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INTRODUCTION

Perennial crops predominate the cropping pattern of 

Kerala accountin’ fo r  over 69 par cent o f the net area under 

cultivation* Out of a net cultivated area o f 21*79 lakh 

hectare in the State 14*98 lakh hectares are u tilized  fo r  

perennial crops (1981)* Among thma coconut is  the noet 

important» occupying around one third of the total cultivated 

area in the State* I t  provides employment to about 10 million* 

people and raw material fo r  a number o f traditional industries* 

According to the agricultural census 1976-77 the contribution 

by the agricultural sector towards the net domestic product 

of the State was 8s* 1016 crores at current prices of which 

the coconut and it s  products alone accounted for Rs*303 crores 

(29*8 par cant)* Tha importance of coconut in Kerala* a 

aconooy does not therefore nead any emphasis*

Coconut la  one o f the traditional crop of Kerala*

According to the data published lay the Directorate of 

Economics and Statistics the area under coconut in Kerala 

was 6*91 lakh hectare in 80-81 with an annual production 

of 3008 million nuts* Kerala accounts fo r 61 per cent o f 

the coconut production in the country* The total demand of 

coconut in the country as projected by the 1)1 recto rate o f 

Coconut Development, Government of India fo r  the year 2000 AD 

would be about 10400 m illion coco rut a at the present level of

*  Sources- Fifth Five Year Plan Proposals on Coconut -  Report
of the study group Directorate of Coconut Development, 
Cochin*
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liv ing standards. I f  tha relative position of Kerala in  tha 

national eoconut output i s  to continue, tha production in  

Karala in 2000 AD should ha about 6400 m illion nuts to naat 

tha dam and* Efforts to increase coconut production, therefore, 

assumes paramount importance in  tha crop production programmes 

of the State*

In Karala ooeonut is  essentially a small holders* crop*

I t  is  groan mostly in  homestead gardens and small holdings* 

There are about 2*5# million ooeonut holdings in the State 

with 98 per cent of such holdings fa llin g  within the category 

of below 2 hectares. I t  has bean estimated that coconut 

growers and their dependants constitute about 50 per cent of 

the rural population and that they depend mostly on the tooonut 

palm fo r their livelihood. The processing industries and 

other activities provide direct employment opportunities to 

over one million people. Thus a substantial proportion o f 

the rural population depend mainly on ooeonut fo r  thair 

livelihood and thair economic prosperity i s  closely 

Interlinked with the fortunes of th is crop*

But a l l  is  not wall with ooeonut cultivation. Prevalence 

o f the root w ilt disease of coconut, resulting in uneconomic 

yield  of around 12.5 per cant of tha palms, lack of irrigation  

fa c i l it ie s  and poor maintenance are the important limiting 

factors of production of ooeonut in  Kerala. According to

* India *  Appraisal of Karala Agricultural Development 
Project -  January 25, 1977 
Document of the World Bask*



the estimates of tha Directorate of Coconut Development 

Cochin the average productivity of the palm in the country 

la  25 nuts (1977-78)• The position of Kerala with an 

average productivity of 24 nuts per palm is  fa r  helow the 

national average. This is  very low when compared to the 

productivity levels in  the other producing states in the 

country v is . Tamil Nadu (47 nuts per palm) and Karnataka 

(26 nuts par palm) and disturbing trend is  the further 

decline in productivity.

Land is  the most scarce natural resource fo r  

agricultural development In Kerala. Because o f the high 

density of population, the pressure on land is  high and 

consequently several intercrops are indiscriminately cultivated 

in coconut gardens. The agroclimatic conditions o f the State 

are ideal fo r  cultivation of high value intercrops. By 

adopting Judicious intercropping i t  would be possible to 

increase substantially the income of the coconut grower.

As already^ stated, the majority of the toco nut farms 

are in tiny holdings and the farmers do not have adequate 

finance o f thair own to adopt scientific recommendations or 

to augsent fa c ilit ie s  fo r irrigating their gardens. Thay 

would need financial assistance in the form of agricultural 

credit. Hitherto the dynamic role o f credit as a development 

tool fo r technology transfer to the farmer has not been fu lly  

appreciated.



The economic u p lift  of the ooeonut grower ie  feasible  

only through the total development o f his an a l l  holdings*

A package approach,involving replanting of unproductive 

palms, Irrigation, soisntlfic  manuring and plant protection 

dw etailing i t  with adequate institutional finance has been 

tha strategy fo r  ooeonut development adopted by tha State 

in the recent past. Apart from the crop development angle, 

this strategy also alma at maximising tha net return o f the 

coconut grower through an affective intercropping programme. 

