiary and NorbeneficiariesHouseholds

Farm Size e Marginal Small Medium Large Total
1 (Less than 1.00 ha.) (1.00 ha-2.00 ha) (2.00 ha:4.00 ha.) (4.00 ha. & above) (Overall)
Source of Income B NB B NB B NB B NB B NB
Total No. of HHS == 78 16 116 33 43 7 3 4 240 60
Agriculture
(inRs.) 43,22,067.82| 9,34,251.87| 134,84,045.46| 33,62,576.15 88,87,803.61| 14,94,280.87| 15,22,555.29| 13,50,043.20| 282,16,472.17| 71,41,152.09
Gross Income Per HH
(inRs.) 55,411.13 58,390.74| 1,16,241.77| 1,01,896.25| 2,06,693.11| 2,13,468.70| 5,07,518.43| 3,37,510.80] 1,17,568.63| 1,19,019.20
% to total Income 47.91 49.97 62.87 58.64 79.29 82.06 86.54 83.85 64.96 64.71
Subsidiary
(in Rs.) 46,98,500.00, 9,35,200.00 79,62,240.00| 23,72,040.00, 23,22,000.00( 3,26,760.00| 2,36,850.00| 2,60,000.00| 152,19,590.00, 38,94,000.00
Gross Income Per HH
(in Rs.) 60,237.18 58,450.00 68,640.00 71,880.00 54,000.00 46,680.00 78,950.00 65,000.00 63,414.96 64,900.00
% to total Income 52.09 50.03 37.13 41.36 20.71 17.94 13.46 16.15 35.04 35.29
Total 90,20,567.82| 18,69,451.87| 214,46,285.46) 57,34,616.15| 112,09,803.61| 18,21,040.87| 17,59,405.29| 16,10,043.20| 434,36,062.17| 110,35,152.09
Gross Income Per HH 1,15,648.31| 1,16,840.74| 1,84,881.77| 1,73,776.25 2,60,693.11| 2,60,148.70| 5,86,468.43| 4,02,510.80 1,80,983.59| 1,83,919.20
% to total Income 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

Source: Primary Data B=beneficiary NB=Norbeneficiary
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farmers(Rs.1,12,09,803.61.), the share of agricultural income was 79.29 per cent and
the share of subsidiary occupation was 20.71 per cent. Of the total gross income of
large group of beneficiary farmefRs.17,59,405.29}he share of agricultural income
was 8654 per cent and the share of subsidiary occupation was 13.46 per cent. The
overall share of income from agriculture stood at 64.96 per cent and income from
subsidiary occupation stood at 35r cenbf the overall gross income.

For nonbeneficiary &rmers, of the total gross income (Rs.18,69,451i187)

caseof marginal farmers, the share of agricultural income 48a87 per cent and that
of subsidiary occupation was 50.03 per cent. Of the total gross income of small
farmers(Rs.57,34,616.15xhe share of agricultural income was 58.64 per cent and
the share of subsidiary occupation was 41.36 per cent. Of the total gross income
(Rs.18,21,040.87) of medium group of farmers, the share of agricultural income was
82.06 per cent and the share obgdiary occupation was 17.94 per cent. Of the total
gross income (Rs.16,10,043.20) of large group of farmers, thee shagricultural
income was 83.85 per cent and the share of subsidiary occupation was 16.15 per
cent. The overall share of incomern agriculture stood at 64.71 per cent and income
from subsidiary occupation stood at 3529 cenbf the overall gross income

From the foregoing analysi$ is observed that the subsidiary occupations
played a importantrole in generating additionahtomein the study arearurther, a
definite trend was observedcross the differensize group of farmers for both
beneficiary and notveneficiary households. The gross income from agriculture was
found to increase with farm sizes while thiedm subsidiay occupation showed a
declining trend with farm sizes for bableneficiary and nodbeneficiary households.

Modern agriculture being capitahtensive, can readily be practiced by the
large size farmers, and because of resource crunclpthkler farmamight have to
look forthe subsidiary activities outside agriculture to garner more income.
Summary

This chaptedeals withsomeof the important soci@conomiccharacteristics
of the samplef beneficiaries (borrowers) and rbeneficiaries (notborrowers).
The highest percentage loéneficiary respondents (48.33 per gevds found in small
size graips followed by marginal (32.50 per cent), medium (17.92 per cent) and large
size group (1.25 per cgntA similar pattern was observed in case of-bemneficiary

farmers as wellln case of notbeneficiariesthe highest percentage (55.00 per tent
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of respondents were found in small size groups followed by marginal (26.67%),
medium (11.67%) and large size group (6.67%).

Of the total beneficiary respondsnin overall, 13.75 per cent were found to
live in kutchahouse 35.42 per cent isemipuccahouse and 50.83 per centpacca
house. Of thenonbeneficiary respondents, in overall, 16.67 per cent were found to
live in kutcha house, 30.00 per cemm semipuccaand 53.33 per cerih pucca
houss. The percentage @ucca housewere found inthe higher side in all the three
lower size groupsof farmers In large size groups it was 100.00 per cent for both
beneficiary and nobeneficiary farmers

Of the total beneficiary respondents, 87.92, 7.92 and 4.17 peweeatfound
as married, unmarried and widower, respectively. There was no report of divorcees
widow among the respondents case of noibeneficiary 96.67 and 3.33 per cent
were found as maed and unmarried, respectively. There was no reporanyf
widowersand divorcees in this group.

On an averagel2.50 per cenbeneficiaryrespndents and 26.67 per cent Aon
beneficiary respondents wene the age groupf 25-40 yearswhile 55.42 per ent of
beneficiary resporehts and 73.33 per cent of Rbeneficiary respondents wer@
the age groumbove 40 years.

The educational status of the respondents had been classified into 6 levels of
standard from illiterate up to graduatéevel and abee. In the field surveyno
respondents were found to be illiterateboth the groupd-rom thefindings it can be
deduced thathe respondestof thestudy areavere fairly educated.

In the study areathere were no tenant cultivators. Furthalrthe respondent
farmerswere found to haveubsidiary occupations in eadif the size group. In
marginal and large size categoriebQ0 per cent respondents had subsidiary
occupationagainstboth the groups. Adveralllevel, 94.58 per cemf the beneficiary
respondents had the subsidiarggationsandthe figure stood a3.33 per cent for
nonbeneficiary respondents. The agricultural & allied activities such as poultry,
fishery, piggery, broiler farmetc and other economic activities such as vegetable
verdors, carpentersyage laborers petty shops,etc. were included as subsidiary
occupations of the respondents.

In the study area, male population dominated over female popultitire
respondentfamilies. In case of beneficiary families, on an average, male

population stood at 52.17 per cent and the female population stood at 47.83 per cent
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For nonbeneficiary families the male population recorded2.72per cent and the
female population recordedt 47.28 per centf the total populationThe oveall
family size stood at 6.05 persons for beneficiary families and 5.82 persons for non
beneficiary families. On an average the family size was neither very big nor too small

The educational status of them families was studie@xcluding the children
below 6 years. On an average, the population of children below 6 years stood at 8.95
per cent for beneficiary and 7.45 mmmt for norbeneficiary group On an average
the percentagef illiterate persons wafoundto be8.54 percent and 6.19 pecentfor
beneficiary and noteneficiary farm families, respectively. The standard of
education level of the farm famili@gasrecorded from classV standard to the post
graduate and technical educatiewel. It has been observed that all the fdamilies
had shown their interest to educate their family mestioethe possible extent.

The total owed landincludes homestead, orchaadd field croppedrea. The
average size of ovad land holding stood at 1.49 hectares for beneficiary and 1.60
hectars for non-beneficiary householdlhe overall per household net operated area
(including are under leased in/mortgagedwas 1.45 hectaseand 1.60 hectasdor
beneficiary and noteneficiary household, respective@f the netoperated area, on
an average,the netirrigated area wasf 13.70 per cenfor beneficiary farmers and
14.02 per cent for nebeneficiary farmers.

The crop season of Assam is dividetb two main seasorKharif from
April to September andRabi from October to March. These tw@asonsfollow
differenttype of cropping pattern.

Accordingly, the cropping pattern of the sample beneficiary and nron
beneficiary farmers across the different farm size grovgre worked ouin terms @
area under different crops unddrarif andrabi season separately.

The workedout cropping intensityvas foundhigher amongst thbeneficiary
farmers in all the size groups as compate nonbeneficiary farmers. One of the
reasongamight be the effect of the KCC schenmeoperation The overall croppig
intensity stood at 145.44 per cent for beneficiary and 142.12 per cent fer non
beneficiary farmersCropping intensity indicateaggregate production level of the
crops grown in the state ami the presentontext,the analysigeveals a moderate
picture.

In the analysis of cropping patteimoth the groups showed a similar picture

with a little bit of variationbetween them.
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In kharif season4 crops were cultivated by the sample farmeées, kharif
paddy vegetablesjute and sugarcan&harif padd/ dominatedover all other crops
grown inthe season for both the groups.

In rabi season, 4 cropviz., paddy (summer paddy), pusseregetables and
oilseedswere grownby the sample beneficiarieend herealso, paddy occupied a
larger areas comparetb the other crops.

In the study area, all the sampdemerscultivated both HYV paddy and Local
paddy duringkharif season. But the area under local paddy was at much lower level
than that of thdocal paddy. It might havleappened on account of yiettifference
between HYV and local paddy. In other crops, all the sarfigpteers used certified
seeds. Fosummer paddy, all the farmers used HYV seeds

The beneficiary farmergiere observed to reap highgeld rate as compared
to nonbeneficiary famers. Bit no significant differencewere there in productivity
of the crops under study. However, the impact of creditawhole upon the
beneficiary farmers cannot be denigdkharif season, the overall differencesyreld
of crops of beneficiary over ndweneficiary farmersin terms of percentage were
foundto increase by 6.62 per cent in HYV paddy, 1.87 per cent in local padety,
per cent in total paddy,.47 per centin vegetables, 2.61 per cent in jute and 6.25 per
cent in sugarcane. In case rabi crops, the yield rate of beneficiary farmersas
observed to be increaseder the nonbeneficiary farmers had been found increase
by 6.23 per cent in summer paddy, 6.47 per cent in pulses, 4.04 per cent in vegetables
and 4.28 per cent in oilseeds (stard).

The gross return in terms wélue of the crops and its/~-productin respect of
the sample beneficiary and nbeneficiary farmersvere worked out during the
course of the studyHere prices ofthe crops refeto the price received by the farrser
at their farm gate. The price of arop wascomputed bytaking the averagef
prevalentprices of thecrop indifferent sampledistricts. Combiningkharif and rabi
seasonjfor beneficiary farmersthe aggregate per hectare gross return ssaianf
Rs54455.50for marginal group, RS7,895.72 for small groufRs54,266.57for
medium group and Rs2,143.26for large group withan overall per hectaregross
returnof Rs55,846.44.

In case of notbeneficiary farmers, the aggregater hectare gross retuwas
Rs51,944.60for marginal group, RS54,120.58 for small groyp Rs51839.21for

medium group and R&9,148.70for large group withan overall per hectaregross
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return of Rs52,350.43. Thusthe grossreturn of the total crop output fothe
beneficiay farmers was recorded to be higher by Rs.3,496.01 per hectare as
compared to thaonbeneficiary farmers.

Seasonwise percentageshare of gross returfrom all the crops to the
aggregate return frorall crop outputwere worked outin the reference year. The
gross return duringharif season for beneficiary farmers varied betweBr8®and
71.29 per cent with araverage o68.06per cen of the aggregate gross return from
all the crops across the different farm size groups. la ohson beneficiary farmers,
it varied betweer67.75and 0.55 per cent with araverage o68.51per cent ofthe
aggregate gross retufrom all the crops across the farm size groups. The share of
gross return duringharif season was significantly highthan that of theabi season.

The estimated annualized capital cosuimed by beneficiary households were
found atRs.724.56, Rs 646.75, Rs 1,268.42, Rs.3,12@di8 hectareagainst the
marginal, small, medium and larggoup of famers respectively ith an overall
average 0fRs.1000.64 per hectare and for nbeneficiary farmers, it stood at
Rs.715.23 for marginal, Rs.473.68 for small, Rs.1,250.47 for medium and
Rs.2,598.10 for largéarmerswith an overallaverage ofRs.1,095.05 per hectare.
This is indicative of the statusf mechanization in the study areahich however
cannot be considerex$ satisfactory.

In addition to agricultural income, all the farmers had incomes from subsidiary
occupationsas well The share of agricultural income wWé2.87 per cent and that
subsidiary occupation w&¥.13 per centfahe total gross incomagainst small size
category ( Rs. 2,14,46,285.46) for the beneficiary farmersh®©total gross income
of medium size group of beneficiary farmer¢Rs.1,12,09,83.61.), the share of
agricultural income was 79.29 per cent and the share of subsidiary occupation was
20.71 per centAs against this, fothe total gross income of largaze group of
beneficiary farmer¢Rs.17,59,405.29)he share of agricultural inote was 86.54 per
cent and the share of subsidiary occupation was 13.46 per cent. The overall share of
income from agricultur@lonestood at 64.96 per cent and income from subsidiary
occupation stood at 35.(&r cenbf thetotal gross income.

For nonbeneficiary farmers, of the total gross income (Rs.18,69,451n87)
caseof marginal farmers, the share of agricultural income 48a87 per cent and that
of subsidiary occupation was 50.03 per cent. Of the total gross income of small

farmers(Rs.57,34,66.15), the share of agricultural income was 58.64 per cent and
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the share of subsidiary occupation was 41.36 per cent. Of the total gross income
(Rs.18,21,040.87) of medium group of farmers, the share of agricultural income was
82.06 per cent and thbare of subsidiary occupation was 17.94 per cent. Of the total
gross income (Rs.16,10,043.20) of large group of farmers, thee shagricultural
income was 83.85 per cent and the share of subsidiary occupation was 16.15 per
cent. The overall shard mcome from agriculture stood at 64.71 per cent and income
from subsidiary occupation stood at 35@29 cenbf the totalgross income

Thus, the subsidiary occupations played anportant role in generating
additional incomen the entire study arearurther, a definite trend was observed
across the different size group of farmers for both beneficiary andereficiary
households. The gross income from agriculture was found to increase with farm sizes
while that from subsidiary occupation showed alideng trend with farm sizes for

bothbeneficiary and notveneficiary households.

*kkkk
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Chapter IV
Impact of credit on agricultural production
(Based on secondary and primaryevel data)

Prior to theintroduction ofKCC scheme, thagricultural credit was given in
terms ofcrop loan Now thecrop loans are given undiére KCC scheme.

Table4.1 visualizes credit flow to agriculture and allied activities under
annual credit plan in Assam. The advance under agriculture & allied i@stivit
increasedfrom Rs.100.81 crore in 20834 to Rs.20027 in 201112 but in the
succeding yeait decreased to Rs. 1851.0tbrewith a negative growth of 7.56 per

Table-4.1
Credit flow to Agriculture and allied activities
under annual credit plan in Assam

Advance Crop Loan Percentage share Per Capita
Year Agriculture & of crop loan to Crop Loan Crop loan per
Allied total farm family
Activities Agricultural
(Rs. in Crore) (Rs. in Crore) Advance (In Rupees)

200304 100.81 43.82 43 16.44 161
200405 243.76 79.46 33 20.81 293
200506 331.89 84.31 25 31.63 311
200607 468.91 79.44 17 29.80 293
200708 566.71 121.61 21 45.62 448
200809 523.38 203.12 39 76.20 749
200910 814.69 359.39 44 134.82 1307
201011 876.76 373.63 43 139.94 1359
201112 2,002.47 1,082.03 54 346.86 3935
201213 1,851.01 908.28 49 292.05 3303
Growth (201213) (-)7.56 (-) 16.06 - (-) 15.79 (-)16.1
over 201112
ACGR 15.44 19.23 3.33 19.24 19.12

Note: Total Farmer Family =27.20 Lakh as per Agricultural Ceng060601
Total Farmer Family =27.50 Lakh as per Agricultural Cengd068506
Source: Reports of State Level Banker's Commiassam, EconomiSurvey, Assanm?01314

centover 201112. But the ACGR grew at the rate of 15.44 per cent durieg th
reference period. In case of crop loan, the amount of loan increased from Rs.43.82
crore in 200304 to Rs. 1082 crore in 2042 and in thesucceding year it came
down to Rs. 908.28 crore with a negative growth of 16.06 pé¢mosen 201112, The
ACGR of crop loangrewat the rate of 19.23 per cehtowever, gr capita and per

family crop loandid not show any significant rise durirtbe reference period he
decreasing trend of credit advance in the last year over thegsexear might be due

to shortall in repayment for which the financial institutes were reluctardisburse

the eligibleamounts to the loan seekers.
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Table - 4.2 reflects theoutstanding advancesgainstagricultural & allied
sectors in AssamThe advances to agriculture & allied sector during the period
increased from 9.48 per cent in 2608 to 20.15 per cenin 201213 registering an
ACGR of 9.87per cent.

Table-4.2
Advances under Agriculture & allied Sector in Assam
Rupees in crore

vear Aggregate Agriculture & Allied Per;e:ltl?é; desoé(,:dt\g:lizglture
advances Sector
Aggregate advances

200405 6,497.50 616.15 9.48
200506 9,811.15 1,212.84 12.36
200607 12,989.44 1,596.74 12.29
200708 16,081.43 2,158.80 13.42
200809 17,750.99 2,345.86 13.22
200910 20,910.97 3,868.37 18.50
201011 23,843.62 4,557.40 19.11
201112 30,363.22 5,733.91 19.91
201213 32,825.11 6,614.39 20.15
ACGR 20.82 32.39 9.87

Source: Economic Survey, Assam, 28

Table-4.3 reveals the annual achievemagainstthe number otard issued
and amount disursed during 20084 to 201314 in Assam. The number afard
issuedncreased from 94377 in 20@8 to 308,306 in 20134 with anACGR of

Table-4.3
Advance under Kishan Credit Card Scheme
Annual achievement Cumulative achievement
Year Card Issued Amount Card Issued Amount
(No,) (Rs .in Lakh) (No.) (Rs .in Lakh)
200304 94,377 9,728.8 - -
200405 86,822 9,382.86 1,72,965 22,202.28
200506 70,238 9,677.79 3,39,750 38,839.94
200607 50,067 7,862.03 3,59,395 40,580.52
200708 62,132 16,365.83 3,29,932 67,908.97
200809 1,03,361 37,589.23 4,80,393 1,04,682.06
200910 1,49,822 43,055.94 6,30,070 1,58372.04
201011 1,63,063 50,495.87 7,93,801 2,09,071.23
201112 3,71,474 1,30,329.35 9,67,220 3,07,834.01
201213 2,65,797 93,219.58 13,29,203 3,93538.41
201314 3,08,306 1,50,567.42 15,86,687 15,51,091.21
ACGR 18.46 37.92

Source::Reports of State Level Banker's Committee, Assam

18.46 per cent while the amount of advance increaseth fiRs.9,728.6 lakh to
Rs.1,50,567.42lakh during the reference periosith an ACGR of 37.92er cent.
The wmulative achievement ddishanCredit Card issued, stood at 1,586,687 for an
amount of Rs1,551,091.21lakh at the end of 201B4.
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The area covered by each KCCsn20.27 hectares in terms oét cropped
area and 41.93 hectares in terms of grosppzd area in 20034 which reduced to
7.57 hectares and 11.0Mectares against the nanhd the gross croppedrea
respectively during 20112 (Table4.4). The estimated amount of advance against
each card showed an increasing trend from R808000 h 200304 to Rs.35084 in

Table-4.4
Estimated Area Covered by each KCC in terms of net cropped and gross
cropped area in Assam

Year No. of | Net Area Gross Area Covered Estimated | Per
KCC Cropped | Covered by| Cropped | by advance | hectare
Issued | Area Each KCC | Area Each KCC in each| Estimated
(In (In terms of| (In (In terms of| KCC advance
hectare) | Net Hectare) | Gross (InRs.) in  each
Cropped Cropped KCC
Area) Area) (InRs.)
(In hectare) (In hectare)
200304 94377| 2752601 29.17| 3956842 41.93 10308 353
200405 86822| 2752979 31.71| 3896357 44.88 10807 341
200506 70238| 2752979 39.20| 3949040 56.22 13779 352
200607 50067 | 2752979 54.99| 3763284 75.16 15703 286
200708 62132| 2752979 44.31| 3838732 61.78 26340 594
200809 | 103361| 2810443 27.19| 3998734 38.69 36367 1338
200910 | 149822| 2810597 18.76| 4099462 27.36 28738 1532
201011 | 163063| 2810597 17.24| 4159977 25.51 30967 1796
201112 | 371474| 2810597 7.57| 4099462 11.04 35084 4635

SourceReports of State Level Banker's Committee, Assam

201112. The per hectarestimated advance of each KCC wasy low ascompared
to theper hectare cost of cultivatig@Appendix I)of any fieldcrops in the state. But it
showedan increasing trende., from Rs.353/ha. to Rs. 4,653/ha during the reference
period.The crop specifc policy under the KCC scheme launched du@6gl-12 can
be a panacea for crediiadequacy otapitatstarved farmers of the state.

In order toassess thanpactof croploan thesecondaryevel timeseries data
on foodgrains productiomnd theamount cropgoanutilized in Assam are depicted in
Table45 It can be seeithat there exists a positive relationship between the food
grain production and amount of crop laaa, the production variedirectly with the
amount of loan. A statis was further worked out to measure the shareaf per
quintal of production of foodrains. Accordingly, the estimated amowftioan per
quintal of food-grainswas Rs 21.97 in 200405 which increased t&s.270.27 in
201314. It mightbe dueto the application of the required inputs in the crop field by

the farmersavailing crop loan.
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A simplelinear regression model was also tried in order to draw a statistical

interpretation taking production of foagtains (Y) as the dependent variable and the

crop loan as the independent variable (X).

Tablei 45

Estimated Amount of crop Loan per Quintal
of Production of Foodgrains in Assam

Years Production  of| Crop Loan Estimated Amount of involvement ¢
Foodi Grains (in Lakh Rs.) Loan per Quintal of Production ol
(in Lakh Qtl) Foodgrains (in Rs./ Qtl.)
200405 361.70 7,946 21.97
200506 368.00 8,431 22.91
200607 306.00 7,944 25.96
200708 346.80 12,161 35.07
200809 414.20 20,312 49.04
200910 455.70 35,939 78.87
201011 517.80 37,363 72.16
201212 485.70 108,203 222.78
201213 527.90 90,828 172.06
201314 540.20 146,002 270.27

Source: Economic Survey, Assam 202015, Directorate of Econonic& Satistics.

Table-4.6

Result of the regression modeor food-grain production
and crop loan in Assam

Observation Result P-value

R’ 0.66 -

Adjusted R 0.62 -

Constant ( coefficient) 36.66 0.0000003*
Credit (coefficient of dependent variable, X) 0.00014 0.00442*

F 15.701*

Note: 6*6 indicates | evel of significance

at

From the Tablel.6, it wasseen that the constant and the dependent varieatap

loan had a significant effect on the fegadhin production of the stati this analysis,

5%

some other variabs could not be brought under the purview of observation on

account of data gap.

Table4.7 shows the trend of percentage share of crop loan to the agricultural

GSDP of the state during 20@% to 201314. The share of crop loan to the

agicultural GSDP othe stateregisterecanincrease from 0.69 per cent in 2008 to

9.87 per cent in 20134 .1t was seen that the agricultural GSDP is increasing along

with the increase in crop loans during the period under reference.

pr
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Table-4.7
Percentage Share of Crop Loan to thégricultural GSDP
at Constant Prices 2004945 in Assam

Agricultural GSDP at Crop Loan Share of crop loan to

Years Constant prices 20045 (in Lakh Rs.) Agrlculturql GSDP at

(Rs. in lakh) Constant prices 20685
200405 11,58,871 7,946 0.69
200506 11,81,144 8,431 0.71
200607 12,00,941 7,944 0.66
200708 12,37,322 12,161 0.98
200809 12,52,426 20,312 1.62
200910 13,33,637 35,939 2.69
201011 13,77,576 37,363 2.71
201112 13,93,846 1,08,203 7.76
201213(P) 14,18,045 90,828 6.41
201314(Q) 14,79,852 1,46,002 9.87

Source: Economic Survey, Assam 2024915, Directorate of Economi& Statistics

To draw a statistical inferenca,simple linear regression model was tried on
the datatakingthe agricultural GSDP of the stats dependent variable (Y) and the
crop loan as independent variable(¥Xe results are shown in tableS.

Table-4.8
Result of the regression modeon Agricultural GSDP and Crop loan
Observation Result P-value

R 0.82 ;

Adjusted R 0.79 -

Constant ( coefficient) 12,06,807.454 0.00
Credit (coefficient of dependent variable, X) 2.03226 0.0003
F 35.32*

Note: 6* 6 indicates | evel of significance at 5% probability | ev

From the Tablet8, it is seen that theonstant and the dependent variable
crop loan had a significant effect on the agricultural GSDP of the state.

Table-4.9
Comparative analysis of Yield rate of the Crops Per Hectare between
Beneficiary and Non Beneficiary Sample Households

Yield Rate (Qtl./ha.) Increase( +)/decreasg(
Crops Beneficiary | Non-Beneficiary ngeillﬁgdngégggggcrﬁ(% )
Crop Kharif Season)
PaddyHYV) 47.16 44.23 6.62
Local Paddy 24.05 23.61 1.87
Total Paddy 44.08 40.91 7.76
Vegetables 30.86 30.41 1.47
Jute 17.02 16.59 2.61
Sugarcane (in Molasses form) 15.48 14.57 6.25
Crop RabiSeason)
Paddy (HYV) 49.59 46.68 6.23
Pulse 6.16 5.78 6.47
Vegetables 37.31 35.86 4.04
Oilseeds (Mustard) 6.14 5.89 4.28

Source: Primary Data
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In order tosee the impact of the KCC scheme, some of the importanapyi
data were analyzed further forcamparativeanalysis of the yield rate of the crops
grown in the study area (Tabi.9).

Gross estimated return per hectam@nualisd value per hectare orcapital
goods and cropping intensifyable 4.10) were also worked out foeneficiary and

non beneficiary sample households for realistic assessment.

Table-4.10
Gross ncome,annualized value on capital farm asgs and cropping Intensity
between theBeneficiary and Non Beneficiary Sample Households

Increase( +)/decreasg(
Crops Season Beneficiary | Non-Beneficiary of yield of beneficiary
over nonbeneficiary(%)
Kharif Season (in Rs.) 54,518.73 50,622.23 7.70
RabiSeason (in Rs.) 51,308.70 48,679.76 5.40
Combining Kharif + Rabi
including byproduct (in Rs.) 53,510.13 50,034.68 6.95
Subsidiary Income/hh (inRs.) 63,414.96 64,900.00 -2.29
Gross income/HHAGgril. + Subsidiary)
(in Rs.) 1,76,065.15 1,78,654.33 -1.45
Estimated annualisevalue/ha.
on Capital Farm Assets (in Rs.) 1,000.64 1,095.05 -8.62
Cropping Intensity  (in percentage) 145.44 142.12 2.34

Source: Primary Data

All the beneficiary farmers obtainddgher yield rate of the crops both the
seasons as comparedtte nonbeneficiary farmers (Tablé.9) and so was seen in
respectof grossreturn from producen termsof rupeeper hectare (Tabid.10).
However, in case ofsubsidiaryincome per household, the beneficiary farmers
registered a decline of 2.29 pm#nt overthe non-beneficiary farmersThe estimated
annualisd value per hectare on capital farm assets was also fouhd higherside
by 8.62 pe cent in case of neheneficiary farmers. It might bdue tomore number
of power tillels possessed by theon beneficiary farmers.The beneficiary farmers
recordeda cropping intensity of 148.44 against 142.12 pent in case of non
beneficiary farmersThe analysis of data clearbstablished positive impact of the
KCC scheme on crop production as a whole.

Table 4.11 showsthe farm siei wise per hectare costrags return and the
BCR of thekharif crops cultivated by the sample househo]d@ée cost of cultivation

tables are given in Appendices (AB)]
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In kharif paddy, the cosbf cultivation per hectare varied between Rs.30,
882.93 and Rs.32,861.Hcrossthe farm size groupsiith an overall cost of Rs
32,097.18 incase of beneficiary farmewghile in caseof nonbeneficiaryfarmers, it
varied between Rs.3WB4.43 and Rs.31,889.70 with an overall cost of Rs 31,473.12.

The costof cultivation of kharif vegetablesvas recorded to bile highest (
Rs28,709.97%er hectareqgainst théarge size group and the lowesR&.25,875.07
per hectarepgainst the marginal size group with an overallerageamount of Rs
27,273.44 for beneficiary farmers. ¢dase of norbeneficiary farmers, the highesist
of cultivation Rs.28, 266.4%er hectarejvasfound againsthe large groupand the
lowest (Rs.25.583.6per hectare yvas recordedn the marginal farm size group.

In Jute, thecost of cultivationper hectare variedetweenRs.21,051.85nd
Rs.24,239.35 with an overadlverage of Rs.22,202.09 per hectardor beneficiary
farmers. In case of nepeneficiary farmers, it varied between Rs,28D.73 and Rs.
23, 717.57 across the farm size groups wittoeerall averageof Rs. 22 146.51per
hectare

In sugarcane, the cosif cultivation for beneficiary farmerswas found
highest (Rs.35393.60per hectare)against the large farm size and the lowest
(Rs.33,340.0%er hectare) against medium size group with an overaVerage of
Rs.33,590.43per hectarewhile for nonbeneficiary farmers, the highest cost of
cultivationwas recorded at Rs.34,987 (& hectarén large farm &e group and the
lowest (Rs.33,678.00per hectag) was recorded in small size group with an overall
average oRs.34,142.89 per hectare.

The highest BCR of 1.84:1 was found kharif paddy against the marginal
size group followed by 1.82:1 for small, 1.73at largeand 1.66:1 for medium size
group n respect of beneficiary farmers with an overall BCR of 1.77:1. In case of non
beneficiary farmers, the highest BCR of 1.71:1 was recorded against the marginal size
group followed by 1.70:1 for small, 1.63:1 for medium and 1.60:1 for large size group
with an overall BCR of 1.67:1.



Table-4.11
Farm sizewise Per Hectare Cost, Gross Return and BCR of thieharif Crops cultivated by the Sample Households
Particulars Marginal Small Medium Large Overall
B NB B | NB B | NB B | NB B | NB
Crop Paddy (Combining HYV & Local)
Cost Per Hectare (inRs.) [30,882.93 [ 30,034.43 [ 32,108.79 | 31,737.46 | 32,861.91 | 31,889.70 [ 31,144.74 | 31,403.44 [ 32,097.18 | 31,473.12
Gross Return Per Hectare | (inRs.) | 56,926.37 | 51,488.47 | 58,392.56 | 53,800.83 | 54,565.55 | 52,061.85 | 53,748.57 | 50,318.34 | 56,666.74 | 52,416.81
BCR 1.84 171 1.82 1.70 1.66 1.63 173 1.60 1.77 1.67
Crop Vegetables
Cost Per Hectare (inRs.) [ 25,875.07 | 25,583.61 | 27,220.26 [ 27,099.80 [ 27,868.07 [ 27,986.03 | 28,709.97 | 28,266.43 [ 27,273.44 | 27,356.25
Gross Return Per Hectare | (inRs.) | 46,245.00 | 45,570.00 | 46,875.00 [ 46,335.00 | 45,525.00 | 45,315.00 | 44,670.00 | 44,325.00 | 46,287.33 | 45,617.29
BCR 1.79 1.78 172 171 1.63 1.62 1.56 157 1.70 1.67
Crop Jute
Cost Per Hectare (inRs.) [21,288.95 [ 21,269.73 [ 21,051.85 [ 21,369.40 [ 23,625.69 [ 23,717.57 [ 24,239.35 [ 23,700.99 [ 22,202.09 [ 22,146.51
Gross Return Per Hectare | (inRs.) | 37,324.00 | 35,647.00 [ 37,711.00 | 36,227.50 | 35,410.50 [ 35,475.00 | 34,271.00 | 34,099.00 | 36,603.63 | 35,673.14
BCR 1.75 1.68 1.79 1.70 1.50 1.50 1.41 1.44 1.65 1.61
Crop Sugercane
Cost Per Hectare (inRs.) [ 34,787.22 [ 34,515.49 [ 33,416.66 | 33,678.00 [ 33,340.03 [ 34,140.07 [ 35,393.60 [ 34,987.13 [ 33,590.43 | 34,142.89
Gross Return Per Hectare | (inRs.) | 44,209.33 | 42,395.61 [ 48,743.62 | 47,610.05 | 43,529.18 | 43,075.76 | 42,168.90 | 41,942.18 | 46,984.53 | 44,846.91
BCR 1.27 1.23 1.46 141 1.31 1.26 1.19 1.20 1.40 131

Source: Primary data
Note:

B= beneficiary NB=Non-beneficiary

56



57

The highest BCR of 1.79:1 was found kharif vegetables against the
marginal size group followed by 1.72fdr small, 1.63:1for medium and 1.56:for
large size group in respect of beneficiary farmers with an overall BCR of 1.70:1. In
case of notbeneficiary famers, the highest BCR of 1.78:1 was recorded against the
marginal size group followed by 1.71fdr small, 1.62:1for medium and 1.57:1or
largesize group with an overall BCR of 1.67:1.

For jute crop, e highest BCR ofl.791 was found against themall size
group followed byl.751 for marginal,1.501 for medium ad 1.41:1 for large size
group in respect of beneficiargrimers with an overall BCR df651. In case of non
beneficiary famers, the highest BCR df.701 was found against themall size
group followed byl.681 for marginal size group, 1.5D for medium andL.441 for
large size gpup with an overall BR of 1.611.

The highest BCR 01.461 wasrecordel in sugacane against themall size
group followed byl1.31:1 for medium andl.27:1 for marginal and 1.19 for large
size group in respect of beneficiary famn&ith an overall BCR 01.401. In caseof
nontbeneficiary famers, the highest BCR df41:1 was foundagainst the snilasize
group followed by1.261 for mediumsize group,1.23:1 for marginaland 1.20:1 for
large size groupwith an overall BCR of..31:1.

Table 4.12 shows a comparative scenario of an assessment of the farim size
wise per hectare cost, gross return and the BCR ofathiecrops cultivated by the
sample households.

In rabi paddy, thehighest cost of cultivatior{Rs.35,531.84 per hectare) was
recordel against the large farm size group followed by small (Rs.34,404.78),
medium (Rs.34,219.28) and marginal (Rs.33,850.19) size group with an overall
average of Rs. 34,306.12 per hectare for beneficiary farmers. In case -of non
beneficiary farmers, the ¢iest cost of cultivation was observed in large farmers
(Rs.35,105.13) followed by medium (Rs.34,066.90), small (Rs.33,944iid),
marginal (Rs.33,358.66) size group with an average of Rs. 34,117.01 per hectare.

In rabi pulses, thecostof cultivation was recorded to be the highest (Rs.18,
972.31 pelhectare) against the marginal size group and the lowRst 17, 882.00)
against the medium size group with an overall average of Rs 18,527.80 per hectare
for beneficiary farmers. In case of nbeneficary farmers, the highest cost of
cultivation (Rs.18,984.51)per hectarewas seen in marginal and the lowest
(Rs.17,544.13per hectarein the large farm size groupith an overall average of
Rs.18,183.01 per hectare.
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In rabi vegetables, the cost of cultivation varied between Rs.30, 4@6nd7
Rs.33, 486.77 with an overall average of Rs.32, 097.01 per hectare for beneficiary
farmers. In case of nepeneficiary farmers, it varied between Rs. 30,259.61 and
Rs.33, 043.23 acroghe farm ste groups with an overall averagéRs.32, 140.39
per hectare.

In oilseed (mustard) the highest the cost of cultivati@s.11, 959.17was
recorded against the large farm size and the lowest (RA32() against marginal
size group with a overall average of Rs.1@98.45 pehectare incase of beneficiary
farmers. For nobeneficiary farmers, the highest cost of cultivation was recorded to
be Rs.11,582.46per hectare in large farm size group and ldweest amount (
Rs.10,136.47)pe hectarein marginal size group with an overall average of
Rs.10,869.16 per hectare.

The highest BCR 01.771 was found irsummer paddy against tkenall size
group followed byl.751 for marginal, 171:1 for medium andl.55:1 againstthe
large size group in respect of beneficiary farmers with an overall BCR7&fl. In
case of notbeneficiary famers, the highest BCR 0fL.70:1 was recordedagainst
the small sizegroup followed by 1.64 for marginal size groupl.62:1 for marginal
and1.47:1 for large size groupwith an overall BCR of 1.64.

In rabi pulses, the highest BCR @f511 was foundin the small size group
followed by 1.501 against the mediuni.471 for marginaland1.411 for large size
group in respect ofdneficiary farmers with an overall BG#& 1.501. In case of non
beneficiary famers, the highest BCR df.501 was recordel in pulse against the
small size group followed b§.421 for large size groupl.391 for marginal and
1.38 1 for mediumsizegroup with an ograll BCR 0f1.431.

The highest BCR 01.54:1 was found inrabi vegetablesgainst the margal
size group followed byt .49:1 for small, 1.41:1 for medium andL.28:1 for large size
group in respect of beneficiargrimers with an overaBCR o0f1.45:1. In case of non
beneficiary famers, the highest BCR d4f47:1 was found against thenarginal size
group followed byl1.45:1 for small size groupl.36:1 for medium andl.28:1 for
largesize goup with an overall BCR df.39:1.

In oilseeds, the highest BCR 91801 wasrecordedagainst the margihaize
group followed byl.781 for small,1.631 for medium and 1.47: for the large size
group in respect of beneficiargrimers with an overall BCR df711. In case of non
beneficary famers, the highest BCR of 1.79was found against the marginal size
group followed by 1.724 for small size group, 1.54 for medium andL.491 for large
size group with an overall BCR of 1:63



Tablei 4.12
Farm sizewise PerHectare Cost, Gross Return and BCR of the Rabi Crops cultivated by the Sample Households
Particulars Marginal Small Medium Large Overall
B | NB B | NB B | NB B | NB B | NB

Crop Paddy
Cost Per Hectare (inRs.) | 33,850.19| 33,358.66 34,404.78 33,994.74 34,219.28 34,066.90 35,531.84 35,105.13 34,306.12 34,117.01
Gross Return Per Hectare (inRs.) | 59,400.00| 56,220.00 60,912.00 57,900.00 58,380.00 55,320.00 55,020.00 51,756.00 59,507.10 56,016.89

BCR 1.75 1.69 1.77 1.70 1.71 1.62 1.55 1.47 1.73 1.64
Crop Pulses
Cost Per Hectare (inRs.) | 18,972.31| 18,984.51 18,748.94 17,967.73 17,882.00 18,790.03 17,969.57 17,544.13 18,527.80 18,183.01
Gross Return Per Hectare (inRs.) | 27,855.00| 26,325.00 28,350.00 26,910.00 26,910.00 25,920.00 25,425.00 24,975.00 27,705.22 26,020.53

BCR 1.47 1.39 151 1.50 1.50 1.38 141 1.42 1.50 1.43
Crop Vegetables
Cost Per Hectare (inRs.) | 30,467.07| 30,259.61 31,983.62 31,863.16 32,594.47 32,695.63 33,486.77 33,043.23 32,097.01 32,140.39
Gross Return Per Hectare (inRs.) | 47,062.50| 44,537.50 47,675.00 46,150.00 45,887.50 44,437.50 42,862.50 42,412.50 46,638.31 44,825.76

BCR 1.54 1.47 1.49 1.45 141 1.36 1.28 1.28 1.45 1.39
Crop Oilseed/Mustard
Cost Per Hectare (inRs.) | 10,232.81| 10,136.47 10,494.18 10,356.58 11,159.25 11,446.90 11,959.17 11,582.46 10,798.45 10,869.16
Gross Return Per Hectare (inRs.) | 18,450.00| 18,150.00 18,690.00 17,850.00 18,240.00 17,640.00 17,610.00 17,220.00 18,423.66 17,667.26

BCR 1.80 1.79 1.78 1.72 1.63 1.54 1.47 1.49 1.71 1.63

Source: Primary data
Note:

B= beneficiary NB=Norbeneficiary
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Tablei 4.13

Seasonwise Per Hectare Cost, Gross Return and BCR of all the Crops cultivated
by the Sample Households

Particulars Marginal Small Medium Large Overall

B ‘ NB B ‘ NB B ‘ NB B ‘ NB B NB
Kharif season(April to September)
Cost Per Hectare (inRs.) 30,286.95 29,610.82 31,638.41 31,091.67 32,372.16 31,505.01 30,789.31 31,072.14 31,603.75 30,976.90
Gross Return Per Hectare | (in Rs.) 55,492.41 50,636.54 57,126.36 52,614.60 53,438.72 51,161.29 52,441.95 49,484.99 55,424.70 51,416.54
BCR 1.83 1.71 1.81 1.69 1.65 1.62 1.70 1.59 1.75 1.66
Rabiseason (October to March)Pulses
Cost PeHectare (inRs.) 30,381.82 30,128.31 30,550.39 30,633.55 31,198.95 30,879.58 30,207.20 29,776.90 30,727.95 30,451.50
Gross Return Per Hectare | (in Rs.) 52,056.31 49,598.09 52,368.03 50,602.26 51,437.89 48,101.38 44,680.28 42,717.24 51,574.26 48,353.41
BCR 1.71 1.65 1.71 1.65 1.65 1.56 1.48 1.43 1.68 1.59
Combiningboththe seasonkkharif & Rabi(April to March)
Cost Per Hectare (inRs.) 30,315.45 29,764.47 31,303.37 30,954.10 31,982.91 31,308.75 30,612.86 30,684.51 31,328.57 30,817.97
Gross Return Per Hectare | (in Rs.) 54,460.22 50,328.21 55,661.08 52,010.30 52,774.88 50,201.06 50,089.26 47,459.58 54,214.87 50,489.93
BCR 1.80 1.69 1.78 1.68 1.65 1.60 1.64 1.55 1.73 1.64

Source: Primary data

Note: B= beneficiary NB=NorBeneficiary

60



61

Table 4.13 shows the seasowise per hectare cost, gross return and the BCR
of all the crops as a whole cultivated by the sample households.

The highest BCR of 1.8Bwas foundor all the crops okharif season against
the marginal size group followed by 1:8%or small 1.70:1 for large and B5:1 for
medium size group in respect of beneficiary farmers with an overall BAR'®1. In
case of nofbeneficiary famers, the higast BCR of 171:1 was found against the
marginalsize group followed by 1.64 for smallsize group, B2:1 for mediumand
1591 for large size groupvith an overall BCR of 1.66. The highest BCR of 1.71
was recorded for all the crops ahbi season against the small and marginal size
group followed byl.65:1 for medium and 48:1 for large size group in respect of
beneficiary farmers with an overall BCR df681. In case of noibeneficiary
farmers, the highest BCBf 1.651 was found inall crops ofrabi season against the
small and marginal size grodpllowed by 1.56:1 for mediumand 143:1 for large
size groupwith an overall BCR of 1.59.