Eventhough Isolated attempts were made in th is direction 

during the Fourth Five fear Flan, an organised effort 

on an area wide basis was in ti at ad only from tha Fifth  

Five fear Plan onwards, whan the Kerala Agricultural 

Development Project was Initiated*

The Kerala Agricultural Development Project (KADP) 

implemented with world Bank Assistance from 1977 onwards, 

la  tha f i r s t  o f it s  kind in tha State* I t  i s  a oomposlte 

project aiming at the improvement in productivity of major 

cash crops of Kerala, namely, coconut, cashew and pepper, 

with emphasis on improving tha economic status of the 

small holder farmer* Among other 'tilings, tha project 

comprises a programme fo r the rehabilitation of ooeonut 

including replacing of senile and unproductive palms in 

30000 hectares in Cannanore, Kozhikode, Malappurem and 

Trivandrum districts. This programme aims at attaining 

an optimum stand of 175 healthy and high yielding palms
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per hectare through a combination of selective thinning and 

under planting of senile and unproductive palms* Educating 

and encouraging farmers to adopt improved cultural practices 

and to cultivate suitable intercrops both under irrigated  

and unirrigated conditions and mixed farming in suitable 

coconut areas are also envisaged under th is project. Credit 

has been built in in this project as an affective tool fo r  

bringing about long term improvements in tha holdings o f 

the project participants so as to ensure a steady flow of 

additional Income in a sustained manner. The project is  

being Implemented through a Special Agricultural Development 

Unit (SAEU)* a new Department setup under the State Government. 

The project has now been under implementation fo r six years.

The improvement in the productivity o f the palm and additional 

income from the intercrops are expected to have commenced.

It  is  therefore appropriate to study the Impact of the 

programme and the extent of realisation o f it s  objectives*

This the si s embodies the results of detailed f ie ld  investigations 

on the following aspects of th is programmes

(a ) Impact of the coconut rehabilitation programme 

implemented by * SADU* in Trivandrum District.

(b ) Analysis of the competitive efficiency of different 

approaches followed under the rehabilitation programme 

in  increasing the net return from the coconut 

holdings.
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(e ) Identification of the key constraints In imp roving 

coconut cultivation in the d istrict in the light  

of the experience of the programme.

( d) Benefits accrued to scheduled easts/scheduled tribes  

sections of the people on account of this programs*

The thesis is  devided into seven chapters including 

the present one. The second and third chapters relate to 

the Socio-economic conditions o f Trivandrum District and 

a brief description o f the project proper respectively.

The fourth chapter contains a brief review of literature  

covering the research work dona on the various aspects of 

coconut production while the methodology adopted for  

collection, analysis and interpretation of data is  dealt with 

in tha Fifth chapter. The results o f the study are presented 

and discussed in detail in tha sixth chapter with a summary 

of the main findings in tha seventh chapter*

I t  is  hoped that tha findings o f th is stuty would be 

helpful in reorienting the implementation of the project 

by adopting midcourse corrections during tha remaining part 

of the project period and also in tha planning and implementation 

of projects of similar nature in  future*





a r b a o f  szusr

2*1 i m t t a *
Trivandrum, tha southern meat d istrict of Kerala Is  

sltustad between north latltudas §*17* red 8°51* red sast 

longitudes 76*41' and 77*17'. I t  Is  bounded by Quilon 

d is t ile t  in ths north, Tirunalvsll d istrict in  tha east, 

Kanyataaaarl d istrict in  tha south and tho Arabian soa in 

tha veat* Tha dl at rio t oonslsts of four taluks vis* 

Heyyattinkare, Nedunregad, Trivandrun, and Chiraylnkll*

There are 12 national Extension Service Sleeks in  tha 

d istric t spread ever 84 panchayata and 94 villages*

2*2 AMS g U j i f r l l f i i i  IfllMaKtl*

Tha d istrict extends ever re ares e f 2192 sq.ka. Baaed 

cn physical features tha diet rio t can be divided into 

3 natural divisions, viz* ths hl^&red, tee midland red ths 

le a l red* N«yyBttinkara# tha southern nest taluk e f the 

d istrict fa l l s  under a l l  these natural divisions* Trivsndnw 

taluk fa l l s  undor the lew land region. Moduaangad tho 

largest taluk In tho dl stric t l ie s  to tho south oast and the 

taluk as a whole is  h illy  In topography. About 10 por oent 

of i t s  area i s  c lassified  as highland* Chirqyinkil the 

northern nest taluk of tho d istrict i s  h illy  In nature 

and is  partia lly  interaperaed with backwaters red lagoons.

The d istrict has a sea eoast which i s  about 72 ka long*
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2*3 flail and Crops.