Combining all crops okharif andrabi season, the overall BCR stood at 1173
and 1.641 for benefciary and norbeneficiary farmers, respectively. By and large, all
the three tables had shown that the beneficiary farmers reaped higher benefits in terms
of gross return per hectare over the sb@meficiary farmers. It might be the effect of
the KCC possssed by the beneficiary farmers

The dareof outstanding amourdf loanunder KCCin the gross income from
agriculture andsubsidiaryincome combined were worked out and are presented in
Table4.14. The situation was not found to be encouragifiige highest loan burden
of 46.76 per cendf the grossncome fromagriculturewas really anatter of concern
especiallyfor themarginal farmers. However, the share of outstanding loan decreased
gradually from the small to the large farm size grotipeneficiaries It stood at 22.81
per cent against the small, 11.07 per cent against the medium and 5.12 per cent
against the large farm size group with an oveaaktrage sharef 21.83 per cent.
When the agriculturahcome was combined with the subsidiasgome, the share of
outstanding duesame down significantlyObviously, thesubsidiary income&vas very
important forrepayment othe outstandingoansof the farmersWith the combined
income, the share of outstanding dues came down to 22.41 pergaenstahe
marginal, 14.34 per cent against the small, 8.77 per cent against the medium and 4.43

per cent against the large farm size group with an overall share of 14.18 per cent.



Table-4.14
Share ofoutstanding amount of loan under KCC in Gross Income from Agriand
Agril-subsidary income Combined
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Sl

No. | Particulars Marginal Small Medium Large Overall

1 No. of HH (in nos.) 78 116 43 3 240
2 Total Outstanding Amount of KCC Loan (in Rs.) 2,021,207.00 3,075,948.00 983,523.00 77,944.00 6,158,622.00
3 Gross Income from Agril. (inRs.) 4,322,067.82 13,484,045.46| 8,887,803.61 1,522,555.29| 28,216,472.18
4 % Share of Involvement of the outstanding loan 46.76 22.81 11.07 5.12 21.83
5 Subsidiary Income (in Rs| 4,698,500.00 7,962,240.00| 2,322,000.00 236,850.00| 15,219,590.00

Gross Income Combining Agril.& Subsidiary (3+ 11,209,803.6

6 (inRs.) 9,020,567.82 21,446,285.46 1 1,759,405.29| 43,436,062.18
7 % Share of Involvement of the outstanding loan 22.41 14.34 8.77 4.43 14.18

Source: Primary Data

Thus, it was seen that the higher size grougaoinerswere atbetter off
position when considered in terms of outstanding amount of loan.

As per decision othe State Level Banker's Committee (SLBC), the scale of
finance forkharif andrabi crops is prepared at state level by a committee under the
Chairmanship oftte Jt. Director, Directorate of Agriculture, Assam. Tixation of
credit limit and repayment mode [Bepared by a committee tdie Government of
India in consultationwith the implementing banks. A loanee has to repay the loan
within 12 months from the date of sanction of the loan. Repayment may befanade
any amount byany number of instalments. If a loanee can repay the amount within
the year, he cago for second loan as ipguiddine for the next year and dhe basis
of the repayment performance, a loanee can avail the loan up to five years at 10 per
cent increase of the previous year loan. In the field survey, very few farmers were
found to opt for second loan as they &apt able to repay thearlier loanon time

While making asset classification, the reviggaddines of the Kishan Credit
Card (Apendixll), stipulated thata n be

the balance outstanding is less than or equal to drawing limit [short term (crop) loan]

account <coul d treate
at any point of time during the preceding one year. In other words, it is suggested that

the short term loan (with maj@omponent of crop loan) sanctioned on the KCC can

be t he

prudenti al

treat ment as a fncash c
shoul d be

is less than or equal to the diag limit and each drawl is repaid within a period of

gi ven s ame

nor ms and not treate

12 months. Term loan under KCC has fixed repayment schedule and is to beedove
by extant prudential norms.



Table-4.15

Repayment status of the beneficiary farmere terms of
asset classification
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SiR Particulars Marginal | Small | Medium Large Total
No. No. of Respondent - 78 116 43 3 240
1 Repayment status as "Standard 10 21 9 0 40
2 In terms ofpercentage 12.82 | 18.10 20.93 0.00 16.67
3 Repayment statuss "NPAs" 68 95 34 3 200
4 In terms ofpercentage 87.18 | 81.90 79.07 100.00 83.33

Source: Primary data

The Table 4.2 indicates the repayment status of the beneficiary farmers of the

KCC scheme across theur different size groupof farmers The percentage of

samplefarmers foundunder the headStandard"was 12.82 per cent for nginal,

18.10 per cent for small ar&.93 per cent for mediumith an overallaverage figure

of 16.67 per cent. A larggercentagef sample households were found to failder
the head of "NPAs"At overalllevel, it stood at 83.33 per cent. It might be duéatk

of awareness;ommunication gap between tf@mers and the financial institutes, or

declinein net return of the cropffom the expectedelel, or preassumption of

waiving of loan or mightbe for diversion of the loan amount fonon productive

purpose to meet thaay to day family requirement.

Table-4.16

Performance of the banks i t er ms
acrossthe farm size groups.
(Observation based on 4@smpndents witH'standard'accouny
Name of . . .
the Bank Particulars Marginal Small Medium Large Total

No. of Respondents 24 40 12 2 78

AGVB/LDRB | No. of "Standard" Respondents 2 7 4 0 13
% of 'Standard" 8.33 17.50 33.33 0.00 16.67

Coon. Apex No. of Respondents 16 18 7 1 42
B%nkp No. of "Standard" Respondents 5 7 4 0 16

% of 'Standard" 31.25 38.89 57.14 0.00 38.10

No. of Respondents 27 47 22 0 96

SBI No. of "Standard" Respondents 2 6 1 0 9

% of 'Standard"” 741 12.77 4.55 - 9.38

No. of Respondents 11 11 2 0 24

UBI No. of "Standard" Respondents 1 1 0 0 2

% of 'Standard"” 9.09 9.09 0.00 - 8.33

No. of Respondents 78 116 43 3 240

Total No. of "Standard" Respondents 10 21 9 0 40

% of 'Standard" 12.82 18.10 20.93 0.00 16.67

Source: Primary data

of
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Table4.16 was prepared to see the performances of the banks from ech
beneficiary liss were collected. There were 78 sample beneficiaries under
AGVB/LDRB (Assam Gramin Ykash Bank/ Langpi Dehangi Rural Bank, Karbi
Anglong) of which 24 belonged to marginal group, Bélonged to small group, 12
belonged medium group and klonged to large groupNearly 33.33 per cent
(highest) of thebeneficiarieswere foundto be "Standard"beneficiay againstthe
medium size grouprith an overalpercentage of 16.67

In case of th&Coop Apex Bank Ltdthe higheshumber of'Standard'(57.14
per cent beneficiary was found against the medium size group with an overall
percentage of 38.10n case othe SBI(State Bank of India)l2.77 per centhighest)
beneficiaries were to b&®und "Standard"against the small size groups with an
overallaverage 08.38 per cent. In case of the U@Inited Bank Of India)9.09 per
cent were found a%Standard"bendiciary for both marginal and small size groups
with an overallaverage 08.33 per cent. In totd&y, 16.67 per cent beneficiaries were
foundto be"Standard"as per the accepted normdshus,best performanca terms
of repayment was found against teop Apex Bank Ltdollowed by the AGVB,

SBl and UBLT h u BIRAO i tbeceme a contentioussue forthe banking institution
these days.

The repayment statuses of credit under the KCGhefsample beneficiary
households across the farm sizes and across the banks under study are presented in
Table4.17.

Of the total sample of 240, 78 (32%) beneficiaries belonged to AGVB/LDRB,
42 (18%)beneficiariesbelonged to Coop. Apex Bank Lt@6 (40%)beneficiaries
belonged to SBI and 24 (10%) beneficiatetonged to UBI. The highest (119.31%)
per cent of outstanding loan was found against the medium farm size group under the
UBI followed by 107.83 per cent against the large size group under the
AGVB/LDRB, 88.18 per cent against the SBI and 70.03 per cent against the marginal
size group under the Coop. Apex Bank Ltd. The lowest outstanding loan of 38.39 per
cent was found against the medium size group under the Coop. Apex Bank Ltd.
followed by 68.10per cent against the medium size group under the AGVB/LDRB,
88.18 per cent against the small size group under the SBI and 96.66 per cent against
the marginal size group under the UBI. In total, the percentage of outstanding loan
stood between 79.13 and.88B per cent with an overall average outstanding loan of

83.86 per cent across the farms and across the banks. At overall level, the best
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performance towards recovery of loan was shown by the Coop. Apex Bank Ltd. with
57.83 per cent athe outstanding loa while theAGVB/LDRB occupied the second
place with outstanding loan of 82.59 per cent followed by SBI (87.45 per cent) and
the UBI ( 100.16 per cent).

Table- 4.17
RepaymentStatus ofthe sample beneficiary households across the farm sizes by

banks unde study in the state

Name of Farm size =» Marginal Small Medium Large Total
the Bank Particulars ¥
No. HH. 24 40 12 2 78
Amount of Loan 714,349 1,215,922 255,969 48,121 2,234,361
AGVB Amount Repaid 98,831 212,241 81,660 4,920 397,652
Outstanding Loan Amount 615,518 1,003,681 174,309 51,891 1,845,399
Overall Remark
(% of outstanding) 86.16 82.54 68.10 107.83 82.59
No. HH. 16 18 7 1 42
Amount of Loan 314,288 208,778 125,907 40,000 778,973
Co-op. Apex | Amount Repaid 94,195 142,754 77,576 16,146 330,671
Bank Outstanding Loan Amount 220,093 156,024 48,331 26,053 450,501
Overall Remark
(% of outstanding) 70.03 52.22 38.39 65.13 57.83
No. HH. 27 47 22 0 96
Amount of Loan 1,077,775 1,837,368 817,024 - 3,732,167
SBI Amount Repaid 142,586 217,230 108,636 - 468,452
Outstanding Loan Amount 935,189 1620138 708,388 - 3,263,715
Overall Remark
(% of outstanding) 86.77 88.18 86.70 87.45
No. HH. 11 11 2 0 24
Amount of Loan 259050 295,000 44,000 - 598,050
UBI Amount Repaid 8,643 24,389 4,000 - 37,032
Outstanding Loan Amount 250407 296,105 52,495 - 599,007
Overall Remark
(% of outstanding) 96.66 100.37 119.31 - 100.16
No. HH. 78 116 43 3 240
Amount of Loan 2,365,462 3,647,068 1,242,900 88,121 7,343,551
Total Amount Repaid 344,255 596,614 271,872 21,066 1,233,807
Outstanding Loan Amount 2,021,207 3,075,948 983,523 77,944 6,158,622
Overall Remark
(% of outstanding) 85.45 84.34 79.13 88.45 83.86

SourcePrimary and Secondary data

The Coop. Apex Bank Ltd., sanctioned KCC loan through the GB&8n
Panchayat Samab Sanittee) The GPSS arlwcal bodiesand theycaneasily keep
contact with the beneficiary farmers. The GPSS also earns a shaterestifirom the
KCC beneficiaries. As the GPSS is an elected body, the release of credit to the needy
farmers attimes depend on political consideratioa By and large the recovery of
loanin case of the Assam @up. Apex Bank Ltdwasbetter than thaof the other
financial institutionsAlthough the AGVB/LDRBIs especiallyneantfor rural areas
because osome technical problems such as power shortage, poor internet facilities,
shortage of stafietc.the rate of recovery of loamas recorded to bew. The SBI and
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UBI are the nationalized banks atitey have their owtine of working. They were

found to pay lesattention to théarmers may bebecausef many other professional

activities besides the KCC scheme. Moreover, shortagstaff in these banks

hampereda lot to keep physicatontact of with the beneficiary farmers resulting in

low recovery of loan. Frequent transfer of officialssociateavith the KCC,was yet

another reason of poor recovery of loan

Tablei 4.18
Factors Influencing Access of Credit under KCC Scheme

benefici

(Dependent variables: 616for KCC
Sl. No. IndependentVariables Coefficient (S.E) | P-Value
1 Age -0.115 (0.027 0.000r
2 Education| Upto primary 6.065 (1.598 0.000*
3 Upto Class X 5.130 (1.603 0.001*
4 HSLC Passed 6.208 (1.647 0.000*
5 HSSLC Passed 3.765 (1.543 0.015*
6 Family Size -0.670 (0.181 0.000*
7 Operational Holding 9.266 (1.410 0.000*
8 Agril. Farm Income 0.000 (0.000) 0.001*
9 Ratio of Irrigated land to the total operational ar 1526 (1.432 0.287
10 Farm Asset Value 0.000 (0.000 0.274
11 Constant -1.205 (2.105) 0.567
12 -2 Log Likelihood 134.784
13 | Cox & Snell R? 0.424
14 | Nagelkerke R 0.670
Note: 6*6 significant at 5% probability

|l evel

In order to identify the factors that influenced the farmers in aicgessedit

under KCC scheme, logisticegression model was used by taking relevant

independent variables as shown in the t4hld. h the analysis, multicollinearity test

wasconducted amonthe independent variables before udimg logit regressian

It is observedrom the &blethat the age, education, family sizgerational

holdings and gricultural farm income were the significant factahat influencedhe

respondent farmeia accessing credit under the KCC scheme.

Summary

Prior to the introduction of KCC scheme, the agricultural credit was given in

terms of crop loan. Nowthe crop loans are gen under the KCC schem&he

advance under agriculture & allied activitiexreasedat the rate of15.44 per cent
(ACGR) during200304 to 201213. But notably, the year 20123 marked decline
advances as compared the year 201112 The ACGRof croploangrewat the rate

of 19.23 per centdowever, @r capita and per family crop loadid not show any

significant rise duringhe reference period’he decreasing trend of credit advance in

the last year over the prieus year might be due to shiait in repayment for which
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the financial institutes were reluctatd disburse the eligiblamounts to the loan
seekers.

The outstanding advances agaimgjriculural & allied sectors in Assam
increased from 9.48 per deim 200405 to 20.15per centin 201213 registering an
ACGR of 9.87per cent.

In the statethe number of card issued increased from 94377 in-RA0B®
3,08,306 in 20134 with anACGR of 18.46per cent while the amount of advance
increased fm Rs.9,728.6 lakh to Rs.1,50,567.42kh during the reference period
with an ACGR of 37.9%er cent. Theuwmulative achievement d{ishanCredit
Card issued, stood at 1,586,687 for an amount of 1,851,091.21lakh at the end of
201314.

The areaovered by each KCC was 29.27 hectares in terms of the net cropped
area and 41.93 hectares in terms of gross cropped area 020@3ich reduced to
7.57 hectares and 11.04ctares against theet and gross croppedrea respectively
during 201112. The estimated amount of advance against each card showed an
increasing trend from Rs. BD8.00 in 20084 to Rs.35084 in 2011-12. The per
hectareestimated advance of each KCC was recordeal \ary lower side compared
to theper hectare cost aultivation of any field crops in the state. But it showed
increasing trend.e., from Rs.353/ha. to Rs. 4,653/ha during the reference périd.
crop specit policy under the KCC scheme launched dur@ll-12 can be a
panacea for credihadequacyf capitatstarved farmers of the state.

From the analysis carried out on treecondaryevel time series datdt was
seenthat there exists a positive relationship between the food grain production and
amount of crop loame., the production vaed directly with the amount of loan. A
statistic was further worked out to measure the shal@afper quintal of production
of food-grains. Accordingly, the estimated amowftioan per quintal of foodrains
was Rs21.97in 200405 which increasedtRs.270.27 in 201-34. It might bedueto
the application of the required inputs in the crop field by the farragesling crop
loan. A simple linear regression model was also tried in order to draw a statistical
interpretation taking production of foagtains (Y) as the dependent variable and the
crop loan as the independent variable (X)was seen that the constant and the
dependent variab)erop loan had a significant effect on the fagdin production of
the state.

The share of crop loan to the agricultural GSDP of the state registered an
increase from 0.69 per cent in 2008 to 9.87 per cent in 204134 .It was seen that
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the agricultural GSDP is increasing along with the increase in crop loans during the
periodunder reference.

To draw a statistical inferenca,simple linear regression model was tried on
the datataking the agricultural GSDP of the stads dependent variable (Y) and the
crop loan as independent variable(Xhe resultsshowed that the constardnd the
dependent variablerop loan had a significant effect on the agricultural GSDP of the
state.

In order to see the impact of the KCC scheme, some of the importararypri
data were analyzed furthar a seasorwise analysisof yield rate of theeropsgrown
by the beneficiary and non beneficiaigrmersin the study areaAll the beneficiary
farmers obtaing higher yieldin both the seasons as compared to thebwmeficiary
farmers and so was seen in respect of gross return from produce in terms of rupee per
hectare.

However, in case of subsidiary income per household, the beneficiary farmers
registered a decline of 22er cent over the ndmeneficiary farmers. The estimated
annualised value per hectare on capital farm assets was also found in the higher side
by 8.62 per cent in case of rbeneficiary farmers. It might be due imore number
of power tillers possesdeby thenon beneficiary farmersThe beneficiary farmers
recorded a cropping intensity of 148.44 against 142.12 per cent in case-of non
beneficiary farmersThe analysis of data clearly establishgubsitive impact of the
KCC scheme on crop productios a whole.The workedout BCRs (Benefit Cost
Ratio) of both kharif andrabi cropswere foundmarginally higher ineach farnsize
groups in respect of beneficiary farmers than that of thebeoeficiary farmers.
Combining all crops okharif andrabi season, the overall BCR stood at 1.73:1 and
1.64:1 for beneficiary and ndveneficiary farmers, respectively. By and large, it has
been observed that the beneficiary farmers reaped higher benefits in terms of gross
return per hectare over the nbaneficiay farmers. It might be the effect of the KCC
possessed by the beneficiary farmers.

The $areof outstanding amourntf loanunder KCCin the gross income from
agriculture and @bsidiaryincome combined were worked out atfeé situation was
not found to beencouraging. The highest loan burden of 46.76 per cent of the gross
income from agriculture was really a matter of concern especially for the marginal
farmers. However, the share of outstanding loan decreased gradually from the small to
the large farm sizgroup of beneficiaries. It stood at 22.81 per cent against the small,
11.07 per cent against the medium and 5.12 per cent against the large ¢agnosz
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with an overall averagshareof 21.83 per cent. When the agricultural income was
combined with thesubsidiary income, the share of outstanding dues came down
significantly. Obviously, the subsidiary income was very important for repayment of
the outstanding loans of the farmers. With the combined income, the share of
outstanding dues came down to 22pEr cent against the marginal, 14.34 per cent
against the small, 8.77 per cent against the medium and 4.43 per cent against the large
farm size group with an overall share of 14.18 per cent. Thus, it was seen that the
higher size group diarmerswere atbetter off position when considered in terms of
outstanding amount of loan.

A loanee has to repay the loan within 12 months from the date of sanction of
the loan. Repayment may be made for any amount by any number of instalments. If a
loanee can repay thamount within the year, he can go for second loan as per
guidelines for the next year and on the basis of the repayment performance, a loanee
can avail the loan up to five years at 10 per cent increase of the previous year loan. In
the field survey, veryew farmers were found to opt for second loan as they were not
able to repay the earlier loan on time.

The KCGCguidelinesstipulate theepayment status of the beneficiary farmers
of the KCC scheme across the four different size group of farmers. Thatageof
sample farmers found under the hé&fandard"was 12.82 per cent for marginal,
18.10 per cent for small ar&.93 per cent fomedium withan overall average figure
of 16.67 per cent. A larger percentage of sample households were found to fall under
the head of "NPAs". At overall level, it stood at 83.33 per cEhusi NP A a s
become a contentioussue forthe banking institutiorthese dys. It might be due to
lack of awareness, communication gap between fémmers and the financial
institutes, or decline in net return of the crops from the expected level, -or pre
assumption of waiving of loan or might be for diversion of the loan anfounhon
productive purpose to meet the day to day family requirement.

By and large, the recovery of loan in case of the AssaropC#pex Bank
Ltd. was better than that of the other financial institutions. Although the
AGVB/LDRB is especially meant faural areasbecause of some technical problems
such as power shortage, poor internet facilities, shortage of staffthe rate of
recovery of loan was recorded to be low. The SBI and UBI are the nationalized banks
and they have their own line of wamnk;. They were found to pay less attention to the
farmers, may be because of many other professional activitiésrtaken by them
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besides the KCC scheme. Moreover, shortage of staff in these banks hampered a lot to
keep physicatontactwith the beneficiey farmers resulting in low recovery of loan.
Frequent transfer of officials associated with the KCC, was yet another reason of poor
recovery of loan.

Further,the logistic regression modedvealedthat the age,education, family
size, operationaholdings and gricultural farm income were the significant factors
that influenced theespondent farmeiis accessing credit under the KCC scheme.

*kkkk
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opinion

observatios, an attempt has been made to astfessonstraints faced by thersgle

farmers in accessing amdilization of credit.

differentfarm sizes. T h e

Table5.1 presenttheresponsesf the loanees towards lending agen@esoss

average

di

stance

from t

lending institutes was 6.99 km. On an average, &moieehad to vsit 2.48 times to

getthe loansanctionedThe average expenditure for each visit waskedout at Rs.

64.39. There wergwo types of disbursemerfacilities provided by the lending

institutesviz., by cheque oby direct credit. In the studyarea,disbursement of credit

(100%) was dondirectly by creditingthe saving bank account of the loanees

Table-5.1

Basic information of loanees relating to the lending institute
in accessing the credit

Sl. Queries Marginal | Small | Medium | Large | Total
No. No of HH ---> 78 116 43 3 240
1 Average distance from residence to lending Institute (in Km.) 6.24 6.94 8.63 3.33 6.99
2 Average no. of visits required to get the credit (in nsarctioned 2.65 2.45 2.23 2.00 2.48
3 Average expenditure per visit (in Rs.) 60.19| 65.96 68.91| 61.67| 64.39
4 Disbursements facilities (a) Cheque 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
provided by the lending
institute (b) Directly credited to the S/B accou 100.00| 100.00 100.00 | 100.00 | 100.00
(in percentage):
5 | Withdrawal of loan through| (a) ATM/Debit card 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(in Percentage): (b) Savings bank withdrawal form 100.00 | 100.00 37.21| 33.33| 87.92
(c) Cheque book 0.00 0.00 62.79| 66.67| 12.08
6 | What was your feelings on| (a) Cooperative 88.46| 93.97 95.35| 100.00| 92.50
Bank officials: (b) Not up to the mark 11.54 6.03 4.65 0.00 7.50
7 | What is your overall (a) Poor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
commentabout (b) Moderate 32.05| 31.03 32.56 0.00 31.25
the Scheme (KCC) : (c) Good 64.10 | 64.66 60.47| 66.67| 64.90
(d) Excellent 3.85 4.31 6.98 | 33.33 3.85

Source: Primary data

However, there waso report ofusing any ATM or debit card
purpose, all the sample farmers belongingh® marginal and small size growsed
withdrawal forms.Nearly, 62.79 and 66.6per cent ofthe sampleborrowers used
cheque books in cas# mediumand large sizgroup, respectively. Abver alllevel,

87.92 per cent borrowers used saving bank withdrawal form and 12.08 per cent used

. For withdrawal

cheque booksAbout, 92.50 percent of the total samplborrowers considerethe
bank officials tobe cooperativeand 7.50 per cent aped as not up to thmark. The
overall comment orthe scheme (KCC)was reported tobe moderateby 31.25 per
cent good by64.90 per centand excellent by3.85 per cent of the total sample
beneficiaries
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Table5.2 visualizesthe problems faced by the béiogary farmers in
accessing the creditt wasobserved thato beneficiariesame acrosany difficulties
in accessinghe information about the schem®o far asb a n k 6 s wofksaapee r
concernedpnly 1417 per cent reported about some difficulteesl 85.83 per cent
had no problemat all Regarding rigidness of the terms and conditions of the lending
institutions, 100 per cerdgample householdspined in thenegativei.e., they found it
very flexible and hassles freddowever, only 14.17 per cent ofthe sample
beneficiarieswere aware of the provision afelaxation of interestfor timely
repayment of loan analarge majority (85.83 per cent of the beneficiarieslid not
know anything about itAlso, all the samplebeneficiaries weregnorant abouthe
ongoing policy initiatives of the Governmentfor providing relief during natural
calamitiesNearly, 36.67er cent of thsamplebeneficiariefoundthe prevailing rate
of interestto be too highand 63.33 per cent opinedotherwise.As per terms and
conditions, if a borrower can repay the loan in one yesn the date of sanction, he
can go for the second loan whiniay be highethan that of the first year loaithe
banks in that caseélo not impose any fi@d number of installmentandborrowersare
given full liberty to repay the loan with any amount in each installment within the
yearaspertheir conveniencdn spite of a number flexibilitiesnearly 32.08 percent
of the sample beneficiarieonsideredhe repaymenperiodto betoo short ad 67.92
per centeported otherwise.

However,all the respondent®f the study area consideréte present credit
policy as beneficial to thenit was also reported that no processing fee had to be paid
to the financial institute at the time of accessing the créthhy a time, the bank
officials had to take the helof well known persons of thkcality to idenify the
borrowers. This practicalso helpedh lot for the recoveryof the loans. Somémes,
borrowers alsaused to askor their help for transaction witthe banksHowever, n
some placesniddle manacted assommission agestas well The borrowers had to
pay some amourdf money in return of their servicel certain areaghe share of
commission agent was found exorbitantly high areygometimes used to misguide
thebeneficiaries witha notion that they neett have to return theanamountasthe
same would be waived by theo@rnment later graswasdone in thepast The bank
officials were aware othe activities ofthese agents but no concrete steps could be
taken to contain thembout48.75 percentof theborrowersreported that they had to
pay those agent$or getting their job doneNo political interventionwas reported
amongst the credit seekers Regarding adequacyof loan amount,



Table-5.2
Problems faced by the Beneficiary Farmers in accessing the credit
(Multiple Response)

Marginal (78) Small (116) Medium (43) Large (3) Total (240)
SI.No. | Queries (% of HHs) (% of HHs) (% of HHs) (% of HHs) (% of HHs)
Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No
1 Have you faced any difficulty to get the information about the scheme 0.00| 10000 0.00 100.00 0.00 100.00 0.00 | 100.00 0.00 100.00
i O s?
2 Did you face any trouble to handie thea n k 0 s? Paper s 16.67| 83.33| 13.79| 8621| 11.63| 88.37 0.00 | 100.00|  14.17 85.83
3 Did you think that the terms and conditions of the lending institution
very rigid in nature? 0.00 | 100.00 0.00 100.00 0.00 | 100.00 0.00 | 100.00 0.00 100.00
4 Did you aware of any incentive against the interest fixed by the bank
timely repayment of loan? 7.69 92.31 15.52 84.48 20.93 79.07 33.33| 66.67 14.17 85.83
5 Did you enjoy any reliefon accouh of policy initiatives of the
Government due to natural calamities? 0.00 | 100.00 0.00 100.00 0.00 | 100.00 0.00 | 100.00 0.00 100.00
- - - ——
6 Do you think that interest rate is too high 38.46| 6154| 36.21| 6379| 3488| 6512 3333| 66.67| 36.67 63.33
- - — >
! Did you think that repayment period is too short: 38.46| 6154| 30.17| 69.83| 27.91| 7209 0.00 | 100.00| 32.08 67.92
- - - ——
8 Do you think that the amount of installment (repayment) is too high? 0.00 | 100.00 0.00 100.00 0.00 100.00 000 | 100.00 0.00 100.00
- - — — >
9 Do you think that the present credit policy is beneficial to you? 100.00 0.00 100.00 0.00 100.00 0.00 100.00 0.00 100.00 0.00
10 Did you pay any processing fee to the lending institute at the tim 0.00| 100.00 0.00 100.00 0.00 100.00 0.00 | 100.00 0.00 100.00
accessing the credit?
- - - 5
11 Did you pay any bribe to any agent to sanction the loan? 51.28 48.72 18.28 51.72 46.51 53.49 3333| 66.67 48.75 51.95
- — ———
12 Did you ask for any political help to be selected as a beneficiary? 000 | 100.00 0.00 100.00 0.00 100.00 000 | 100.00 0.00 100.00
- - >
13| Doyou think that the amount of loan is adequate 1923| 80.77| 17.24| 8276| 1860 81.40| 33.33| 66.67| 1833 81.67
14 Do you have ATM/Debit card fdransactiof 0.00 | 100.00 0.00 | 100.00 0.00 | 100.00 0.00 | 100.00 0.00 100.00
it?
15 If not, do you apply for it 0.00 | 100.00 0.00 | 100.00 0.00 | 100.00 0.00 | 100.00 0.00 100.00
16 Did you have any agricultural credit prior to this scheme?
0.00 | 100.00 0.00 100.00 4.65 95.35 0.00 | 100.00 0.83 99.17

Note: Fgures in parentheses indicate househud.
Source: Primary data
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18.33 per cenbf the respondentseported in the affirmativéut a largeproportion
(81.67 per centof the respondentgansweredn the negative. Alsathe respondents
did not knowthe provision of using ATM card/ Debit card and hence they did not
apply for ATM card/ Debit card.A query was alsoasked to knowwhether the
respondents availed ofiny agriculturbloan prior to this schemeit overall levd,
99.17per cent otherespondentanswered irthe negative.

In general the farmers of the state suffdrom inadequacyof basic
infrastructuredue to paucity of cash capitéldditionally, some moreonstraints were
posed before the farmets measure the intensiof differentproblems. Tablé.3
displays multiple responses othe beneficiaryfarmers on the constraints faced by
them in crop cultivation across the different size grouxgainst the problem of
getting certified seeds, fertilizer and other inpwig., insecticides, pesticides,
micronutrient,etc.,on time, only 20.83 peasentof the householdaidiy e s 0 and
per cent did not consider it as a probleFhe existingirrigation faclities were not
considered twe sufficientenoughand aboud2.92 percentof the sample households
considered it to ba majorproblem. The shortageof requiredinput with thelocal
dealerswas yet anotheiproblem as reportedby 46.25 per cent of the sample
beneficiaries. Furthemearly91.67 per centf the samplédorrowers reportethat it
was notnecessary tovait for a long period to avail off hired power tiller or tractor.
Extension services from $UD/KVK were not sufficientenough asepored by91.67
per cent of the borrowers Of the total beneficiary samplesnly 25.42 per cent
considered the markag infrastructure of tharea to banot goodenough and the rest
reported otherwise. About2.08 percentof the sanple borrowers knew abouhe
pricesof the product tobe sold. The sample beneficiaries (83.33 per cent) believed
thatthe prices of the produces asften fixed by the traders/middtean at their will
and97.08 percent of the sample households found the prices of their protiudes
nortremunerative. Only 12 .92 per cesgmple respondents couldeet their day to
day expenditureout of their farm incomeFurther 90.33 per cent of the sample
beneficiaryfarmers reportedhat they did noget their soiltested before taking up
cropcultivation.

79.



Table-5.3

Constraints faced by the Beneficiary farmers in Crop cultivation

75

(Multiple Responses)

Marginal (78) Small (116) Medium (43) Large (3) Total (240)
SlI.No. Queries (% of HHs) (% of HHs) (% of HHs) (% of HHs) (% of HHs)
Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No
1 | Doyouface any problem to get certified sdfedilizers and othe 2564|  7436| 2155| 78.45 1163| 8837 000| 10000  20.83 79.17
inputspesticidesinsecticides/ micronutrient) on time?
2 Do you face any problem with thexistingirrigation facility? 96.15 3.85 93.10 6.90 88.37 11.63 66.67 33.33 92.92 7.08
3| menaiegy Shortage of requirstbits on time wifthe focal a487| 5513| 4828| 5172|  4651| 5349  000| 10000|  46.25 53.75
Do you feel that the waiting time is very long to get hired po
4 tiller and tractor? 15.38 84.62 431 95.69 6.98 93.02 0.00 100.00 8.33 91.67
5 | Do you think the present wage rate increases the cos 59|  7308| e552|  34.48 88.37| 11.63| 100.00 000| 5750 42.50
production in your farm?
6 | Do you Ihink that extensiomervicesfrom SDOA! KVK s 256| 97.44| 1034| 8966|  11.63| 8837| 33.33|  66.67 8.33 91.67
7 gD(;JOé/(;u think existing market infrastructure in the locality is 24.36 75.64 25.86 74.14 25 58 74.42 33.33 66.67 25.42 74.58
8 Are you aware of the price at which the produces are to be sol 51.28 48.72 77.59 22.41 93.02 6.98 100.00 0.00 72.08 27.92
Do you think that theprices of produce areften fixed by the
9 traders/ middleman at their will? 87.18 12.82 83.62 16.38 76.74 23.26 66.67 33.33 83.33 16.67
10 Do you think the price of farm produces is remunerative? 0.00 100.00 431 95.69 4.65 95.35 0.00 100.00 2.92 97.08
1 Do you think that your farm income is sufficieelnoughto meet 0.00 100.00 8.62 91.38 41.86 58.14 100.00 0.00 12.92 87.08
the day to day expenditure?
12 Have you got tested your soil? 0.00 100.00 1.72 98.28 2.33 97.67 33.33 66.67 1.67 98.33

Note: Fgures in parentheses indicate househofsl
Sourcé Primary data
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Table-5.4
Responses of the Beneficiary farmers on repayment of loan

(Farmers Opinion and Investigator's Observation)
(Multiple Response)

S| Marginal (78) Small (116) Medium (43) Large (3) Total (240)
NC-J Queries (% of HHs) (% of HHs) (% of HHs) (% of HHs) (% of HHs)
' Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No

1 Do you agree that non remunerative price of the mark
crops and wastage of perishable crops adversely aff¢
the repayment of loan 25.64 74.36| 21.55| 78.45 18.60 81.40| 33.33 66.67 22.50 77.50

2 Do you agree that high cost of pration and lower yield
rate are the reason for poor/ late/ neepayment of
loan? 100.00 0.00| 100.00 0.00| 100.00 0.00| 100.00 0.00| 100.00 0.00

3 Not willing to repay ( willful defaulter)
38.46 61.54| 87.93| 12.07 88.37 11.63| 66.67 33.33 71.67 28.33

4 Crop failure due to natural calamities (draught/flood)
7.69 92.31| 11.21| 88.79 9.30 90.70 0.00| 100.00 9.58 90.42

5 Crop loss due to biotic factors (insect/pest attack)
2.56 97.44 1.72| 98.28 2.33 97.67 0.00| 100.00 2.08 97.92

6 Educational egenditure for children increased
41.03 58.97| 38.79| 61.21 37.21 62.79| 33.33 66.67 39.17 60.83

7 Medical expenditure increased
47.44 52.56| 43.10| 56.90 37.21 62.79| 33.33 66.67 43.33 56.67

8 The price of dayto day basic requirements of fami
increasd 100.00 0.00| 100.00 0.00| 100.00 0.00| 100.00 0.00| 100.00 0.00

Note: Figures in parentheses indicate HH nos.
Source: Primary data
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Table5.4 highlights thepinionof the respondents on repayment of loan. All
the respondents had different types pfoblems. The intensity of theroblemalso
differed from respondent to respondent for which repayment suffergcften Here
in this table, problems werelassified into two headsagricultural and non
agricultural. The queriest 1, 2, 3 and 4 were linked with agriculture andé 57 and
8 were noragriculturalproblems The norremunerative price of marketed crops and
wastage of perisiide crops (vegetdes) werehe major impedimentsyhich resulted
in low return. As a resuyltrepayment becamdifficult for a sizeable number of
respondents (22.50 per centlowever,77.50 per cent respondsiuointed outsome
other issuedor poor repayment omonrepayment of loanLiterally speakinghigh
cost of production ahlower yield rate often resulted into reductiontle required
economic return per unit of produces for which repayngait affected. All the
sample households therefore acceptedhigit cost and low yield were the principal
reasons of poor repayment in the study afé&respondents who intentionally repaid
a partof their loan and those who did not regay amount at all were categorized as
willful defaulter. At overall level, narly 71.67 per cent respondentere identified as
willful defaultersin the study area. They had a wrongtion that the loan might
finally be waived by the banks/Governmentrop failure due to natural calamities
was yet another reason for which a getof the loanees had to encourddficulties
in repayment9.58 per cent The rest90.42 per cent did not have aeyperience of
facing any natural calamities. Crop loss due tdibifactors (insect/pest attack) was
not a major factor for poor repagmt or noarepayment; only2.08 per centf the
sample households replied in the affirmative. Ab88t17 per cent of the respondents
reported that they had the problem of repaynanthe educational expendi¢ for
their children increaseduite a lot @er time. Apart from these, the intensity of
problems of nofrepayment of loan was very high because of continuous price hike of
the essentiadommoditiesas reported by all the sample farmers.

Table5.5 displays the responses the nonbeneficiarieson non-participation
in the KCC scheme acroghifferent farm sizegroups. Of the total sampleon
beneficiaries, 21.67 per cent opined that they weranali aware of the scheme and
its benefits. About3.33 percentof the non beneficiary farmeepplied for KCC but
were notselected andhere were som83.33 per cenhonbeneficiaries, whavere
interested but yet to appl®n the whole, each and everyespondent showed their

interest for the schenand given an opportunity, they would readily join the scheme.
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Table-5.5
Reasons ohon-patrticipation in the KCC Scheme

(only for Non-beneficiary)
(% of HHs)

Sl Reasons Marginal Small Medium Large Total
No. No of Respondent [ 3 16 33 7 4 60

1 Lack of awareness about the Scheme 31.25 21.21 14.29 0.00 21.67
2 Applied but not selected 25.00 45.45 57.14 75.00 43.33
3 Interested but not applied yet 43.75 33.33 14.29 25.00 33.33
4 Not interested 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Source: Primary data
Note: Each respondent was asked to choose onlyeason.

Tale-5.6 indicates the reasons nbt being selectedinder the scheme as
perceived by the nebeneficiary sample farmers. Tiperieswere asked to 26
respondentsvho applied but not selectathder the scheménterference of middle
men/agents (65.38 per cent), biasedness in selection process (23.08 per cent) and
limited resources of the financial institute (11.54 per cent) were the three primary
reasons of not begnselected as beneficiaries of the KCC scheme, as percieved by the
sample norbeneficiary households.

Table-5.6
Reasons of Not being Selected undére KCC Scheme
(only those Nonbeneficiaries who applied but not selected)

Sl Reasons for Not beingSelected Marginal Small Medium Large Total
No. No of Respondent [ 3 4 15 4 3 26
1 Due to biasedness in selection of farmers | 25.00 20.00 25.00 33.33 23.08
2 Interference of middleman/Agent 75.00 66.67 50.00 66.67 65.38
3 Limited Resources of the Lending institute | 0.00 13.33 25.00 0.00 11.54

Source: Primary data
Note: Each respondent was asked to choose only one reason

Summary

The responses towards the leading agencies together withotisraints
encountered bthe sample farmers are summarized here in this section.

The average di stance from the respon
institutes was 6.99 km. On an average, daaheehad to vsit 2.48 times to gahe
loansanctionedThe averagexpenditure for each visit wagrkedout atRs.64.39.

In the studyarea, tsbursement of credit (100%) was dodeectly by
creditingthe saving bank account of the loanees.
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There wasno report ofusing any ATM or debit card by the sample
beneficiaries All he sampldarmersbelongingto marginal and small size growsed
withdrawal forms. Nearly, 62.79 and 66.6@er cent ofthe sampé borrowers used
cheque books in cas# mediumand large sizgroup, respectively. Abver alllevel,
87.92 per cent boowers used saving bank withdrawal form and 12.08 per cent used
cheque books.

Nearly, 92.50 percent of the total sample borrowers considetteel bank
official to be cooperativeand7.50 per cent opined as not up to mhark.

The overall comment othe £heme (KCC)was reported to be moderdig
31.25 per centgood by64.90 per cent andxcellent by3.85 per cent of the total
sample neficiaries

It was observethat nobeneficiariescame acrosany difficulties inaccessing
the information about the schemé&o far adh a n k 6 sworgsane eoncernedynly
14.17 per centeported about sontifficulties and 85.83 per cent had no probleahs
all.

Regarding rigidness of the terms and conditions of the lending instisuti
100 pe cent sampldousehold®pined in the negativiee., they found it very flexible
and hassles freélowever, onlyl4.17 per cent of the sample beneficiariese aware
of the provision ofrelaxation of interest fotimely repayment of loan and large
majaity (85.83 per cent of the beneficiaries did not know anything about it.

Also, all the sample beneficiaries were ignorant about dhgoing policy
initiatives of the Government for providing relief during natural calamities.

Nearly, 36.67 per cent othe sample foundhe prevailing rate ahterestto be
too highand63.33per cent opined otherwise.

In spite of a numbers diexibilities, nearly 32.08 per cenbof the sample
beneficiaries considered threpayment periodo betoo short and 67.92 perent
reported otherwise.

However,all the respondentsf the study area consideréte present credit
policy as beneficial to thenit was also reportethat no processinfge had to bgaid
to the financial institute at the time of accessing the credit

In some placg middle marmacted as commission agents as wellcértain
areas,as reported by the sample beneficiariete share of commissicagent was
exorbitantlyhigh and tley sometimes used to misguithe beneficiaries witha notion
that theyneednot have to return the loamountasthe same would be waived by the
Government later graswasdone in the pasiThe bank dicials wereaware ofthe
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activities of these agents but no concrete steps could be taken to contaitsdineen
48.75 percent of theborrowersreported that they had to p#yose agentfor getting
their jobdone

No political interventionwas reportedamongst the credit seekeRegarding
adequacy of loan amount,8.33 per centof the respondentsreported in the
affirmative but large proportion (81.67 per cerdj the respondentgansweredn the
negative.

A querywas alsomade whether the respondents availedaofy agricultural
loan prior to this schem@t overalllevel, 99.17per cent otherespondentanswered
in the ngative.

In general, the farmers of the state suffdrom inadequacyof basic
infrastructuredue to paucity of cash capit#lgainst the problem afetting certified
seeds, fertilizer and other inpytesecticides, pesticides, micronutrieatg.) ontime,
only 20.83 per certdf the househoklsaidi y e s 0 and 79. 17 per cent
as a problem.

The existing irrigation facilitieswere not considered to be sufficient enough,
and about92.92 per cenbf the sample hoeholds considered it tbe a major
problem.

The shortage of required input with tHecal dealersvas yet anotheproblem
as reported by6.25per cent othe sample beneficiaries.

Further, nearly91.67 per cenvf the samfe borrowers reported that there was
no problem ofyetting hiredpower tiller or tractoon time

Extension services from $UD/KVK were reported to be inadequdtg 91.67
percent borrowers

Of the total beneficiary samplesnly 25.42per centconsidered the marketing
infrastructure of the area to betgoodenough ad the rest reported otherwise.

The sample beneficiaries (83.33 per cent) believed tthatprices of the
produces areften fixed by the traders/middleman at their will. And 97.08 per cent of
the sample households found the prices of tpedduces to be neremunerative.
Only 12 .92 pecent sample respondents could meet their day to day expenditure out
of their farm income.Further 90.33 per cent of the sample beneficiary farmers
reported that they did not get their soil tested beforertbye cultivation.