The to il In the high land raglon la  d ay  loan* I t  la  

black In colour and rich In organic natter, n it nog an and 

potash and la  d lg i t ly  addle* In the n idi and tha aoll la  

day  leant o f la ta r lt lc  origin  with an adnlxture of gravd  

and sand* The valleys in the midland have lo my day  with 

high aand content* Tha aoll o f tha eoaatal strip la  aandf 

with la ta r lt lc  foundation*

Pad$r and eooonut are tha Important crop a grown In tha 

l e d  and regiona of tha dlatrlet* Taploea* pappar, and oooonut 

art cultivated on a largo scale in tha midland region* Tho 

high land region Is  mainly under crops lik e  rubber* tea* 

arecanut and pappar and under grata land*

2*4 Climate*

Heavy annual ra in fa ll* high humidity and mors o r loaa 

uniform tsmparature throughout tho yoar art some of tho 

Important oharaetorlatio features o f tho dlmato in this  

district. Tho d istrict benefits from tho south treat monsoon 

and to a lesser extant from tha nerth aaat monaoon* There 

are four soeecne* tho dry weather from Oaomibar to February* 

hot woathor from Mareh to Nay* south west monsoon from June 

to September and north east monsoon from October to November* 

Table 2* 1 shows the average monthly ra ln fa ll In Trivandrum 

dlatrlet fo r  the years 1977 te 1982* T ads 2*2 shows monthly 

maximum and minimum temperature at Trivandrum fo r  the years 

1977-1979*
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Table 2.1 Monthly ra in fa ll In Trivandrum d istrict (fo r  
the period 1977 to 1980) -  and Normal ra in fa ll 
fo r  Trivandrum and Kerala*

Months mu.. (Average Airing 1901 *
1977 1978 1979 1980  J22Q_____

Trivandrum Kerala

January 4.1 7.7 «e 40.5 21.2 17.3

February 19.9 22. 6 - 31.4 18.0 17.3

March 33.2 66.8 21.9 35.1 48.0 41.4

April 88.2 76.6 92.6 121.1 118.1 109.3

May 361.3 388.0 128.9 150.8 213.7 238.2

June 228.8 231.4 361.9 479.9 391.1 676.1

July 175.2 342.5 178.0 174.4 257.4 702.9

August 97.5 163.3 163.2 145.8 204.5 426.3

September 106.0 53.8 179.9 361*6 168.9 238.2

October 527.7 92.4 207.3 300.9 230.2 302.7

November 202.7 643.1 150.5 297.0 210.2 184.6

December 18.2 42.9 75.7 29.8 70.1 49.3

1862.8 2131.1 1539.9 2168.3 2001.4 3003.8

Sourcet 1. Statistics fo r Planning 1980.

Directorate o f Economies and Statistics Kerala. 

2. Farm Guide 1983.

Farm Information Bureau. Trivandrum.
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fata* 2.2 Monthly aaximai and nlnlmm tonporaturo at 
Trivaadrua contra fo r  tha yaara 1977*1979

( I n  dagraa contlgrado)

1977 1978___________  1979

Maxlnua Mlnlauaii Maxlmm Minimal Maximal Minimal

January 31.4 21.3 31.6 21.9 32.0 22.7

Fohruary 31.4 23.0 32.3 23.2 32.1 23.5

March 33.0 24.1 32.7 24.3 32.7 24,3

April 32.9 23.1 33.0 23.3 33.3 23.4

May 31.0 24.1 31.6 24.5 32.4 23.0

Juna 29.8 23.4 29.6 23*1 30.6 24.0

July 29.9 23.2 29.0 22.8 29.5 23.4

August 30.2 23.7 28.8 22.8 29.9 23.2

Saptaahar 30.6 23.5 30.1 23.0 30.3 23.4

Oatsbar 29.4 23.3 30.3 23.4 30.8 23.7

Moron bar 30.4 23.1 30.3 22.3 29.6 23.2

Daamfcar 31.8 22.3 31.3 23.2 31.4 23.1

Sourco* 3tatlatlas fa r  planning 1988, 

Dlraotorato a f  Saaaoaiaa 8 

Statistics# Karala.



2 .5  Btmfliittaa*
Th. population of th . d iitrlot a. par 1981 *»•

25.91 l * h o .  F . a l o .  o u t-*™ *  ■ * "  -  * •  »*2T 
wa. 1032. x »  d -o it y  -  population Xrlv an4n «  ^ r l

rmnka a~ond In th. « . t .  «tth  *  d . * *  .2 11

paraona p .r o,.ha. *h. U 8— r  -  M * 1981 ” * ^
p .r ooat (M *l« 7A par eont and 6k. i i  P*p • * *  *

Agrleultur* la  tho hoolo oecupatIon of tho poopXo and

It  Is  aara or Xooo of o o iW itou o typo. Alaaat a ll fsia

l a  the d latrlet pursue gone gubal diary eeatpatlen to gup** 

pleoent tho iaeoao fro® tho load* According to 1901 o«a®ii 

cultivators and agricultural labourers together oeaatituted 

42*19 per coat o f tho tasking population* Tha par capita 

iaooao (79-80) in  tho d lotriet oat h* 1095*1 afalnat the Stat# 

overage o f as. 1141*2,

2*6 l&ULJ&W£StMM>

B »  Ohio/ votor roaourooo In tho dtstrlot aro tho 

Moyyor rlvor, th . Kanaan. r lY .r  and tho v -> a n **r* i rtT, r , 

todewed with ohindant ra in fa ll and wotorod tgr tho throo 

rtV*r * ' Trtv“ dn-  <“ * * « *  ha. «  abundance a f notuna 

r  roasureoa. A u b o r  o f lafcoo o r Oaokvator* alio  u «  

U0B*  to*  ° » “ t * Xaportont o n .. * oa,  tha. W l <  to,

V*11* th* th. Anjmgo and th. war, N.,Uy.r,
*Wolo. Boaldoa th ... thor. l ,  .  n t „ ,  1<k# <t