All the respondentdad to come acrosdifferent types of problems of
repayment The intensityof the problemalsodiffered from respondent to respondent
for which repayment sufferegery often The problems could be classifigtto two
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heads agricultural and nofagricultural. The nomemunerative price of marketed
crops and wastage of perisit@ crops (vegetables) wethe major impediments,
which resulted in low return. As a resuyltepayment becanudifficult on the part of a
sizedle number of respondents (22.50 per centHowever, 77.50 per cent
responders pointed outsomeother issuesor poor repayment ononrepayment of
loan Literally speakinghigh cost of production @hlower yield rate often resulted
into reduction inthe required economic return per unit of produces for which
repaymengot affected. All the sample households therefore accepted that high cost
and low yield were the principal reasons of poor repayment in the studyTaiea
respondents who intentionaltgpaid a parof their loanandthose whadid not repay
any amount at allvere categorized as willful defaultét overall level, nearly71.67

per cent respondeswvere identified asvillful defaultersin the study area. They had a
wrong notionthat theloan might finally be waived by the banks/Governme@rop
failure due to natural calamities was yet another reason for vehggction of the
loanees had to encounifficulties in repayment .58 pe). Crop loss due to bic
factors (insect/pest taick) was not a major factor fqvoor repayment or nen
repayment; only2.08 per cenbf the sample households replied in the affirmative.
About, 39.17 percent of the respondents reported that they had the problem of
repayments the educational expend® for their children increaseglite a lot over
time. Apart from these the intensity of the problem of n@apayment of loan was
very high because of continuous price hteessentiacommodities, as reported by
all the sample households.

Of the total amplenonbeneficiaries, 21.67 per cent opined that they were
not at all aware of the scheme and its benefits. ABRIB3 percent of the non
beneficiary farmerappliedfor KCC but were noselected anthere were som&3.33
per centnonbeneficiaries, whavere interested but yet to applyn the whole, each
and every respondent showed their interest for the schemeé given an
opportunity, they would readily join the scheme.

The queries were asked to as many2@sespondentsvho applied but not
selectedas beneficiariesinder the scheménterference of middle men/agents (65.38
per cent), biasohess in selection process (23.08 per cent) and limited resources of the
financial institute (11.54 per cent) were the three primary resasdnnot being
selected as beneficiaries of the KCC schemeperseivedby the sample nen
beneficiary households.
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Chapter-VI
Recommendation and Policy suggestion
On the basis of the figlsuney and observations made by iheestigators
thefollowing recommend#ons and policy suggestions can be drawn.

1. Synchronization of the activities of financial institutes, state department of
agriculture and the loanees is a must for success of the Ki@nscin true
sense of the term(Action: ConcernedBanks and State Agriculture
Department)

2. Regular supervision anadonitoring on the part of the financial institutsd/
or NodalDepartment isan actionforward toensure proper utilization of loan
obtained against the KCCThe officials of the bankkave a suggestion that
the agriculture department should digen responsibilitieso see whether the
borrowers are using the loan properly. Otherwise, the noble geirpbthe
agricultural credit will distract from its targdtction: Concernedanks and
State AgriculturéDepartment)

3. The farmers are to be brought under the National Agricultumrsiirance
SchemgNAIS) in order to protect them from crop losses on aotof biotic
and abiotic factorq State Agricultural Departents and theMinistry of
Agriculture & Farmersihelfare, Govt. of India)

4. Defaulters of loan are to btreated asper rules of the land(Action:
Concernedank authority)

5. Any bad elements in theystem right from credit sanctioning to credit
distribution should be eliminated amasemplary punishmerpenalty should
be imposedupon him/her who is found guilty. ( Action: ConcernedBank
authority)

6. State AyricultureDepartment with its strong netork of extension machinery
should strive for ensuringecessary suppotd ward off the problems of crop
cultivation for efficient utilization of crop loan under tH€CC scheme.
(Action: ConcernedBanks and State Agricultui2epartment)

7. Introduction of poven varieties, provisiorof adequateirrigation water
mechanization of some agricultural activitiasd improvement of marketing
infrastructurecan help the farmers quite a ltd generate more income,
thereby making them better off to repay the loam@dunt at regular interval.
(Action: State AgriculturéepartmentState Irrigation Department)
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8. Soil Health Card may bessued to the KCCholders sothat they can
judiciously use soil nutrients (fertilizer, bfertilizer, FYM, green manure,
micronutrien, lime, etc) in the crop field to raise the ldwef production and
productivity. (Action: State Agriculturédepartment)
9. The Government may come forward to createaathentic datdbase of the
farmers with unique identity, which may in the long hemefits enormously
in course ofimplementation of the developmental programme meant for the
farming community( Action: State AgricultureDepartment)
10. Relief may be given to the debtidenfarmers interms of interesfree loanat
leastfor few years (Action: Ministry of Agriculture and FarmersWelfare,
Govt. of India)
11.In view of their wider net work in rural areas, the Cooperative Apex Bandk
Gramin Bikash Bank may be strengthened in terms resources & horizontal
expansion(Action: State Departmendf Finance and NABARD)
12.Also, extensive capacity building programme are to be launched to make the
farmers aware othe intricaciesof modern technology to reap a good hatves
for repayment of loan on timé.Action: State AgricultureDepartment and
Ministry of Agriculture andFarmersiNelfare, Govt. of India)
13.1t has beerobserved that a large majority the sampe beneficiary farmers
were enlisted under NPAs by the respective banks.such radical measures
are needed to bmitiated to take care of the alarming problesh bad debt.
(Action: Concerned BanKs
14.The beneficiary selection process should be made tansparenso as to
extend the benefits to the really interested farm{@tion: Concerned Banks)
Concluding Remarks

The revised KCC scheme iso doubt an important policiitiative of the
Government of Indiaat protect the farmers from the clutchet private money
lenders. If implemented in right perspectives cancontribute toimprovethe rural
economy through agrittural dewelopment in particular and theta®e economy in
generalIn a capital starved state like Assam, if the scheme is channpliapdrly, it
can dowonders forthe benefits othe farming communityAnd it will be possible
only when, the farmers theselves, the dministrators & field functionarietogether
make a concerted effort to implement the scheme in right earnest.

*kkkk
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Appendix-1 ( A.1)
Cost of cultivation of Paddy Kharif) (operation wise)

SI.No Inputs Marginal Small Medium Large Over all
T Items Particulars B NB B NB B NB B NB B NB
I Area (in Fa,) 50.48 11,69 146.67 3952 100.99 18.29 1852 17.80 316.66 87.30
5 Seed Quantity (in kg) 242313| 56135  7,040.26|  1,896.87|  4.84755|  B77.88 888.80 85423 | 15199.74]  4,190.33
Value (in Rs.) 60,578.31| 14,033.73| 176,006.43|  47,421.69| 121,188.76] 21,046.99] 22,220.08] 21,355.82] 379,993.57| 104,758.23
Tractor/ PT
Owned (in Rs.) 0.00 | 000 ] 11,733.76] 000 41492.00] 0,15354] B80,547.79] 75.279.28] 133,77355] B84,432.82
Hired (in Rs.) 339,390.00] 78,624.00] 986,076.00] 265,680.00] 648,784.00] 99,127.23] 0.00 | 0.00 | 1,974,250.00] 44343123
Bollock Labour
3 Land preparation Owned (in Rs.) 984308] 286522 22.73416]  553253] 17.673.36] 7.68L45] 0.00 | 000 5025150  16,079.20
Hired (in Rs.) 16,255.18| 257285  6,160.22|  4,742.17 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 000 2241541  7.315.02
Human Labour
Owned (in Rs.) [ 12,62048] 292369] 2200080  5027.71] _ 7,574.30] 1,371.60] _ 92584  889.83|  4312142] IL112.92
Hired (i Rs.) | 0.00 | 000 | 14,667.20] 305181 17,673.36] 3,200.60] 3,703.35| 3.550.30| _ 36,043.91] _ 10,71L71
Total 378,100.64 8608577 1,063,372.16 _ 285834.22 _ 733,197.02 120,534.50 _85,176.07 _ 79,728.41| 2.259,855.79] 573,082.89
7 Plantation / sowing Hired fabour 75,420.00] 17,472.00] 438,256.00] 118,080.00 422,464.00] 76,507.20] 85,758.40] 95,716.80| 1,021,898.40 307,776.00
Family Tabour 207,405.00 48,048.00] 383474.00] 103,320.00] 150,880.00| 27,324.00| 6916.00| 6,647.00] 748,675.00] 185,339.00
Total 282,825.00] 65520.00] 821,730.00] 221,400.00| 573,344.00| 103,831.20 92,674.40| 102,363.80| 1,770,573.40] 493,115.00
5 Fertilizer Quantity (in Qi) 50.48 1053 220.01 59.28 17168 30.18 37.03 35.59 479.21 13557
Value _ (in Rs.) 43414.46] 005176 189,206.91| 50,978.3L| 147,648.30| 2505231 31848.78| 30610.01| 412,118.45 116,592.40
6 FYM Quantity (inQtl) 565.65 110.95 1,785.89 472.32 110142 19810 22131 206.06 3674.28 987.42
Value (i Rs) 113,130.00] 22,180.44| 357.178.64| 04,464.00| 220,284.80| 30,619.80| 44,262.40| 41,211.40| 734,855.84| 197,484.64
7 Bio-fertilizer Quantity (in Qi) 207.41 4368 690.25 17712 490.36 84.70 82.99 79.76 1,471.01 385.27
Value (i Rs) 14518350] 30576.00] 483,177.24| 123084.00] 343,252.00| 50,203.08| 58,094.40| 55,834.80| 1,029,707.14] 269,687.88
8 Micronutrient Quantity _(in kg) 393.76 87.71 1,466.72 395.18 1,262.38| 23044 34256 338.13 346542 1,051.47
Value _ (inRs) 17,719.16] 3.04699| 66,00241| 1778313  56,807.23| 10,369.95| 15415.18| 15216.02] 155,943.98|  47,316.10
9 Insecticides/ presides Quantity (in Lit.) 10.10 2.34 36.67 9.88 25.25 4.57 4.63 4.45 76.64 21.24
Value _ (inRs) 7572.29| 1.754.22| 2750100 _ 7,400.64| 18035.74| 3.429.22| 3A471.89| 3,336.85| 5748002  15020.92
10 | R e fappicaton of [ vaie  (inRs) 12,620.48| 2923.69| 4400161 1185542| 37,871.49| 6858.43| 7,036.36| 6,762.68| 101,529.93|  28,400.23
1T | Weeding Charges (inRs) 9.086.75| 210506| 2933440| _ 7,00361| 1514850| 2,74337| 185167 177965| 5542142 14,53L.70
2 Irrigation Charge (inRs) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hired labour 18,855.00|  4,368.00| 328,602.00| _ 88,560.00| 301,760.00 53,281.80| 62,244.00] 59,823.00] 711,55L.00] 206,032.80
13 Harvesting Family Tabour 150,840.00] 34,944.00] 164,346.00] _ 44,280.00| _ 37,720.00| _ 8,197.20 0.00 0.00 | 352,906.00| _ 87,421.20
Total 169,695.00 39,312.00] 493,038.00] 132,840.00] 339,480.00| 61,479.00| 62,244.00| 59,823.00| 1,064,457.00] 293,454.00
: — [ Manual 30,289.16]  7,016.87| 50,402.17|  16,004.82| _30,297.19| 5486.75] 3,703.35| 3,550.30 | 123,601.86| _ 32,067.74
14 | SAying charge from farm field~ired Vehicle 757229 1,754.22] 50,601.85] 13,633.73| 45445.78| 8,230.12| 10,184.20] 9,788.00| 113,804.12]  33,406.16
to farm house : ) ] . : . : ) ) )
Total 37,861.45] 8,771.08| 110,004.02| 29,63855| 75742.07| 13716.87| 13887.55| 13,347.39] 237,495.98|  65473.90
Manually 25240.96| 5847.39| 5133521 13,831.33|  20,198.13| 3,657.83| 3,703.35| 3,550.30| 100,477.64|  26,895.85
15 | Threshing Charge Mechanically 45433.73| 10,525.30| 168,672.82| 45445.78| 131,287.82| 23,775.00| 23,14592| 22,245.65| 368,540.20| 101,992.64
Total 70,674.70| 16,372.60| 220,008.03|  59,277.11| 151,485.04| 27,433.73| 26,849.26] 25,804.95| 469,017.04| 128,888.49
Hired fabour 7572.29|  1,754.22|  36,668.01| _ 9,879.52| 35346.72| 640120 8,33253| B8,008.43| 8701954  26,043.37
16 | Winning & Storing Family Tabour 20,192.77| 467791 44,00L61| 11,85542| 20,198.13| 3,657.83| 1,851.67| 1,779.65|  86,244.18|  21,970.82
Total 27,765.06| 6.432.13| 80,669.61|  21,734.04| 5554485 10,059.04| 10,184.20| 9,788.09| 174,163.72| _ 48,014.19
17 Marketing expenditure (inRs) 252410  584.74| 2200080|  50927.71| 25247.66] 4,572.20| 6480.86] 6,228.78|  56,053.41] _ 17,313.52
18 109 Capial assotsy 1€ | (inRs) 24,620.54| 569232 62520.42| 12597.57| 81,769.08| 15014.12| 3833149 31,013.10| 207,24153| 64,317.11
19 | 5% annualintt. (inRs) 1231.03|  28462|  3,126.02 62988 |  408845]  75071| 1,91657| 1,550.66|  10,362.08| _ 3,215.86
20 Sub Total (inRs) 1,391,990.97| 313,612.54| 4,204,876.09] 1,119,824.37| 2,963,165.39 520,746.18| 514,909.72| 498,092.74| 9,074,942.17| 2,453,175.82
Mana%enal expenditure ( 12% | .
21 of the otal expenditure (inRs.) 167,038.92| 37,633.50| 504,585.13| 134,378.92| 355579.85| 62,480.54| 61,789.17| 59,879.13| 1,088,993.06| 294,381.10
incurre
22 Total Cost (nRs) 1,559,020.89] 351,246.05| 4,709,461.22| 1,254,203.29| 3,318,745 24| 583,235.72| 576,608.88| 558,871.87| 10136935.23| 2,747,556.92
23 Cost Per Hectare [(inRs) 30,882.93| 30,034.43|  32,108.79| 31,737.46| 32,861.91| 31,889.70| 31,144.74| 31,40344|  32,007.18|  3L,473.12
24| Gross Return Per Hectare | (in Rs.) 56,026.37| 51,488.47| 58,39256| 53,800.83|  54,56555| 52,061.85| 53,74857| 50,318.34|  56,666.74| _ 52,416.81
%5 BCR 1.84 71 1.82 .70 1.66 1.63 173 1.60 177 1.67

Source: Primarydata

85



Appendix-1 (A.2)

Cost of cultivation of Vegetables ((harlf) (operation wise)

86

SI.No Inputs Marginal Medium Large Over all
e Tlems Particulars B NB B NB B NB B NB B NB
T Area (in Ha) 1.68 0.32 5.64 1.32 2.74 0.60 0.71 0.58 10.77 2.82
B Seed/ Seediing ety {m 21.00 4.08 73.38 17.17 35.35 771 9.27 7.57 138.99 36.53
Value (in Rs.) 10,500.00] _ 2,040.00| _ 36,688.20| _ 8,586.60| 17,673.00]  3,855.00| 4,632.75| 3,/8450| 69,493.95] 18,266.10
Tractor/ PT

Ramed (i 0.00 0.00 451.20 0.00 479.50 120.00 | 1,526.50|  1,247.00 2,457.20]  1,367.00
ES 5,019.84 956.16 | 16,852.32| 3,944.16| 8,187.12|  1,792.80 0.00 0.00 30,059.28|  6,693.12

Bollock Labour
3 Land i Ramed —Tn 159.60 0.00 507.60 330.00 205.50 150.00 0.00 0.00 872.70 480.00

ana preparation

prep S 204.96 160.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 204.96 160.00

Human Labour
Ramed —{mn 840.00 160.00 1,974.00 462.00 959.00 210.00 248.50 203.00 4,021.50 1,035.00
S 420.00 80.00 1,410.00 330.00 685.00 150.00 177.50 145.00 2,692.50 705.00
Total 664440  1356.16 _ 2119512 506616 _ 10516.12 __ 2422.80 __ 1,95250 _ 1505.00| 40,308.14| 10,440.12
4 Plantation / sowing Hired Tabour 1,380.46 262.94 13,271.20 3,106.03 9,722.21 2,128.95 2,651.85 2,166.30 27,025.71 7,664.22
Family labour 564732 107568 11,164.66] 2,613.01|  2,046.78 448.20 265.19 21663 | 19,123.95|  4,35352
Tota 7,027.7 1,338. 4,435, 5,719. 11,768. 577.15 917.04 382 46,149, 12,017.74

I 027.78 33862 24,435.86 9.03 6899 2 2,917.0 2,382.93 6,149.66| 12,0

5 Fertilizer gy 2.10 0.37 10.15 2.38 5.48 1.14 1.63 1.33 19.37 5.22
e un 1,806.00 316.48 8,730.72| 2,043.36| 4,712.80 980.40 | 1,404.38| 1,147.24| 16,653.90| 4,487.48
6 FYM 8uanmy m 22.59 3.39 82.16 18.73 32.75 7.17 8.49 6.72 145.98 36.02
pawe - un 4517.86 678.87 | 16,431.01| 3746.95| 6,549.70| 143424 1,697.18| 1,343.11| 29,195.75|  7,203.17
7 Bio-fertilizer 8%”““’ n 3.14 0.60 11.38 2.66 6.14 1.34 1.59 1.30 22.24 5.90
anie 2,196.18 418.32 7,962.72 1,863.62|  4,298.24 941.22 1,113.78 909.85 15,570.92|  4,133.00
8 Micronutrient Ry un 13.10 2.40 56.40 13.20 34.25 7.56 13.14 11.02 116.89 34.18
e tn 589.68 108.00 2,538.00 594.00 1,541.25 340.20 591.08 495.90 5,260.01 1,538.10
9 Insecticides/ presides BEgny 0.59 0.11 2.26 0.53 137 0.30 0.36 0.29 4.57 1.23
pane - n 441.00 84.00 1,692.00 396.00 |  1,027.50 225.00 266.25 217.50 3,426.75 922.50
10 EP9F GOfTIe (@ppiication ot e ems paye un 453.60 86.40 1,861.20 43560 | 1,082.30 237.00 280.45 229.10 3,677.55 988.10
11 Weeding Charges (inRs.) 168.00 32.00 676.80 158.40 383.60 84.00 99.40 81.20 1,327.80 355.60
12 Irrigation Charge (inRs.) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hired Tabour 1,254.96 0.00 6,319.62| 1,479.06| _ 3,888.88 851.58 | 1,007.70 82319 1247117  3,153.83
13 Harvesting Family Tabour 1,882.44 597.60 4,213.08 986.04 1,432.75 313.74 371.26 303.28 7,899.53 2,200.66
Total 3,137.40 597.60 | 10532.70| 246510 532163 116532 1,378.96| 1,12648| 20,370.69| _ 5,354.50
Manual 840.00 160.00 2,820.00 660.00 |  1,370.00 300.00 355.00 290.00 5,385.00 |  1,410.00
14 Carrying charge from farm field to farm houg Hired Vehicle 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 840.00 160.00 2,820.00 660.00 |  1,370.00 300.00 355.00 290.00 5,385.00 | 1,410.00
15 Marketing expenditure (inRs.) 84.00 16.00 846.00 198.00 685.00 150.00 24850 203.00 1,863.50 567.00
16 T Thayed Annuafised Value [10% on Capmal (in Rs.) 819.35 155.76 2,404.11 420.79 |  2,218.50 49256 |  1,469.77|  1,010.74 6,911.73|  2,079.84
17 5% annual intt. [ (InRs) 40.97 779 120.21 21.04 110.92 2463 73.49 50.54 34559 103.99
8 Sub Total (inRs.) 3881261  7,309.60| 137,073.45] 31,939.05] 68,177.24| 14,992.52| 18,200.07| 14,637.97| 262,263.37| 68,879.14
19 oL xpendyre (1270 oTe Total T (in Rs.) 4,657.51 877.15| 16,448.81| 3,832.69| 818127 1,799.10( 2,184.01| 1756.56| 31,471.60|  8,265.50
20 Total Cost (N Rs.) 4347013 _ 8,186.75| 153,522.26] 35,/71.73| 76,358.51| 16,791.62| 20,384.08| 16,394.53| 293,7/34.98| 77,144.64
21 Cost Per Hectare [ (inRs) 25,875.07| 25583.61] 27,220.26] 27,099.80| 27,868.07| 27,986.03| 28,7/09.97| 28,266.43|  27,273.44| 27,356.25
22 Gross Return Per Hectare [ (nRs) 46,24500| 45570.00|  46,875.00| 46,335.00] 45525.00] 45,315.00| 44,670.00] 44,325.00|  46,287.33| 45,617.29
23 BCR 1.79 1.78 1.72 171 1.63 1.62 1.56 157 1.70 167

Source Primary data
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SI.No Inputs Marginal Small Medium Large Over all
T ltems Particulars B NB B NB B NB B NB B NB
1 Area (in Ha.) 2.80 0.51 4.84 2.20 4.39 0.70 0.92 0.68 12.95 4.09
) Seed Quantity (in kg) 33.47 6.10 57.85 26.29 52.47 8.37 11.00 8.13 145.10 48.88
Value (in Rs.) 4,183.20 780.23 7,809.44 3,615.48| 10,913.61 1,721.81 2,366.30 1,706.75 25,272.55 7,824.26
Tractor/ PT

Owned (in Rs.) 0.00 | 0.00 | 338.80 | 0.00 | 1,207.25 350.00 [  2,748.96]  1,981.04] 4,295.01]  2,331.04
Hired (in Rs.) 8,366.40| 1,523.88] 12,654.18] 6,573.60] 14,756.99]  2,091.60 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 35777.57] 10,189.08