Velloyanl in  Hayyattinkara taluk*
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The d istrict i «  also w ill endowed with adequate ground 

water resources. The eiaetal sandy belt stretching f i t s  Veil 

to Vat*ale o ffe rs  seeps fo r large scale exploitation of ground 

water resources fo r  irrigating  oooonut through the installation  

of f i l t e r  point tube wells* As per the exploratory studies 

undertaken by the State Groundwater Department* the d istrict  

has an annual recharge o f 276*15 n illio h  cubic neters of 

ground water*

2*7 In tH t lQ B  fratU lttts*

The present sources o f irrigation  in the d istrict are 

natural sires*®# channels# channel fad and ratnfed tanks, 

natural watar resources foraed by constructing embankments 

across natural streans and storage fa c i l it ie s  provided by 

the nador# nedlus end nlaor Irrigation works. The only najor 

irrigation  eehsne so fa r  undertaken In tha d iatrlet la  tha 

Nsyyar Irrigation  Project. About 12000 hectares of lend In 

the Neyyattinkara taluk ere benefited by this project* A 

nuaber of medium and ninar irrigation aehaaaa hare also bean 

taken up in  sane parts of tha d istrict undar tha Flva Year 

Plans. These together benefit a gross erepped area o f 10345 

hectares by %ny of ninar irrigation  fa c il it ie s . Particulars 

of source wise end crop wiae area irrigated fro *  minor 

irrigation  sources In the d iatrlet are fhmlahad In Table 2.3.

Electricity le  available In a ll  the v illages  In 

tha d istrict*
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Tal»l« 2*3 Source* wise end crop-vice araa irrigated  in  
Trivandrun d ietrict 1977-78

Source o f Irrigation  Area in hectares

Govern ent canal 6544

Private canal 23

Government tanks and well a 1423

Private tank and walla 744

Minor and l i f t  irrigation  943

Other sources ?82
10063

C ro p .

Paddr ^183

Vegetables 221

Tubers 34

Coeonut 1903

Areeanut 8

Clove, Nutaaeg etc* 16

Other condiments and apices 13

Banana 131

Betel vine 105

Sugarcane 2

Others 1729

Tatal 10343

Bonrcei Pam Guide 1980*
Fare Information Bureau* Trivendrun*
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2*8 frinq ttiijifctftre*
Details of c lasslfleatlon  o f tho area put to different 

uees in the d istrict (1990-81) are given in Table 2.4.

The total geographical area of tha d latrle t aa par v illage  

reoords la  218600 hectares o f which 143756 hectares are 

utilised  fo r crop production* The pereentage works out to 

65*76* The total cropped area in tha d latrle t during 

1980-81 was 227923 hectares with a cropping intensity of 

199* The d istrict enjoys the highest cropping intensity in 

the atatot the state average being 133 fo r  the year* Cultivable 

waste land « v l ia b le  In the d latrlet la  only 2154 hectares 

accounting fe r  leas than one per eent of the total geograph

ica l area* Thia la  a najor constraint fo r  increasing tha 

net cropped eras through extanslva cultivation.

2*9 ffraaatei.B ilfTn*

Coconut la  the major crop grown in  the d istrict.

Against a net cropped area o f 143736 hectares avail able 

in  Trivandrum district;coconst occupies 73771 hectares the 

percentage o f coverage being 31*31* In  respeet o f groes 

cropped area it  works out to 32*37 per cent. Tapleeai Rice, 

Popper, and Areeanut are the ether principal crops groan 

in  the d istrict. Cropping pattern in the d istrict during 

1980-81 la  glvan in  Table 2*5.



Tattle 2*4 Land uaa p attain in Trivandrum d latrlet (1980-81)

SOL.
No* Category Area in  

hectarea

1. Total geographical area according to 
v illa g e  papers.

2. Forests

3. Land put to non**agricultural uses

4. Barron and uneultlvattLa lands

5. Pejmsnant pastures and other grating lands

6. Land undar miscellaneous trea crops

7. Cultivable easts land

8. Fallow other than currant fallow

9* Current fallow

10. Met area town

11. Area sown more than once

12. Total cropped area

218600
(100)
49861

(22.81)

17346
(7.94)

2229(1.02)
14

(0.01)
216
(0.10)
2154(0.98)
1703
(0.78)

1301
(0.60)
143756
(65.76)

84169
(38.5)

227923
(104.26)

(Flguras in parentheses are percantagea to tota l) 

Sourest Fara guide 1983*

Farm Information Burma*, Moral a.
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fatal* 2.5 A m  under principal crop* In Trlvandra d latrlet  
(1960-61, 1970-71, 1980-81) in  hectare*.

a .
Mo. Crepe 1968-61 1970-71 1980-81

1. Rice 37417
(19.03)

39496
(16.26)

32583
(14.29)

2. Pulses 2662
(1.35)

2507
(1.03)

3240
(1.43)

3. Palnyrah M.A M. A , 7t9 V (0.32)

4. Pepper 8346
(4.24)

10232
(4.21)