Bollock Labour
3 Land preparation Owned (in Rs.) 546.00 | 124.95 | 750.20 | 308.00 | 768.25 | 294.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 2,064.45 | 726.95
prep Hired (in Rs.) 901.60 | 112.20 | 203.28 | 264.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 1,104.88 376.20

Human Labour
Owned (in Rs.) [ 700.00 | 127.50 | 726.00 | 330.00 | 329.25 | 52.50 | 46.00 | 34.00 1,801.25 544.00
Hired (in Rs.) | 0.00 | 0.00 | 484.00 | 220.00 | 768.25 | 122.50 | 184.00 | 136.00 1,436.25 478.50
Total 10,514.00 1,888.53  15,156.46 7,695.60  17,829.99 2,910.60 2,978.96 2,151.04 46,479.41|  14,645.77
4 Plantation / sowing Hired labour 418.32 76.19 1,446.19 657.36 1,639.67 261.45 412.34 304.78 3,916.52 1,299.78
Family labour 1,045.80 190.49 1,084.64 493.02 655.87 104.58 68.72 50.80 2,855.03 838.88
Total 1,464.12 266.68 2,530.84 1,150.38 2,295.53 366.03 481.07 355.57 6,771.56 2,138.66
5 Fertilizer Quantity (in Qtl.) 1.12 0.20 2.08 0.95 211 0.34 0.46 0.34 5.77 1.83
Value  (inRs.) 963.20 175.44 1,789.83 813.56 1,812.19 288.96 395.60 292.40 4,960.82 1,570.36
6 FYM Quantity (in Qtl.) 1.68 0.31 2.90 1.32 2.63 0.42 0.55 0.41 7.77 2.45
Value  (inRs.) 336.00 61.20 580.80 264.00 526.80 84.00 110.40 81.60 1,554.00 490.80
7 Bio-fertilizer Quantity (in Qtl.) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Value  (inRs.) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
8 Micronutrient Quantity (in kg) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Value  (inRs.) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
9 Insecticides/ presides Quantity (in Lit.) 0.28 0.05 0.73 0.33 0.66 0.11 0.14 0.10 1.80 0.59
Value  (inRs.) 210.00 38.25 544.50 247.50 493.88 78.75 103.50 76.50 1,351.88 441.00
10 ;%b‘;“g (g;arge (application of the iten /.0 (i Rs.) 280.00 51.00 484.00 220.00 439.00 70.00 92.00 68.00 1,295.00 409.00
11 WeedingCharges (inRs.) 504.00 91.80 968.00 440.00 658.50 105.00 92.00 68.00 2,222.50 704.80
12 Irrigation Charge (inRs.) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hired labour 6,274.80 1,142.91| 39,770.28| 18,077.40|  45,910.62 7,320.60 | 10,720.94 7,924.18| 102,676.64] 34,465.09
13 Harvesting & Processing Family labour 25,099.20 4,571.64]  16,269.66 7,395.30 4,919.00 784.35 0.00 0.00 46,287.86] 12,751.29
Total 31,374.00 5,71455| 56,039.94| 25,472.70] 50,829.62 8,104.95| 10,720.94 7,924.18| 148,964.50[ 47,216.38
Carying charge from farm field to far Manual 1,260.00 229.50 1,064.80 484.00 658.50 105.00 92.00 68.00 3,075.30 886.50
14 house & Storing Hired Vehicle 420.00 76.50 1,355.20 616.00 1,975.50 315.00 386.40 285.60 4,137.10 1,293.10
Total 1,680.00 306.00 2,420.00 1,100.00 2,634.00 420.00 478.40 353.60 7,212.40 2,179.60
15 Marketing expenditure (inRs.) 560.00 102.00 968.00 440.00 878.00 140.00 184.00 136.00 2,590.00 818.00
16 E;S&ngseﬁs';”“a"sed Value (10% Qi gy 1,365.59 248.24 2,063.10 701.32 3,554.45 574.65| 1,904.49| 1,185.00 8,887.63| 2,709.21
17 5% annual intt. (inRs.) 68.28 12.41 103.15 35.07 177.72 28.73 95.22 59.25 444.38 135.46
18 Sub Total (inRs.) 53,222.39 9,685.32| 90,974.06| 41,975.60] 92,604.28| 14,823.48] 19,910.89| 14,389.89| 256,711.62| 80,874.30
19 Managerial expenditure (12% of the tof ;| o 6,386.60| 1,162.24| 10,916.89| 5037.07| 11,112.51| 1,778.82| 2,389.31| 1,726.79| 30,805.39|  9,704.92

expenditure incurred)

20 Total Cost (inRs.) 59,609.07| 10,847.56| 101,890.95| 47,012.67| 103,716.80| 16,602.30| 22,300.20| 16,116.68| 287,517.02[ 90,579.21
21 Cost Per Hectare [ (inRs.) 21,288.95| 21,269.73| 21,051.85| 21,369.40| 23,625.69| 23,717.57| 24,239.35| 23,700.99 22,202.09]  22,146.51
22 Gross Return Per Hectare | (inRs.) 37,324.00| 35,647.00] 37,711.00| 36,227.50| 35,410.50| 35,475.00| 34,271.00| 34,099.00 36,603.63| 35,673.14
23 BCR 1.75 1.68 1.79 1.70 1.50 1.50 1.41 1.44 1.65 1.61

Source Primary data



Appendix-1 (A.4)
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Cost of cultivation of Sugercane (Kharif) (operation wise)
SI.No Inputs Marginal Small Medium Large Over all
: Ttems Particulars B NB B NB B NB B NB B NB
1 Area (in Ha.) 0.56 0.12 7.03 0.44 132 0.20 0.20 0.19 611 0.95
) Seediing A 16,688 3,577 120,296 13,132 39,415 5,971 5,973 5,675 182,372 28,355
Value (in Rs) 500640| 1073.16] 36,088.65| 3,03954| 1182456] 1,791.30] 179202 1,70259| 5471163 8506.59
Tractor/ PT
Bwned {in 0.00 0.00 3,010.41 0.00 986.04 298.80 840.00 794.20 4,836.45|  1,093.00
Hred — (n 2,928.24 609.55| 1505205 2136.42| 3,944.16 597.60 0.00 0.00 | 21,924.45| 3,343.57
Bollock Labour
_ Bwned {in 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
3 Land preparation —Fred m
ReS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Human Labour
Rofied n 1,087.63 179.28 604.50 66.00 99.00 15.00 10.00 9.50 1,801.13 269.78
ESS 0.00 0.00 403.00 44.00 231.00 35.00 40.00 38.00 674.00 117.00
Total 4,015.87 788.83  19,069.96  2,24642 _ 5,260.20 946.40 890.00 84170 | 29,236.03|  4,823.35
Z] Transplantation Hired fabour 418.32 89.64 7,526.03 821.70]  2,958.12 44820 522.90 49676 | 11,42537|  1,856.30
Family fabour 836.64 179.28 3,010.41 328.68 493.02 7470 0.00 0.00 4,340.07 582.66
Total 1.254.96 26892 | 1053644 115038 3,451.14 522.90 522.90 49676 | 1576544  2,438.96
5 Fertilizer gHgmy 0.45 0.10 5.84 0.62 231 0.34 0.36 0.34 8.96 1.41
pale 385.28 87.72 5,025.41 537.33|  1,986.60 292.40 309.60 294.12 7,706.89|  1,21157
6 FYM ghgmy 8.37 1.79 60.21 6.57 19.72 2.99 2.99 2.84 91.28 14.19
pane - un 1,673.28 358.56 | 12,041.64| 1,31472| 3,944.16 597.60 597.60 567.72| 18,256.68|  2,838.60
7 Bio-fertilizer gHgmy n 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
e 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
8 Micronutrient Ry n 3.56 0.76 25.59 2.79 8.38 1.27 1.27 121 38.80 6.03
paie 195.56 34.29 1,151.48 125.72 377.16 57.15 57.15 54.29 1,781.35 271.44
9 Insecticides/ presides FEsmy n 0.14 0.03 1.13 0.12 0.40 0.06 0.06 0.06 172 0.27
palie 105.00 22.50 846.30 92.40 297.00 45.00 45.00 42.75 1,293.30 202.65
10 Labour Charge (application of the items 5,6,7,8 &9) ‘F’{g{ye n 140.00 30.00 1,209.00 132.00 495.00 75.00 76.00 72.20 1,920.00 309.20
T Weeding Charges/ Interculiue (inRs) 560.00 120.00 7,030.00 42000 | 1,320.00 200.00 200.00 190.00 6,110.00 950.00
12 Tmigation Charge (nRs) 196.00 42.00 T,410.50 154.00 462.00 70.00 70.00 66.50 2,138550 33250
Hired Tabour 209.16 1482 9,031.23 986.04 | 3,944.16 582.66 672.30 638.69 | 13,856.85|  2,252.21
13 Harvesting Family labour 1.464.12 358.56 1,515.62 493.02 493.02 89.64 0.00 0.00 6,472.76 941.22
Total 1673.28 40338 | 13,546.85| 1,479.06| 4.437.18 672.30 672.30 638.69 | 20,329.61| 3,193.43
Crushing Charge (nRs.) 585.20 125.40 4,211.35 45980 | 1,379.40 209.00 209.00 19855 6,384.95 992.75
Processing Charge (preparation of Gur) (inRs.) 420.00 90.00 3,022.50 330.00 990.00 150.00 150.00 142.50 4,582.50 712.50
Storing (container etc.) Charge Total 840.00 180.00 6,045.00 660.00 | 1,980.00 300.00 300.00 285.00 9,165.00|  1,425.00
7 Marketing expenditure (InRs) 196.00 42.00 1,410.50 154.00 462.00 70.00 70.00 66.50 2,138.50 33250
18 Estimated Annualised Value (10% on capital assets) | (in Rs.) 273.12 58.41 1,717.83 140.26 1,068.76 164.19 414.02 331.10 3,473.73 693.96
19 5% annual Intt. (nRs) 13.66 2.92 85.89 7.01 53.44 8.21 20.70 16.56 173.69 34.70
20 Sub Total (nRs) 1739361 3,698.09| 120,240.29| 13,230.64| 39,293.60|  6,096.44| 6320.29| 50935.32| 183,247.79| 28,960.49
21 D aggyaxpendrure [ T27 of the total expenditire T (in Rs.) 2,087.23 44377 1442883 1,587.68|  4,715.23 73157 758.43 71224 21,989.73|  3,475.26
22 Total Cost (N Rs) 19.480.84|  4,141.86| 134,669.13| 14,818.32| 44,00884| 6,828.01| 7,078.72| 6,647.55] 205237.53] 32,435.75
23 Cost Per Hectare [(inRs) 34,787.22| 3451549| 3341666 33,6/8.00] 33,340.03| 34,140.07| 35,393.60| 34,987.13|  33,590.43| 34,142.89
24 Gross Return Per Hectare [(nRs) 44,209.33| 42,39561| 48,743.62| 47,610.05| 43529.18| 43,0/5.76] 42,168.00| 41,942.18| 46,984.53| 44,846.91
25 BCR 127 123 1.46 141 131 1.26 119 1.20 1.40 131

Source Primary data



Cost of cultivation of Paddy Rab
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) (operation wise)
1l

SI.No Inputs Marginal Smal Medium Large Over all
. Iltems Particulars B NB B NB B NB B NB B NB
1 Area (in Ha.) 16.83 3.86 48.35 12.73 38.42 5.96 5.09 4.84 108.69 27.39
P Seed Quantity (in kg) 605.88 138.96 1,450.50 381.90 960.50 149.00 183.24 17424 3,200.12 844.10
Value (in Rs.) 33,323.40 7,642.80 79,777.50 21,004.50 52,827.50 8,195.00 10,078.20 9,583.20 176,006.60| 46,425.50
Tractor/ PT
Owned (inRs.) 0.00 | 0.00 | 3,868.00 ] 0.00 | 71,749.35] 11,130.30] 26,235.39] 24,766.04] 101,852.74] 35,896.34
Hired (inRs.) 100,576.08] 23,067.36| 325,057.05] 90,338.45[ 172,198.44| 26,712.72] 0.00 | 0.00 | 597,831.57| 140,118.53
Bollock Labour
3 Land preparation Owned (inRs.) 6,286.01 1,441.71] 19,864.60] 1,782.20 15,784.86] 2,448.67 0.00 | 0.00 | 41,935.46 5,672.58
Hired  (inRs.) 31,430.03| 7,20855| 15,169.33| 1,527.60 ] 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 46,599.35] 8,736.15
Human Labour
Owned (inRs.) ] 4,207.50] 965.00 | 7,252.50 ] 1,909.50 2,881.50] 447.00 | 254.50 | 242.00 14,596.00 3,563.50
Hired (inRs) 0.00 | 0.00 | 4,835.00 | 1,273.00 ] 6,723.50 1,043.00 | 1,018.00 | 968.00 12,576.50 3,284.00
Total 142,499.61 32,682.62 376,046.48 96,830.75 269,337.65 41,781.69 27,507.89 25,976.04 815,391.62| 197,271.09
4 Plantation / sowing Hired Tabour 12,572.01 2,883.42 108,352.35 28,527.93] 132,018.80 20,479.75 19,771.60 18,800.50 272,714.76| 70,691.60
Family Tabour 56,574.05 12,975.39 90,293.63 23,773.28 28,699.74 4,452.12 1,901.12 1,807.74 177,468.53| 43,008.53
Total 69,146.06 15,858.81| 198,645.98 52,301.21| 160,718.54| 24,931.87 21,672.71 20,608.24 450,183.29| 113,700.12
5 Fertilizer Quantity (in Qtl.) 25.14 5.77 90.29 23.77 77.49 12.02 11.41 10.85 204.33 52.41
Value (inRs.) 21,623.86 4,959.48 77,652.52 20,445.02 66,640.80 10,337.82 9,809.75 9,327.94 175,726.92 45,070.26
6 FYM Quantity (in Qtl.) 188.58 40.37 559.82 152.15 459.20 71.23 60.08 56.04 1,267.67 319.79
Value (inRs.) 37,716.03 8,073.58 111,964.10 30,429.79 91,839.17 14,246.78 12,015.05 11,207.99 253,534.34 63,958.14
7 Bio-fertilizer Quantity (in Qtl.) 69.15 14.42 227.54 57.06 186.55 27.60 22.81 21.69 506.05 120.77
Value (inRs.) 48,402.24 10,091.97| 159,277.95] 39,939.10| 130,583.82 19,322.20 15,969.37 15,185.02 354,233.38| 84,538.29
8 Micronutrient Quantity  (in kg) 131.27 28.95 483.50 127.30 480.25 75.10 94.17 91.96 1,189.19 323.31
Value (inRs.) 11,814.66 2,605.50 43,515.00 11,457.00 43,222.50 6,758.64 8,474.85 8,276.40 107,027.01] 29,097.54
9 Insecticides/ presides Quantity (in Lit.) 25.14 5.77 90.29 23.77 71.75 11.13 9.51 9.04 196.69 49.71
Value (inRs.) 18,858.02 4,325.13 76,749.58 20,207.28 52,018.28 8,069.47 8,079.74 7,682.90 155,705.61 40,284.78
10 Labour Charge (application of the items 5,6,7,8 & Value (inRs.) 6,732.00 1,544.00 19,340.00 5,092.00 15,368.00 2,384.00 2,036.00 1,936.00 43,476.00 10,956.00
11 Weeding Charges (inRs.) 8,415.00 1,930.00 24,175.00 6,365.00 19,210.00 2,980.00 2,545.00 2,420.00 54,345.00 13,695.00
12 Irrigation Charge (in Rs.) 3,702.60 849.20 10,637.00 2,800.60 8,452.40 1,311.20 1,119.80 1,064.80 23,911.80 6,025.80
Hired Tabour 6,286.01 1,441.71 108,352.35 28,527.93 114,798.96 17,363.27 17,110.04 16,269.66 246,547.35 63,602.57
13 Harvesting Family Tabour 50,288.04 11,533.68 54,176.18 14,263.97 14,349.87 2,671.27 0.00 0.00 118,814.09 28,468.92
Total 56,574.05 12,975.39 162,528.53 42,791.90 129,148.83 20,034.54 17,110.04 16,269.66 365,361.44 92,071.49
Manual 10,098.00 2,316.00 19,581.75 5,155.65 11,526.00 1,788.00 1,018.00 968.00 42,223.75 10,227.65
14 Carrying charge from farm field to farm house Hired Vehicle 2,524.50 579.00 16,680.75 4,391.85 17,289.00 2,682.00 2,799.50 2,662.00 39,293.75 10,314.85
Total 12,622.50 2,895.00 36,262.50 9,547.50 28,815.00 4,470.00 3,817.50 3,630.00 81,517.50 20,542.50
Manually 8,415.00 1,930.00 16,922.50 4,455.50 7,684.00 1,192.00 1,018.00 968.00 34,039.50 8,545.50
15 Threshing Charge Mechanically 15,147.00 3,474.00 55,602.50 14,639.50 49,946.00 7,748.00 6,362.50 6,050.00 127,058.00 31,911.50
Total 25,245.00 5,790.00 72,525.00 19,095.00 57,630.00 8,940.00 7,635.00 7,260.00 163,035.00 41,085.00
Hired Tabour 2,524.50 579.00 12,087.50 3,182.50 13,447.00 2,086.00 2,290.50 2,178.00 30,349.50 8,025.50
16 Winning & Storing Family Tabour 6,732.00 1,544.00 14,505.00 3,819.00 7,684.00 1,192.00 509.00 484.00 29,430.00 7,039.00
Total 9,256.50 2,123.00 26,592.50 7,001.50 21,131.00 3,278.00 2,799.50 2,662.00 59,779.50 15,064.50
17 Marketing expenditure (in Rs.) 841.50 193.00 7,252.50 1,909.50 9,605.00 1,490.00 1,781.50 1,694.00 19,480.50 5,286.50
18 Estimated Annualised Value (10% on capital asse| (in Rs.) 8,208.16 1,878.82 20,609.67 4,058.07 31,107.52 4,892.74 10,536.81 8,434.43 70,462.16 19,264.05
19 5% annual intt. (inRs.) 410.41 93.94 1,030.48 202.90 1,555.38 24464 526.84 421.72 3,523.11 963.20
20 Sub Total (inRs.) 508,659.58| 114,968.24| 1,485,242.28| 386,386.61| 1,173,843.38] 181,284.59| 161,479.54| 151,704.32| 3,329,224.77| 834,343.76
21 e D emdyTe (1270 oTthe ToraT [ (inRs) 61,039.15| 13,796.19| 178,229.07| 46,366.39| 140,861.21| 21,754.15| 19,377.54| 1820452 399,506.97| 100,121.25
22 Total Cost (inRs.) 569,608.73| 128,764.42| 1,663,471.35| 432,753.01| 1,314,704.58] 203,038.74| 180,857.08| 169,908.84| 3,728,731.75| 934,465.01
23 Cost Per Hectare [ (inRs.) 33,850.19 33,358.66 34,404.78 33,994.74 34,219.28 34,066.90 35,531.84 35,105.13 34,306.12 34,117.01
24 Gross ReturnPer Hectare | (inRs) 59,400.00 56,220.00 60,912.00 57,900.00 58,380.00 55,320.00 55,020.00 51,756.00 59,507.10 56,016.89
25 BCR 1.75 1.69 1.77 1.70 1.71 1.62 1.55 1.47 1.73 1.64

Source Primary data




Appendix-1 (A.6)
Cost of cultivation of Pulses Ra
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bi) (operation wise)
mall