3362
(2.35)

9. Ginger «• m 183
(0.08)

6. Cardara m — 104
(0.05)

7. Arecanut 3550
( 1 .8J)

9008
( 2. 06)

3292
(1.44)

8. T«narind M. A* M.A 1531
(0.67)

9. Mango 9815
(2.96)

7386
(3.04)

7588
(3.33)

10. Banana end other 
plantains

2160
(1.1 )

3741
(1.54)

5591
(2.45)

11. Pineapple M.A M.A 327
(0*14)

12. Tapioca 56918
(28.96)

70084
(28.84)

96545
(24.81)

13. Sweet potato 351
(0.18)

55
(0.02)

100
(0.04)

14. Tubers M.A M.A 2348
(1.03)

Table 2.9* (oontd.)



Table 2.5-(concl.)

$L.
Ho. Crape 19*0-61 1970-71 1980-81

13* Cashew 4987
(2.39)

.3741
(1.54)

6403
(2.81)

1$. Cooonut 55039
(28.0)

76515
(31.69)

73771
(32.37)

17. Betel leaves N* A n. a 150
(0.07)

18. Tea 1130
(0.57)

1076
(0.44)

1072
(0.47)

19. Rubber 3175
(1.61

7040
(2 .9 )

8735
(3.83)

80. Cocoa 4ft - 699
(0.31)

21* Others 19420
(7.84)

16119
(6.63)

16640
(7.30)

196610
(100)

242996
(100) T O

(Figures in parentheses are percentages to tota l)

Baareei 1* Faro Guide 1993*
Faro Xafenatloa Bureau, Kerala*

2. Agricultural Statistics l a  Kerala* 1979
Directorate o f Eoonoalea and Statistics, Kerala*



2*10 Production and productivity of oroos.

Tables 2.6 and 2*7 ahow tha crop wise production and 

productivity in Trivandrun diatrict fo r  tha years 1960-61, 

1970-71 and 1980-81* Zt can ho soon that production and 

productivity of almost a ll  major crop a groan in tha 

district ouch as Rice, Pul cat, Pappar, Cashew mat and 

Coconut recorded a declining trend during the period.

The d istrict accounted fo r  7 per cent o f  the total 

coconut production in the state during 1980-81* The 

production o f coconut in tho d istrict has declined from 

470 m illion nuts to 354 million nuts over a period o f  

10 years from 1970-71 to 1980-81* Tha productivity also 

racorded a declining trend during the period* Productivity 

of cooonut In the d istrict during 1980-81 was 4798 nuts 

per hectare against 4617 nuts par hast are estimated fo r  

the state as a whole.

Trend of production and productivity o f coconut 

fo r tha state and tha d istrict fo r  tha past 10 yaara 

la  graphically represented in Fig. 1.
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Tahle 2.6 P n d u e tin  o f Important crop a in Trivsndrw  
d istrict 1960*61, 1970-71 and 1980*81,

8L,
He, Crops Unit 1960-61 1970-71 1980*81

1, Rios Tonnes 97299 36868 49986

2, Pulses N 1019 968 774

9. Black psppar « 9638 3776 2D 27

4. Aracanut Million
nuts

912 778 327

5, Manco Tomas M.A N«A 24909

6, Banana N M, A n . a 10793

7. Other plantains M 19879 28364 30024

8, Raw ea shawm t M 7147 3172 3029

9, Tapioca a 993909 334700 963789

10, Sweet potato H n . a n . a 603

11. Choomxt M illion
nuts

334 470 334

12. Tea Tomas 1021 970 894

13. Coffso a - 2 28

14. Ftabber N 373 3923 9933

19, Coooa a * • 98

Sources 1, Pan  Quid# 1989,
F in  In f o n  at ion Bureau, TrlvandruD*

2. Agricultural Statistics in Kerala 1979,
Dirac to rata of Economics and Statistics, Kerala*



Table 2,7 Productivity o f crops la  Trivandrum d latrlet  
1960*61, 1970-71 and 1980*81

1. Rice Kg/ha 1331 1440 1411 1987

2. Pepper « 431 369 378 263

3. Areeaaut Nuta/ha 142347 135351 99331 176431

4. Banana Kg/ha 7353 7982 6248 6430

5. Cashewnut « 1538 1122 472 579

6. Tapioca n 6930 11910 17080 16575

7. Coconut NuW h* 6432 6143 4798 4617

8. Tea K («iu 904 901 1307 1402

9. Rubber tl 194 900 679 590

10. Coco a( dry beans) " m • 83 128

Sources 1. Fans Guide 1983,

Fan  Information Bureau, Trivandrum.

2. Agricultural Statistics ia  Kerala, 1973

Directorate of Economic a aid Statistics, Kerala.
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2*11 is££&LalLa£hS&X&&4£S*
The d istrict is  served by a net mark o f credit institutions.

The Trivandrum Cl strict Co-operative Bank Limited makes

available short term and medium term loans through the 242 primary

service oo-operstlve societies a ffilia ted  to i t .  Several

commercial banks are also operating in  the d istrict with 233

bank branches o f which 139 arc in  rural areas.

Pour primary co-operative land mortgage banks operate 

in Trivandrum d istrict catering to tho long term credit needs 

of the farming community.

The lead bank aehmae was introduced In the d istrict in  

1969 snd Indian Overseas Bank i s  operating as tho load bank 

of the d istrict. Details of credit disbursed by the various 

financing institutions in  tha d istrict taring the year 1980-81 

are given in Table 2.8,

2*12 Agricultural holdings.

Distribution of operational te l dings according to size of 

holding in Trivandrum d istrict is  given in Table 2,9* More 

then 94 per cent of tho holdings belong to tho category e f  

less than 1 hectare in  size. This ostsgezy constitutes only 

63.8 per cent o f the total area o f the holdings.

2*13 MrtffiAlMraL B.llfill*

Average farm prices o f important agricultural commoditise 

in the d istrict fo r  tha period from 1960 to 1980 Is  glv«A in 

Table 2,10. Caahevnut registered the biggest increess in  

pries followsd by banana, tapioca, and cecenut. The percentage 

increase in 80-81 price o f ooCenut over 70-71 price was 84 per cent.



Table 2*8 Disburses ent of agricultural credit from different 
Institutional sources In Trivandrum District

SI*
No. Source Amount disbursed 

, (1982)
(h. In 000)

Per
centage

1. Commercial Banks 118411 60.71

2. District Co-operative Bank
Limited* 33827 20*32

3* Kerala Co-operative Central 
Land Mortgage Bask* 21001

^3039

10.77

100

Table 2*9 Distribution o f operational holdings In different 
else blesses In Trivandrum d istrict*

SU Site desses Mb. of Percentage
Mo* (hectares) ope**tional Area distribution

holdings ^  Ar

1. 0*02*0*99 310765 63492 94*2 63.8

2* 1.00-1.99 14310 19300 4.3 19.4

3. 2.00-3.99 3984 10331 1.2 10.6

4* 4.00-9*99 794 4360 0*2 4.4

3. 10 and above 127 1772 0.1 1.8

329980 99475 100 100

Sources Agricultural census -  1976*77
Directorate of Econenlos end Statlatlcsf Kerala*



Table 2*10 Average fam  prices o f important agricultural
oommoditlee grevn In tho d latrlet fo r  tha ported 
1960.61, 1970-71 and 1981*82

SOL*
Mo* Commodity U n i t 1960*61 1970*71 1981-82

1* Paddy 

2* Cooonut

3* Areeanut 

4. Tapioca 

9* Caahetmut 

6 * B a n a n a

to./qtl

It* / 1 0 0 0  
No a*

f e ./ q t l

te./qtl

8s, / 1 0 0  
No a.

40*91(100) 90*99(223) 114*40(282)

219*09(100) 971*30(269) 1090*30(488)

27.34(100) 37.30(137) 83*4(307)

7.74(100) 20.99(266) 47.17(610)

77.32(100) 139.93(181) 731*56(949)

6.73(100) 19.69(234) 91.19(799)

7* Pappar h./qtl 404.99(100) 616*29(192) 1160*94(287)

Sources Pam glide 1983*

Pam Information Bureau, Trivandrum.

2* Agricultural Statlatiea In Kerala 1975,

Directorate o f Eeononiea and StatAetica, Kerala*

(Flgurea in parentheses ahov the percentage Increaae 
in  prleea during the yeare 1570*71, and 1981-82 

ever 1960-61 price le v e l).
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ABOUT THE KERALA AGRICULTURAL DEWSjOPMEHT PROJECT

The p n iM k  itudjr deals with certain aspects of tho 

impact of Kerala Agricultural Development Project in 

Trivandrum d istrict. I b order to enable tho reader to view 

tho analysis* whieh follow, in  proper perspective i t  is  fe lt  

that o brief summary o f the relevant aspects o f the project 

would be useful* This chapter i s  an attempt in that 

direction* The main source of infeimatlon here is  the 

project document itse lf*

The Kerala Agricultural Development Project formulated 

by the Government of Kerala was approved fo r  World Bank 

assistance in Febxuar/ 1977. The project has* as it s  main 

objective* the improvement in productivity o f major foreign  

exchange earning tree crops and pepper* with emphasis on 

the economic u p lift  o f the w a l l  holders* The project 

comprises the following programmes*

( i )  Hew planting o f coconut in  9000 hectares in 

Caxmwore and Helsppurmi districts*

( i i )  Rehabilitation of coconut* including replanting

of senile and unproductive palms, In 90000 hectares 

in the d istricts o f  Camnmsore* Kozhikode* 

Halappuram and Trlvandnau 

( i i i )  Provision of minor irrigation  fa c il it ie s  In 1000 

hectares of area newly planted and 7900 hectares 

in  rehabilitated area of coconut*



( I t ) Intercropping In coconut areas -  26900 hectares of

various garden crops an ltr unirrlgatad gardens and 5000
* t

hectares of cocoa* 5000 hectares fodder and 2900 heetaree 

of other erope in irrigated cooonut gardens.