SI.No Inputs Marginal S Medium Large Over all
. Items Particulars B NB B NB B NB B NB B NB
1 Area (in Ha.) 1.68 0.32 4.84 0.88 2.20 0.70 0.71 0.77 9.43 2.67
P Seed Quantity (in kg) 18.82 3.59 54.23 9.86 24.65 7.84 7.96 8.63 105.66 29.92
Value (in Rs.) 1,411.83 268.92 4,067.42 739.53 1,848.83 588.26 596.67 647.09 7,924.74 2,243.80
Tractor/ PT
Owned _(in Rs.) 0.00 | 0.00 | 723.10 | 0.00 | 575.19 | 39218 2,386.67]  2,588.36 | 3,684.95]  2,980.53
Hired (inRs.) 6,274.80 | 1,195.20] 21,692.88] 4,272.84 ] 8,217.00 | 2,875.95] 0.00 | 0.00 | 36,184.68 | 8,343.99
Bollock Labour
3 Land preparation Owned _(in Rs.) 1,254.96 239.04] 1,807.74] 164.34]  1,643.40] 522.90 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 4,706.10 | 926.28
Hired (inRs.) 2,509.92] 478.08 | 3,615.48] 1710.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 6,125.40 588.08
Human Labour
Owned (inRs.) 400.00 | 80.00 | 700.00 | 100.00 | 150.00 | 100.00 | 50.00 | 50.00 1,300.00 330.00
Hired (inRs.) 0.00 | 0.00 | 400.00 | 100.00 | 200.00 | 100.00 | 160.00 | 150.00 760.00 350.00
Total 10,439.68 1,992.32 28,939.20 4,747.18 10,785.59 3,991.03 2,596.67 2,788.36 52,761.13 13,518.88
4 Plantation 7 sowing Hired Tabour 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Family Tabour 627.48 119.52 1,807.74 328.68 821.70 261.45 265.19 287.60 3,522.11 997.25
Total 627.48 119.52 1,807.74 328.68 821.70 261.45 265.19 287.60 3,522.11 997.25
5 Fertilizer Quantity (in Qtl.) 6.27 1.20 18.08 3.29 8.22 2.61 2.65 2.88 35.22 9.97
Value (inRs.) 5,396.33 1,027.87 15,546.56 2,826.65 7,066.62 2,248.47 2,280.59 2,473.32 30,290.10 8,576.31
[ FYM Quantity (in Q) 6.27 1.20 18.08 3.29 8.22 2.61 2.65 2.88 35.22 9.97
Value (inRs.) 1,254.96 239.04 3,615.48 657.36 1,643.40 522.90 530.37 575.19 7,044.21 1,994.49
7 Bio-fertilizer Quantity (in Qfl.) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Value (inRs.) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
8 Micronutrient Quantity  (in kg) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Value (inRs.) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
9 Insecticides/ presides Quantity (in Lit.) 0.17 0.03 0.48 0.09 0.22 0.07 0.07 0.08 0.94 0.27
Value (inRs.) 126.00 24.00 363.00 66.00 165.00 52.50 53.25 57.75 707.25 200.25
10 Labour Charge (application of the items 5,6,7,8 &9)| Value (inRs.) 201.60 38.40 580.80 105.60 264.00 84.00 85.20 92.40 1,131.60 320.40
11 Weeding Charges (in Rs.) 588.00 112.00 1,694.00 308.00 770.00 245.00 248.50 269.50 3,300.50 934.50
12 Irrigation Charge (in Rs.) 878.47 167.33 2,530.84 460.15 1,150.38 366.03 371.26 402.63 4,930.95 1,396.14
Hired Tabour 627.48 119.52 5,423.22 986.04 3,286.80 1,045.80 1,325.93 1,437.98 10,663.43 3,589.34
13 Harvesting Family Tabour 2,509.92 478.08 3,615.48 657.36 821.70 261.45 0.00 0.00 6,947.10 1,396.89
Total 3,137.40 597.60 9,038.70 1,643.40 4,108.50 1,307.25 1,325.93 1,437.98 17,610.53 4,986.23
Manual 504.00 96.00 1,452.00 264.00 660.00 210.00 213.00 231.00 2,829.00 801.00
14 Carrying charge from farm field to farm house Hired Vehicle 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 504.00 96.00 1,452.00 264.00 660.00 210.00 213.00 231.00 2,829.00 801.00
Manually 1,008.00 192.00 1,452.00 264.00 440.00 140.00 0.00 0.00 2,900.00 596.00
15 Threshing Charge Mechanically 0.00 0.00 1,694.00 308.00 990.00 315.00 355.00 385.00 3,039.00 1,008.00
Total 2,520.00 480.00 7,260.00 1,320.00 3,300.00 1,050.00 1,065.00 1,155.00 14,145.00 4,005.00
Hired Tabour 252.00 48.00 1,210.00 220.00 550.00 175.00 248.50 269.50 2,260.50 712.50
16 Winning & Storing Family Tabour 336.00 64.00 968.00 176.00 220.00 70.00 0.00 0.00 1,524.00 310.00
Total 588.00 112.00 2,178.00 396.00 770.00 245.00 248.50 269.50 3,784.50 1,022.50
17 Marketing expenditure (in Rs.) 126.00 24.00 363.00 66.00 165.00 52.50 53.25 57.75 707.25 200.25
18 Estimated Annualised Value (10% on capital assety (in Rs.) 819.35 155.76 2,063.10 280.53 1,781.27 574.65 1,469.77 1,341.84 6,133.50 2,352.77
19 5% annual intt. (inRs.) 40.97 7.79 103.15 14.03 89.06 28.73 73.49 67.09 306.67 117.64
20 Sub Total (inRs.) 28,458.47 5,424.14 81,022.18 14,117.50 35,125.35 11,743.77 11,391.42 12,061.59 155,997.43 43,347.00
21 P ageyiar expenditre (129 oT e Totar éxpendiy in Rs.) 3,415.02 650.90 | 9,722.66| 1,694.10| 4,21504| 1,409.25| 1,366.97| 1,447.39| 18,719.69| 520164
22 Total Cost (inRs.) 31,873.49 6,075.04 90,744.85 15,811.60 39,340.40 13,153.02 12,758.39 13,508.98 174,717.12 48,548.65
23 Cost Per Hectare (inRs.) 18,972.31 18,984.51 18,748.94 17,967.73 17,882.00 18,790.03 17,969.57 17,544.13 18,527.80 18,183.01
24 Gross Return Per Hectare (inRs.) 27,855.00 26,325.00 28,350.00 26,910.00 26,910.00 25,920.00 25,425.00 24,975.00 27,705.22 26,020.53
25 BCR 1.47 1.39 1.51 1.50 1.50 1.38 1.41 1.42 1.50 1.43

Source: Primary data
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SILNo Inputs Marginal Small Medium Large Over all
T Items Particulars B NB B NB B NB B NB B NB
1 Area (in Ha.) 3.37 0.71 11.28 3.29 8.78 169 173 145 25.16 714
> Seed/ Seedlin Quantity (in kg) 4213 9.05 146.75 42.80 113.26 21.72 22.58 18.92 324.72 92.49
9 Value (in Rs) 33700.00| _ 7,242.00| 117,402.24| _34,242.32| _90,609.60| 17,373.20| 18,061.20| 15,138.00| 259,7/73.04| _ 73,995.52
Tractor/ PT
Ra/ped n 0.00 0.00 902.40 0.00 1,536.50 338.00( 371950 3,117.50 6,158.40 3,455.50
prga 10,069.56|  2,121.48|  33,704.64 9,830.52| 26,234.64|  5,049.72 0.00 0.00 70,008.84|  17,001.72
Bollock Labour
, Ramed (i 320.15 0.00 1,015.20 822.50 658.50 42250 0.00 0.00 1,993.85 1,245.00
3 Land preparation —Hired il
REsd T 411.14 355.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 411.14 355.00
Human Labour
Ramed —Tmn 1,685.00 355.00 3,948.00 1,151.50 3,073.00 591.50 605.50 507.50 9,311.50 2,605.50
S 842.50 177.50 2,820.00 822.50 2,195.00 422.50 432.50 362.50 6,290.00 1,785.00
Total 1332835 300898 4239024 _ 12,62/.02 3369764 _ 682422  475/50  398/50| 94173.73| 26,447.72
Z Plantation / sowing Hired Tabour 2,769.13 583.41]  26,542.40 7.74153] 31,153.64] 5099654 646155] 541575 66,926.72| 19,737.23
Family fabour T1,328.26| 2,386.67| 22,329.32 6,512.72 6,558.66 |  1,262.43 646.16 54158 40,862.39|  10,703.39
Total T4,097.38| 297007| 48,871.73| 14,25425] 37,712.30| 7,25897| 7,107.71| 595/.33| 107,789.11] 30,440.62
5 Fertilizer gH3nmy tn 421 0.82 20.30 5.92 17.56 3.21 3.98 3.34 46.06 13.28
e 3,622.75 70219 17,461.44 5092.92| 15101.60| 2761.46| 3,421.94| 2868.10| 39,607.73| 1142467
6 FYM Sy 4531 7.53 164.31 46.69 104.94 20.20 20.68 16.79 335.24 91.21
paie —n 9,062.60| 1506.25| 32,862.02 9,338.99| 20987.71| 4,039.78| 413539 3,357.77| 67,047.73| 18,242.79
7 Bio-fertilizer gHgny 6.29 1.33 22.75 6.64 19.68 3.79 3.88 3.25 52.60 15.00
e n 4,405.43 928.15| 15,925.44 464492 1377319| 265110 2,713.85| 2,274.62| 36,817.91| 10,498.79
8 Micronutrient ey in 26.29 5.33 112.80 32.90 109.75 21.29 32.01 27.55 280.84 87.07
e 1,182.87 239.63 5,076.00 1,480.50 4,938.75 95823 | 1,440.23| 1,239.75| 12,637.85 3,918.11
9 Insecticides/ presides By tn 1.18 0.25 451 1.32 4.39 0.85 0.87 0.73 10.95 3.13
pale—n 884.63 186.38 3,384.00 987.00 3,292.50 633.75 648.75 543.75 8,209.88 2,350.88
10 Labour Charge (application of the items 5,6,7,8 &9) | gaye N 909.90 191.70 3,722.40 1,085.70 3,468.10 667.55 683.35 572.75 8,783.75 2,517.70
11 Weeding Charges (inRs) 337.00 71.00 1,353.60 394.80 1,229.20 236.60 242.20 203.00 3,162.00 905.40
12 rrigation Charge (nRs) T.179.50 248.50 3,948.00 T,151.50 3,073.00 591.50 605.50 507.50 8,806.00 2,499.00
Hired Tabour 2,517.39 0.00 | 12,639.24 3,68645| 1246145 2,398.62| 2,45539| 2,057.99| 30,073.47 8,143.05
13 Harvesting Family fabour 3,776.09| 1,325.93 8,426.16 2,457.63 7,591.06 883.70 904.62 75821 17,697.92 5,425.46
Total 629348 1,325.93| 21,065.40 614408 17,05252| 3,28232| 3.36001| 2816.19| 47,77140] 1356851
Manual 1,685.00 355.00 5,640.00 1,645.00 4,390.00 845.00 865.00 72500 | 12,580.00 3,570.00
14 Carrying charge from farm field to farm house Hired Vehicle 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 1,685.00 355.00 5,640.00 1,645.00 4,390.00 845.00 865.00 72500 | 12,580.00 3,570.00
15 Marketing expenditure (NRs) 168.50 3550 1,692.00 49350 2,195.00 42250 605.50 507.50 7,661.00 1,459.00
16 Estimated Annualised Value (10% on capital assets) | (in Rs.) 1,643.58 34559 4,808.21 1,048.79 710890 1,387.37| 3,581.27| 2,526.84| 17,141.97 5,308.59
17 5% annual Intt. (nRs) 82.18 17.28 24041 52.44 355.45 69.37 179.06 126.34 857.10 265.43
8 Sub Total (inRs.) 91,673.25| 19,182.43| 322,120.74] 93,598.03| 255,517.35| 49,335.37| 51,72511| 42,779.18| 721,036.44| 204,895.01
19 T aTaggyar expenditre [ 276 oTthe Totar expendiure T n Rs.) 11,000.79| 2,301.89| 3865449 11,231.76| 30,662.08| 5920.24| 6,207.01| 5133.50| 86,524.37| 24,587.40
20 Total Cost (InRs) T02,674.04| 21,484.32| 360,775.23| 104,82979| 286,179.43| 5525561 5793212 4791268 807560.82| 229,482.41
21 Cost Per Hectare [ (inRs) 30,467.07| 30,259.61| 31,983.62| 31,863.16] 32,594.47| 32,695.63] 33,486.77| 33,043.23| 32,097.01|  32,140.39
22 Gross Return Per Hectare [ (nRs) 47,06250| 4453750] 47,675.00] 46,150.00] 45887.50| 44,437.50| 42,862.50| 4241250 46,638.31| 44,825.76
23 BCR 154 1.47 1.49 1.45 141 1.36 1.28 128 145 139

Source: Primary data
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Sl. Inputs Marginal Small Medium Large Over all
No. Iltems Particulars B NB B NB B NB B NB B NB
1 Area (inHa.) 1.96 0.45 7.25 1.76 4.94 0.70 1.32 1.16 15.47 4.07
Seed Quantity (in kg) 21.96 5.04 81.24 19.72 55.35 7.84 14.79 13.00 173.34 45.60
Value (in Rs.) 1,098.09 252.11 4,061.81 986.04 2,767.64 392.18 739.53 649.89 8,667.07 2,280.22
Tractor/ PT
Owned (inRs.) | 0.00 [ 0.00 [ 580.00 [ 0.00 [ 1,845.09 [ 261.45 [ 3,451.14 [ 3,041.49 [ 5,876.23 [ 3,302.94
Hired (inRs.) | 5124.42 [ 1,176.53 | 21,663.00 [ 5,258.88 [ 12,915.63 [ 1,830.15 [ 0.00 | 0.00 [ 39,703.05 | 8,265.56
Bollock Labour
3 Land preparation Owned (inRs.) | 392.00 [ 110.25 [ 1,087.50 [ 246.40 [ 864.50 [ 294.00 [ 0.00 [ 0.00 [ 2,344.00 [ 650.65
Hired (inRs.) 686.00 | 99.00 | 290.00 | 211.20 [ 0.00 | 0.00 [ 0.00 | 0.00 | 976.00 | 310.20
Human Labour
Owned (inRs.) [ 294.00 67.50 725.00 176.00 247.00 35.00 52.80 46.40 1,318.80 324.90
Hired (inRs.) | 0.00 0.00 362.50 88.00 494.00 70.00 158.40 139.20 1,014.90 297.20
Total 6,496.42 1,453.28 24,708.00 5,980.48 16,366.22 2,490.60 3,662.34 3,227.09 51,232.98 13,151.44
4 Plantation / sowing Hired Tabour 588.00 135.00 1,450.00 352.00 494.00 70.00 99.00 87.00 2,631.00 644.00
Family Tabour 0.00 0.00 725.00 176.00 988.00 140.00 330.00 290.00 2,043.00 606.00
Total 588.00 135.00 2,175.00 528.00 1,482.00 210.00 429.00 377.00 4,674.00 1,250.00
5 Fertilizer Quantity (in Qtl.) 1.93 0.44 8.02 1.95 6.20 0.88 1.82 1.60 17.97 4.87
Value (inRs.) 1,662.07 381.60 6,893.17 1,673.38 5,331.57 755.49 1,568.79 1,378.63 15,455.60 4,189.09
6 FYM Quantity (in Qtl.) 10.98 2.52 43.33 10.52 31.37 4.44 6.90 6.07 92.58 23.55
Value (inRs.) 2,196.18 504.23 8,665.20 2,103.55 6,273.31 888.93 1,380.46 1,213.13 18,515.14 4,709.84
7 Bio-fertilizer Quantity (in Qtl.) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Value (inRs.) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
8 Micronutrient Quantity (in Qtl.) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Value (in Rs.) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
9 Insecticides/ presides Quantity (in Lit.) 1.76 0.41 6.53 1.58 4.45 0.63 1.19 1.04 13.92 3.66
Value (inRs.) 441.00 101.25 1,631.25 396.00 1,111.50 157.50 297.00 261.00 3,480.75 915.75
10 Labour Charge (application of the items 5,6,7,8 & Value (in Rs.) 196.00 45.00 725.00 176.00 494.00 70.00 132.00 116.00 1,547.00 407.00
11 Weeding Charges (inRs.) 294.00 67.50 1,087.50 264.00 741.00 105.00 132.00 116.00 2,254.50 552.50
12 Irrigation Charge (inRs.) 363.78 83.562 1,395.63 338.80 1,028.51 145.74 290.40 255.20 3,078.31 823.26
Hired Tabour 292.82 67.23 5,415.75 1,314.72 4,797.23 679.77 1,577.66 1,386.43 12,083.47 3,448.15
13 Harvesting Family Tabour 1,903.36 437.00 2,707.88 657.36 922.55 130.73 0.00 0.00 5,533.78 1,225.08
Total 2,196.18 504.23 8,123.63 1,972.08 5,719.78 810.50 1,577.66 1,386.43 17,617.25 4,673.23
Manual 294.00 67.50 1,160.00 281.60 889.20 126.00 264.00 232.00 2,607.20 707.10
14 Carrying charge from farm field to farm house Hired Vehicle 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 294.00 67.50 1,160.00 281.60 889.20 126.00 264.00 232.00 2,607.20 707.10
Manually 980.00 225.00 3,625.00 880.00 2,470.00 350.00 660.00 580.00 7,735.00 2,035.00
15 Threshing Charge Mechanically 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 980.00 225.00 3,625.00 880.00 2,470.00 350.00 660.00 580.00 7,735.00 2,035.00
Hired Tabour 98.00 22.50 507.50 123.20 494.00 70.00 158.40 139.20 1,257.90 354.90
16 Winning & Storing Family Tabour 196.00 45.00 652.50 158.40 345.80 49.00 66.00 58.00 1,260.30 310.40
Total 294.00 67.50 1,160.00 281.60 839.80 119.00 224.40 197.20 2,518.20 665.30
17 Marketing expenditure (inRs.) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
18 Estimated Annualised Value (10% on capital ass{ (in Rs.) 955.91 219.03 3,090.39 561.05 3,999.77 574.65 2,732.53 2,021.47 10,778.60 3,376.21
19 5% annual intt. (inRs.) 47.80 10.95 154.52 28.05 199.99 28.73 136.63 101.07 538.93 168.81
20 Sub Total (inRs.) 17,907.42 4,072.69 67,931.08 16,274.63 49,220.28 7,154.31 14,094.74 11,996.12 149,153.52 39,497.75
21 | N e g e ( 1270 oTthe total | (inRs.) 2,148.89 488.72 8,151.73 1,952.96 5,906.43 858.52 1,691.37 1,439.53 17,898.42 4,739.73
22 Total Cost (inRs.) 20,056.31 4,561.41 76,082.81 18,227.59 55,126.71 8,012.83 15,786.11 13,435.65 167,051.94 44,237.48
23 Cost Per Hectare [ (nRs.) 10,232.81 10,136.47 10,494.18 10,356.58 11,159.25 11,446.90 11,959.17 11,582.46 10,798.45 10,869.16
24 Gross Return Per Hectare | (inRs) 18,450.00 18,150.00 18,690.00 17,850.00 18,240.00 17,640.00 17,610.00 17,220.00 18,423.66 17,667.26
25 BCR 1.80 1.79 1.78 1.72 1.63 1.54 1.47 1.49 1.71 1.63

Source: Primary data
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Appendix-II
Revised guidelines of KCC Scheme
1. Introduction
Revised guidelines were introduced by the Reserve Bank of India in 2012.The
KCC has emerged as an innovative credit delivery mechanism to meet the production
credit requirements of the farmers in a timely and hassle free manner. The scheme is
under implemetation in the entire country by the vast credit frame work involving
Commercial Banks, RRBs and Cooperative and has received wide acceptability
amongst bankers and farmers. However, during the last 13 years of implementation,
many impediments were enadared by policy makers, implementing banks and the
farmers in the implementation of the scheme. Recommendations of various
committees appointedby the GOI and studies conducted by the NABARD also
corroborate this fact. It was, therefore felt necessaryetsit the existing KCC
Scheme to make it truly simple and hassle free for both the farmers and bankers.
Accordingly, the GOI, Ministry of Finance constituted a Working Group to review the
KCC Scheme. Based on the recommendations of the Working Grough wigire
accepted by the GOI, the following guidelines are issued.
2. Applicability of the Scheme
The Revised KCC Scheme detailed in the ensuing paragraphs is to be
implemented by Commercial Banks, RRBs, and Cooperatives. The scheme provides
broad guidehes to the banks for operationalising the KCC scheme. Implementing
banks will have the discretion to adopt the same to suit institution/location specific
requirements.
3. Objectives/Purpose
Kisan Credit Card Scheme aims at providing adequate and timetijit c
support from the banking system under a single window to the farmers for their
cultivation & other needs as indicated below:
a. To meet the short term credit requirements for cultivation of crops
b. Post harvest expenses
c. Produce Marketing loan
d. Consumption requirements of farmer household
e. Working capital for maintenance of farm assets and activities allied to
agriculture, like dairy animals, inland fishery etc.
f. Investment& credit requirement for agriculture and allied activities like
pump sets, sprayers, dairy animals etc.
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Note The aggregate of componeristo e above will form the short term credit limit
portion and the aggregate of components urfdeill form the long term credit limit
portion..
4. Eligibility
i. All Farmersi Individuals / Joint borrowers who are owner cultivators
ii. Tenant Farmers, Oral Lessees & Share Croppers
iii. SHGs or Joint Liability Groups of Farmers including tenant farmers, share
croppers etc.
5. Fixation of credit limit/Loan amount
The credit limit under th&isan Credit Caranay be fixedas under:

5.1. All farmers other than marginal farmers
5.1.1. The short term limit to be arrived for the first year

For farmers raising single crop in a ye&cale of finance for the crop (as
dedded by District Level Technical Committee) x Extent of area cultivated + 10% of
limit towards posharvest / household / consumption requirements + 20% of limit
towards repairs and maintenance expenses of farm assets + crop insurance, PAIS
(Personal Accidnt Insurance Schemé&)asset insurance.
5.1.2. Limit for second & subsequent year

First year limit for crop cultivation purpose arrived at as above plus 10% of
the limit towards cost escalation / increase in scale of finance for every successive
year ( 2nd , 3rd, 4th and 5th year) and estimated Term loan component for the tenure
of Kisan Credit Card, i.e., five year@lustration 1)
5.1.3. For farmers raising more than one cropn a year

The limit is to be fixed as above depending upon the crops cultivated as per
proposedropping patteriior the first year and an additional 10% lé tlimit towards
cost escalation / increase in scale of finance for every successive year (2nd, 3rd, 4th
and 5th year). It is assumed that the farmer adopts the same cropping pattern for the
remaining four years also. In case the cropping pattern adoptedebfarmer is
changed in the subsequent year, the limit may be rewatkedration 1)
5.1.4. Term loans

Term loans for investmenttowards land development, minor irrigation,
purchase of farm equipments and allied agricultural activities, the Imaajkdix the
guantum of credit for term and working capital limit for agricultural and allied

activities, etc., based on the unit cost of the asset/s proposed to be acquired by the



95

farmer, the allied activities already being undertaken on the farm, tkean j u d g me nt
on repayment capacity vavis total loan burden devolving on the farmer, including

existing loan obligations.