(v ) Rehabilitation of 10000 hectares o f pepper Including 

replanting o f uneconomic vine in 1000 hectares in 

CamnaBore* Wyned* Idukkl and Kottayam d istricts.

(v l )  Rehabilitation of state owned cashew plantation of 2280 

hoetaroe and new plantings of 1470 hectares in Cannanore 

d istric t by providing ssslstsneo to Plantation Corporation 

of Kerala*

(v i i )  Establishing sssd gardens fo r oooonut* cashew, oocos

and aplcas eovoring 459 hectarss in Malappuran d istrict.

( v i l i )  EstaHlshnent o f tan orach rubber factories each of 

tan tome capacity per day by providing aaaistance to 

8o«operatlvo Rubber Marketing Societies*

( ix )  Strengthening of research by Central Plantation Crops 

Rsseareh Institute (CPCRI), Kerala Agrleultural 

University and Indian Rubber Board*

(x ) Provision of improved extension service and investment 

of credit fa c i l it ie s  fo r  project participmats.



The Project i t  phased ever a parlod e f saw an years at 

a total ooet of about fc*6*10 1akhs. 4 ouonary e f  project 

cost is  given In Appendix X*

The oooonut end pepper development components e f  the 

project mentioned as i t  ana 1 to v above ere otherwise named 

as an a l l  holders’ Fare Dev dope snt« For the impl meant at lea  

e f the ewe w d  fo r the eeteblitfmwt e f seed gardens, 

Government e f  Kerala has oonetltutad a Special Agricultural 

Devalopment Unit (3ADU) under the overall control e f the 

Agricultural Production Corneleeioner. A project co-ordination 

eonmittee with representatives e f a ll  participating agencies 

as g lv w  in Appwdix 11 w d  a Joint Technical Coanittee fo r  

evaluating the progress e f research work aa given in 

Appendix 111 have been constituted by Goveraaent*

As the presw t study sine at evaluating the 

perfosnaitee o f the coconut rehabilitation sub project, 

salient features of the awe are dealt with in  detail 

hereunder*

3*1 ffraditt

Rehabilitation of oooonut including replanting of senile 

and uneconomic palms waa programmed to be achieved in 90000 

hectares ever e period e f seven years from a gross project 

area o f 37900 hectares* A package approach on an area bade  

waa conceived in the project fo r  the purpose* Giving due



consideration fo r  tho faetoro lik e  incidence of posts and 

diaoasos, senility «id  low productivity of plantations, 

koonoss of f  aimers to participate, rocoptlvonoss toy 

fanners to oxtonsion service advice, availab ility  o f 

adequate ground water resources fo r  irrigated  development, 

availability’ of contiguous areas fo r the type of development 

proposed etc. 75 package units of 500 hectares each were 

selected fo r the implementation of the rehabilitation  

programme* Li at of units identified fo r cooonut rehabilitation  

la  fumldhad in Appendix IV,

5* 2 EolttjLSAuldEd*

Assuming 25 per cent response from the participating 

farmers in a package unit during the f i r s t  year, 50 per cent 

and 25 per cent responses during the second and third years, 

phasing fo r  the rehabilitation programs has besn projected 

as glvsn In  Table 3*1,

By the tine the f ie ld  etaff c u e  into position the 

planting seaaen of 1977-78 was over and hence the programs 

was rephased as given in Table 3*2,

Bench nark surveys ware carried out in  a ll  tha 75 unite 

Identified fo r  the program#. The results thereof indicated 

that farmers* participation would be forthcoming to the tune 

of 80 per cent thereby ensuring en effective area fa r  

rehabilitation of 400 hectares out o f 300 hectares available  

In each package unit.



Table 3*1 Cooonut rehabilitation progrcsne -  Project phasing

*>• ®* ______________£ r a J f s « - * * »n . . . . . --------------- .Tear package  ̂ Total
units* 1 2 3 4 5 6

(Area In hactarea)

(a ) Unlrrleatod

First 15 1125 2250 1125 -  4500

Sooond 40 *  5000 6000 5000 -  -  12000

Third 20 1500 3000 1500 -  6000

75* 1125 5250 8625 6000 1500 -  22500

(b ) Irriaatad

First 15 -  375 750 375 -  -  1300

Second 40 1000 2000 1000 -  4000

Third 20 -  500 1000 500 2000

Total 75* -  375 1750 2875 2000 500 7300

* 25 per cant of the cooonut pains are rehabilitated with

irrigation  and 75 per eent without irrigation  in the aspe 

Package units*

Sources KAEP -  Snail Holders Fans Dewalopnant Pregnane -

February 1978, SABI*
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TattU 3.2 Coconut rehabilitation pnogrmne -  revised 
phasing.