5.1.5. The long term loan limit

It is based on the proposed investments during the five year period and the
bankos p etheaepaying capacityoithe farmer.
5.1.6. Maximum Permissible Limit:

The short term loan limit arrived for the 5th year plus the estimated long term
loan requirement will be thBaximum Permissible Limit (MPLand treated as the
Kisan Credit Card Lirmti
5.1.7. Fixation of Sublimits for other than Marginal Farmers
i. Short term loans and term loans are governed by different interest rates. Besides, at
present, short term crop loans are covered under Interest Subvention Scheme/ Prompt
Repayment Incente scheme. Further, repayment schedule and norms are different
for short term and term loans. Hence, in order to have operational and accounting
convenience, the card limit is to be bifurcated into separate sub limits for short term
cash credit limit cumasings account and term loans.

ii. Drawing limit for short term cash credit should be fixed based on the cropping
pattern and the amounts for crop production, repairs and maintenance of farm assets
and consumption may be allowed to be drawn as per theecmmce of the farmer. In
case the revision of scale of finance for any year by the district level committee
exceeds the notional hike of 10% contemplated while fixing the five year limit, a
revised drawable limit may be fixed and the farmer be adviseut éive same. In case
such revisions require the card limit itself to be enhanced (4th or 5th year), the same
may be done and the farmer be so advised. For term loans, installments may be
allowed to be withdrawn based on the nature of investment and repagehedule
drawn as per the economic life of the proposed investments. It is to be ensured that at
any point of time the total liability should be within the drawing limit of the
concerned year.
iii. Wherever the card limit/liability so arrived warrargdditional security, the banks
may take suitable collateral as per their policy.
5.2. For Marginal Farmers

A flexible limit of Rs.10,000 to Rs.50,000 be provided Fésxi KCC) based

on the land holding and crops grown including post harvest warehanagestelated
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credit needs and other farm expenses, consumption needs, etc., plus small term loan
investments like purchase of farm equipments, establishing mini dairy/backyard
poultry as per assessment of Branch Manager without relating it to the vduns of

The composite KCClimit is to be fixed for a period of five years on this basis.
Wherever higher limit is required due to change in cropping pattern and/or scale of
finance, the limit may be arrived at as per the estimation indicated at para 5.1.
(Mustration 11)

6. Disbursement

6.1. The short term component of the KCC limit is in the nature of revolving cash
credit facility. There should be no restriction in number of debits and credits.
However, each installment of the drawable limit drawn in a particular year will have
to be repaidvithin 12 months. The drawing limit for the current season/year could be
allowed to be drawn using any of the following delivery channels.

a. Operations through branch

b. Operations using Cheque facility

c. Withdrawal through ATM / Debit cards

d. Operdions through Business Correspondents and ultra thin branches

e. Operation through PoS available in Sugar Mills/ Contract farming companies, etc.,
especially for tieup advances

f. Operations through PoS available with input dealers

g. Mobile based trasfer transactions at agricultural input dealers and mandies.

Note: @), (f) & (g) to be introduced as early as possible so as to reduce transaction
costs of both the bank as well as the farmer.

6.2 The long term loan for investment purposes may be dasvper installment
fixed.

7. As the CC limit and the term loan limit are two distinct components of the
aggregate card limit bearing different rates of interest and repayment periods, until a
composite card could be issued with appropriate software garaely account
transactions in either sub limits, two separate electronic cards may be issued.

8. Validity / Renewal

i. Banks may determine the validity period of KCC and its periodic review.

ii. The review may result in continuation of the facilisnhancement of the limit or
cancellation of the limit / withdrawal of the facility, depending upon increase in

cropping area / pattern and performance of the borrower.
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iii. When the bank has granted extension and/escheedulement of the period of
repaynent on account of natural calamities affecting the farmer, the period for
reckoning the status of operations as satisfactory or otherwise would get extended
together with the extended amount of limit. When the proposed extension is beyond
one crop seasorthe aggregate of debits for which extension is granted is to be
transferred to a separate term loan account with stipulation for repayment in
installments.
9. Rate of Interest (ROI)

Rate of Interest will be linked to Base Rate and is left to the diseretithe
banks.
10. Repayment Period
10.1Each withdrawal under the short term duhit as estimated under (a) to (e) of
Para 3 above ,be allowed to be liquidated in 12 months without the need to bring the
debit balance in the account to zero at anytpafitime. No withdrawal in the account
should remain outstanding for more than 12 months.
10.2.The term loan component will be normally repayable within a period of 5 years
depending on the type of activity / investment as per the existing guideliplesabfe
for investment credit.
10.3. Financing banks at their discretion may provide longer repayment period for
term loan depending on the type of investment.
11. Margin: To be decided by banks
12. Security
12.1. Security will be applicable as per RBI guidelines prescribed from time to time.
12.2. Security requirement may be as under:
i. Hypothecation of crops up to card limit of Rs. 1.00 lakh as per the extant RBI
guidelines.
ii. With tie-up for recoveryBanks may consider sanctioning loans on hypothecation
of crops upto card limit of Rs.3.00 lakh without insisting on collateral security.
iii. Collateral security may be obtained at the discretion of Bank for loan limits above
Rs.1.00 lakh in case of ndie-up and above Rs.3.00 lakh in case olufpeadvances.
iv. In States where banks have the facility oflime creation of charge on the land
records, the same shall be ensured.
13. Other features

Uniformity to be adopted in respecttbe following issues
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i. Interest Subvention/Incentive for prompt repayment as advised by Government of

India and / or State Governments. The bankers will make the farmers aware of this

facility.

ii. The KCC holder should have the option to take benefit of Crop dnser Assets

Insurance, Personal Accident Insurance Scheme (PAIS), and Health Insurance

(wherever product is available and have premium paid through his KCC account).

Necessary premium will have to be paid on the basis of agreed ratio between bank

and farner to the insurance companies from KCC accounts. Farmer beneficiaries

should be made aware of the insurance cover available and their consent is to be

obtained, at the application stage itself.

iii. One time documentation at the time of first availment dhereafter simple

declaration (about crops raised / proposed) by farmer from the second year onwards.

14. Classification of account as NPA

14.1. With a view to simplifying assetlassification, the Committee has

recommended that an account could bettreed as fistandar do, w h

outstanding is less than or equal to drawing limit [short term (crop) loan] at any point

of time during the preceding one year. In other words, it is suggested that the short

term loan (with major component of crop loaanctioned on the KCC can be given

the same treatment as a fAcash credito ac

norms and should not be treated as fAout

than or equal to the drawing limit and each dréwtepaid within a period of 12

months. Term loan under KCC has fixed repayment schedule and is to be governed by

extant prudential norms.

14.2. Charging of interest is to be done uniformly as is applicable to agricultural

advance.

15.Processing fee maye decided by banks

16. Other Conditions Suggested by Government of India while implementing the

revised guidelines of KCC Scheme

A In case the farmer applies for |l oan a

the banks would consider such requestyer the established procedure and
guidelines. However, when such loans are sanctioned, these should be linked
with the crop loan account, if any and the crop loan outstanding in the account
could be settled at the stage of disbursal of the pledge ioéme farmer

desires.
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A The National Payments Corporation of
KCC to be adopted by all the banks with their branding.

A All new KCC must be issued as per the
.Further, at the tne of renewal of existing KCC; farmers must be issued smart

card cum debit card.

Part Il - Delivery Channels Technical features
1. Issue of cards:
The beneficiaries under the scheme will be issued with a smart card/Debit card
(Biometric smart carccompatible for use in the ATMs/Hand held Swipe
Machines and capable of storing adequatformation on farmers idengit
assets, land holdings and credit profile etc). All KCC holders should be
provided with any one or a combination of the following typesards:
2. Type of Card:
A magnetic stripe card with PIN (Personal Identification Number) with an 1ISO
lIN (International Standard Organization International Identification Number)
to enable access all banks ATMs and micro ATMs
In cases where the Bankgould want to utilize the centralized biometric
authenticatia infrastructure of the UIDA{Unique Identification Authority of
India i.e., Aadhaar authenticationebit cards with magnetic stripe and PIN
with 1ISO IIN with biometric authentication of UIDAcan be provided.
Debit cards with magnetic stripe and only biometric authentication can also be
provided depending on customer base of the bank. Till such time, UIDAI
becomes widespread, if the banks want to get started withoubjpeeability
using their existing centralized biometric infrastructure, banks may do so.
Banks may choose to issue EMV ( Europay, MasterCard and VISA, a global
standard for interoperation of integrated circuit cards) complaint chip cards
with magnetic stripe and pin with ISOINI (International Standard
Organization International Identification Number)
Further, the biometric authentication and smart cards may follow the common
open standards prescribed by IDRBIfstitute for Development and Research in
Banking TechnologyandIBA (Indian Banks' Association)This will enable them to

transact seamlessly with input dealers as also enable them to have the sales proceeds
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credited to their accounts when they sell their output at mandies, procurement centers,
etc.

All the cooperatie banks shall migrate to CBS platform at the earliest so as to
implement the technical innovations in KCC as indicated above. Wherever CBs in the
bank has not been in place, a pass book or a credit card cum pass book incorporating
the name, address, padiars of land holding, borrowing limit, vaiiky period etc.
may be issued fathe time being which will serve both as an identity card as well as
facilitate recording of the transactions on an ongoing basis. The card, among others,
would provide for a phograph of the holder.

3. Delivery Channels:

The following delivery channels shall be put in place to start with so that the

Kisan Credit Card is used by the farmers to effectively transact their

operations in their KCC accounts.

Withdrawal through ATMs/Miro ATM

Withdrawd through BCs using smart cards

PaS Machine through input dealers

Mobile banking with IMPSInterbank Mobile Payment Serviceapabilities/

IVR (Interactive Voice Responge

Aadhaar enabled Cards

4. Mobile Banking/Other Channels:
Provide Mobile banking functionality for KCC cards/Accounts as well along
with Interbank Mobile Payment ServigfMPS of NPCI(National Payments
Corporation of Indif capability to allow customers to udbese inter
operable IMPSfor funds transfer betweebanks and also to do merchant
payment transactions as additional capability for purchases of agricultural
inputs.
This mobile banking should ideally be on4Stmuctured Supplementary Data
(USSD) platform for wider and safer acceptance. However, the lcankslso
offer this on other fully encrypted modes (application based or SMS based) to
make use of the recent relaxation on transaction limits. Banks can also offer
unencrypted mobile banking subject to RBI regulations on transaction limits.
It is necessy that Mobile based transaction platform enabling transactions in

the KCC use easy to use SMS based sol

L
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Such solutions also need to be enabled on IVR in local language to ensure
transparency and security. Such mobiksdd payment systems should be
encouraged by all the banks by creating awareness and by doing proper
customer education.

A flow for such mobile based transaction system for KCC limits is enclosed
for ready reference.

With the existing infrastructure avdike with banks, all KCC holders should

be provided with any one or a combination of the following types of cards:

Debit cards (magnetic stripe card with PIN) enabling farmers to operate the
limit through all banks ATMs/Micro ATMs.

V Debit cards with magnietstripe and biometric authentication.

V Smart cards for doing transactions through PoS machines held by
Business Correspondents, input dealers, traders and Mandies.

V EMV compliant chip cards with magnetic stripe and pin with ISO IIN.

In addition, thebanks having a call centre/Inter active Voice Response (IVR),
may provide SMS based mobile banking with a call back facility from bank
for mobile PIN (MPIN) verification through IVR, thus making a secured SMS
based mobile banking facility available to caalders.

lllustration |

A. Small Farmer raising Multiple Crops in a year

A.Assumptions:
Land holding: 2 acres
B.Cropping Pattern: Padd{ acre ( Scale of finance plus crop insurance per acre: Rs.
11,000)

Sugarcanel acre ( Scale of finance plus crop insurance per
acre: Rs. 22,000)
C.Investment/Allied Activities:
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(i) Establishment of 1+1 Dairy unit if‘ear ( Unit Cost: Rs. 20,000 per animal)
(i) Replacement of pump set iff ¥ear ( Unit Cost: Rs. 30,000)
2. (i) Crgp loan Component

Cost of cultivation of 1 acre of Paddy and 1 acre of Sugarcane

(11,000+22,000) : Rs. 33,000
Add: 10% towards post harvest/ household expenseungisn : Rs. 3,300
Add:20% towards farm maintenance :Rs. 6,600
Total Crop Loan limit for ¥ Year :Rs. 42,900

Loan limit for 2" Year
Add: 10% of the limit towards cost escalation/increase in scale of finance
(10% of 42,900 i.e., 4300) : Rs. 4,300
' Rs. 47,200
Loan limit for 3" Year
Add: 10% of the limit towards cost escalation/increase in scalearde
( 10% of 47,200 i.e., 4700) : Rs. 4,700
‘Rs. 51,900
Loan limit for 4™ Year
Add: 10% of the limit towards cost escalation/increase in scale of finance
(10% of 51,900 i.e., 5,200) : Rs 5,200
‘Rs. 57,100
Loan limit for 5™ Year
Add: 10% of the limit towards cost escalation/increase ifesafdinance
( 10% of 57,100 i.e., 4700) : Rs. 5,700
- Rs. 62800
SayRs. 63,008 ( A)

(i) Term loan component:

1% Year: Cost of 1+1 Dairy Unit : Rs. 40,000
3 Year: Replacement of Pumpset : Rs. 30,000
Total term loan amount ‘Rs. 70,008 . . ( B)

Maximum Pemissible Limit/Kisan Credit Card Limit (A){B) :Rs. 1,33,000
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' Rs. 1.33 Lakh

Note:
Drawing limit will be reduced every year based on repayment schedule of the term loan(s) availed and
withdrawals will be allowed up to the drawing limit.

B: Other Farmer raising Multiple Crops in a year

1. Assumptions:
2. Land holding: 10 acres
3. Cropping Pattern:
Paddy 5 acres ( Scale dihance plus crop insurance per acre: Rs. 11,000)
Followed by Groundnut5 acres ( Scale of finance plus crop insurance per acre:Rs.
10,000)
Sugarcané acres ( Scale of finance plus crop insurance per acre:Rs. 22,000)
4. Investment/Allied Activities:
(i) Establishment of 2+2 Dairy unit in®1Year ( Unit Cost: Rs. 1,00,000)
(i) Purchase of Tractor irf'1Year ( Unit Cost: Rs. 6,00,000)

| Assessment of Card Limit |

(i) Crop Loan Component

Cost ofcultivation of 5 acres of Paddy, 5 acres of Groundnut and

5 acres of sugercane : Rs.2,15,000
Add: 10% towards post harvest/household expense/consumption: Rs.21,50
Add: 20 % towards farm maintenance : Rs. 43,000
Total Crop Loan limit for 1 st Year : Rs.2,79,500

Loan limit for 2" Year
Add: 10 % of thdimit towards cost escalation/increase in scale of finance
(10 % of 2,79,500 i.e., Rs. 27,950) : Rs.27,950
‘Rs.3, 07,450
Loan limit for 3" Year
Add: 10 % of the limit towards cost escalation/increase in scale of finance
(10% of 3,07,450 i.e., 30,750) : Rs.30750
‘Rs. 3,38,200
Loan limit for 4™ Year

Add: 10 % of the limit towards cost escalation/increase in scale of finance
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(10% of 3,38,200 &., 33,800) : Rs. 33,800
‘Rs. 3,72,000

Loan limit for 5" Year
Add: 10 %of the limit towards cost escalation/increase in scale of finance
(10% of 3,72,000i.e., 37,200) : Rs. 37,200
‘Rs. 4,09,000
Say Rs. 4,09, 00C¢C

(i) Term loan component:

1% Year: Cost of 2+2 Dairy Unit : Rs. 1,00,000
: Purchase of Tractor : Rs. 6,00,000
Total Term loan amount : Rs. 7B0OO0, 000¢

Maximum Permissible Limit/ Kisan Credit Card Limit (A) + (B) : Rs. 11,09,000

Note:
Drawing Limit will be reduced every year based on repayment schedule térthdoan(s) availed and withdrawals will be

allowed up to the drawing limit.

[llustration I
Assessment of KCC LIMIT
1: Marginal Farmer raising single crop in a year

1.Assumptions:

1. Loan holding: 1 acre

2. Crops grown : Paddy ( Scale of finance plus croguiance per acre:Rs.
11,000)

3. There is no change in Cropping Pattern for 5 years

4. Allied Activities to be financedOne Non Descript Milch Animalunit Cost Rs:
15,000)

2. Assessment of Card Limit:

(i) Crop Loan Component(Cost of Cultivation for 1 acre of Paddy) :Rs. 11,000
Add: 10% towards post harvest/household expense/consumption :Rs. 1,100
Add: 20 % towards farm maintenance : Rs. 2,200

Total Crop Loan limit for 1 st Year : Rs. 1A4 |
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(ii) Term loan component:

Cost of One Milch Animal 'Rs. 1 %,B0
1* Year Composite KCC Limit : (A1) + (B) :Rs.29,300
2" Year:

Crop loan component:
Al plus 10% of crop loan limit (A1) towards cost escalation/

increase in scale of finance[ 14,300+(10% 4B00=1430)] - Rs. 16A27
2" year Composite KCC Limit : A2+B (15,730+15,000) :Rs. 30,730
3% Year:

Crop loan component:

A2 plus 10% of crop loan limit (A2) towards cost escalation/

increase in scale of finance[ 15,730+(10% of 15,730=1570)] . Rs. 17,
3rd year Composite KCC Limit : A3+B (17,300+15,00) : Rs. 32,300
4" Year:

Crop loan component:
A3 plus 10% of crop loan limit (3) towards cost escalation/

increase in scale of finance[ 17,300+(10% of 17,300=1730)] - Rs. 1€ A40
4™ year Composite KCC Limit : A4+B (19,030+15,000) : Rs. 34,030
5th Year:

Crop loan component:

A24plus 10%of crop loan limit (A2) towards cost escalation/

increase in scale of finance[ 19,030+(10% of 19,030=1900)] . Rs. 2&A59
5 th year Composite KCC Limit : A5+B (20,930+15,00) : Rs. 35,930

Say Rs. 36,000

Maximum Permissible Limit/ Composite KCC Limit ‘Rs. 36,000

Note All the above costs estimated are illustrativemature. The recommended scale

of finance/unit costs may be taken into account while finalizing the credit limit.
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Appendix- Il

Action Taken Report on Comments from Agr&conomic Research Centre, Visva
Bharati, Santiniketan on the Draft Repditmpact of Credit on Agricultural
Production with Special Reference to Crop Loan and KCC Scheme An
Empirical Study i n Assamo

Reviewer Comments:

1. Title of the draft report examined
Impact of Credit on Agricultural Production wittp&cial Reference t€rop Loan
and KCC Schme- An Empirical Study in Assam

2. a)Date of receipt of the Draft Report: 22" Sept.2015
b) Date of Assignment to the Reviewer: 1st October; 2015
3. Date of dispatch of the comments 8 October, 2015

4. Comments of the Objectives of the stud\t the objectives of the study have been
addressed
5. Comments on the methodologyWlethodologiesasstated in the study design have
beenfollowed.

6. Comments on analys, organization, preparation etc..
i) Source of information about Afar mer s
Action: Source of information has been incorporated.

i) If possible, latest information (numbers) regarding issuance of KCC in
Assam may be mentioned.
Action: Latest information (numbers) regarding issuance of KCC in Assam
is added (up to 20134).

iii) In Table na2.7 unit of operatioal holding has been inadvertently omitted.
Action: Unit of operatiomal holding has been incorporated

iv) In page No018, in tharkt paragraph during mentioning of farmers
060selectiono from each of the distric
Action: Done as per suggestion.
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V) Does presence of widowers and divorcees can relate the efficacy and
functioning of KCC?

Action: The efficacy andfunctioning of KCC were not quanttively
measure in relation to presence of widowers & divorcees in the
family. However, they did affect the family life of the farmers as
witnessed in the study area.

Vi) PI. correct the figure of diesel sets in page 37 (46¥D not 60)

Action: Correction has been made. The corrected figure of diesep sets

atpage 37 should be (46+14=60)

vii)  Subsidiary occupation plays an important part in all levels of gainful
activities including agriculture; brealp of activities maye given (if

possible) to surmise the extent of influence of these sectors and its influence

of credit need.

Action: In the study areanost of the respondents had different types (more
than 8) of subsidiary occupatian which were concentrated
mostly amagst the small, marginal and medium size group of
farmers.To avoid bulkiness of the report and also in consideration
of time factordeliberately breakip of the subsidiary economic
activities wasot incorporated.

viii)  In case of regression analysis madehapter 4, please take care of the
following-
a) Kindly define variables in the model in greater detail. For example, please
state whether the variable named Oup
As well, what does it exactly represent? That is, whethezpresents the
number of persons educated up to primary level in a particular family or not.
Here, we suggest that you may also think of introducing independent
dummy variables.
Action: Variables in the modéavealreadybeendefined in the chaptdr
Up to Primary level indicatesV standard. In the studgrea,no
respondents were found illiteeatin the analysis, data relat®
the respondenfarmers only and not to all family members.
Independentdummy variables were used only against the
educdional standard of the respondentis case of independent
variables such aBamily size, Operational holding, Agricultural
farm income Ratio of irrigated land to the total operational area
and Farm Assets wereisedas independent variables.

b) Please cbck whether you need to y include educational subcategories
separately as they all comes out to be significant.
Action: Educational suzakegories are included in the modeparately as
independent dummy variables.

C) as 8 out of 10 independent variablepegr significant in the regression
model, please rule out the presence of multicollinearity among them.
Action: Complied with.

d) in case of analysis of regression results, please assign due importance to the
direction of estimated impact, especially when it is a logit regression model.
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Action: As per theory, the logit motes invariably used in determining the
influencing factors for participation in any programme
(motivating factors).Accordingly, due importance is given on
impact issues.

iX) One brief summary at the end of each Chapter is suggested. In the Policy
Recommendation segment of the study and per t he Mini st
attention drawn to the respective Departments/Corscesmould be
mentioned within kacket. Finally, there are some typing and inadvertent
grammatical errors. These should be corrected accordingly.

Action: Done as per suggestion.

7. Overall view onacceptability of the Report:
The report is well drafted where all the objectives have been addressed.
The report can be accepted after the necessary corrections/modifications
are made.
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