Year
No. o f
package
units*

Protest years

(a ) Uni irrigated

First 15

Second 40

Third 20

(Area in  hectares)

2700 1800 

3000 6000 3000 

1300 3000 1300

fbtal

4300

12000

6000

Total 75* 5700 9300 6000 1500 22500

(b ) Irrigated

First 15

Second 40

Third 20

375 750

1000

375

3000

500

1000

1000 500

1500

4000

2000

Total 75* 375 1750 2875 2000 500 7500

*  Sane units*

Source* KASP -  as a l l  holders Fani OereXopnsnt Programs -
February 1978* SABI*



5.3 Real anting t f  nmlmm.

Bench nartc surrey of the f ir s t  year units rereeled that 

the holdings exhibit wide variation in respect o f stand of 

oooonut pains ranging fron 16 to 320 trees per hectare* 

Further, percentage o f young (29 per cent) and senile trees 

(6 per cent) worked out to 35 per cent o f the total* I t  was 

estiaated that on an average the farcers would hare to 

replant 20 pains per hectare by way of senile and uneeononle 

pains* Quality seedlings required fo r  the purpose were 

programed to be supplied by the Department o f Agriculture*

An average stand of 175 pains per hectare o f a l l  healthy and 

high yielding pains was mvlsaged to be achieved at tha 

« d  of the project through selective thinning and replanting* 

Capital lnrestnent required fo r the replanting part o f the 

programs was estiaated to be I*  552 per hectare and was 

phased over e period ef 4 years*

3*4 ftlilMKgl. PnsU fftf*

Cultural practices would ha in acoordanca with tha 

package c f practices reeoaaended by the Depertnent e f 

Agriculture* For an adult pain 0*34 kg N, 0.17 kg 

and 0*68 kg K^0 and 2 kg delealt# e r  0*5 kg Jfagnasliia 

sulphate and 1 kg lln a  per tree was reeeaaended to ba 

applied. For tha replantad seedlings 1/10 of this do so 

would ba appliad after 3 nonths, 1/3rd a fter 1 year end St/3 rd
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i f  te r 2 years* This das* of ehsa&eal fa r t illz e ra  was raoMwandad 

ever and above 25 to 30 kg organic nenure to be applied par 

pain* A achedule of plant prstaation ooverlng two anaial 

prayings with fungioidas and traataant with BHC 10 par eant 

and sand in tha la a f ax ils  fa r  saadlings was also racoaaendad 

fo r  cooonut under tha pro grama a*

3*5 laH M lB B to i*

Ooaoai Intarplanting of cocoa was recommended to ha 

adopted only under irrigated condition in  gardens where the 

stand of trees would not exeeed 175 par hast are. • tha crop 

was proposed to ha organised in continuous and oonpaot areas 

with a view to fac ilita te  primary processing and marketing 

on oollactive basis. Single rows with an average stand of 

950 plants par hectare* was generally recommend ad fo r  this  

intercrop though double row planting was also permitted*

At planting tine application of 10 tonnes o f organic 

manure per heotare end in the subsequent years 1 kg of 

10<At 14 NPX fe r t i l iz e r  mixture was ress— ended to ha 

applied per plant.

A capital oo at of fe*2180 by w q of input and wagea fo r  

tha f ir s t  three years of tho project towards plttitlng cocoa 

In 0.80 heotare. out of 1 hectare Irrigated coconut was 

projected in the prograssie.



Nixed f  aiming under the project wee proposed to he 

encouraged only where irrigation  fa c il it ie s  could be provided. 

Hybrid Napier or Ouinoe grass nixad with suitable fodder 

legumes was recommended to be planted as intercrop, the 

carrying capacity fixed aa per the lending models was 3 

cows per hectare e f interplanted area* On the basis o f 

lb* 2500 per cow and h* 1000 fo r  cattle shed and lb* 1752 fo r  

the eatahll absent of fodder during the f i r s t  year* a total 

capital investment of h* 10252 par hectare was project ad to 

ba required fo r tha nixed f  arming compenent of tho project* 

Organic manure at tha rata of 20 tonnes per hectare and 

inorganic fe r t i liz e rs  at tha rata a f 50 kg PgOj and 50 kg 

K̂ O was reeomm ended at tha tin a af planting o f fbdder*

After each cutting 18.5 kg N was also roooassended to be 

applied to tha grass. In addition to this* two sp lit  

dosos of 25 kg P205 and 50 kg KjO par hectare each also 

ware to be applied before and after tha nonaocn*

Zn respect e f ooeoa aa well as fbdder* i t  was anvlsaged 

that only 0*80 hectare out o f 1 hectare w ill  be deroted fo r  

the sose* while the rasaining 0*2 heat are would be earmarked 

fo r  other intercrops lik e  vegetables* pulses* ginger* 

tapioca eta*

3*7 g j f e g r ia t m m i*

The unirrlgated models provide fa r  intercrops lik e  

tapioca* pul sea, ra liy  season vegetables and ginger* Under
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the Irrigated nodal also 0*23 hectare has been tm t ik td  fo r  

these ovopo to be selectively allocated*

An aeouut e f an* 1166 per hectare without irrigation  gad 

I .  1332 per heetere with Irrigation haa hean projected to ba 

required by way of annual operating coat fo r  theae annual a. 

Hawerer this did not fox* part of the project financing.

5*8 T liM

Benefits fra* the project were projected baaed on the 

following y ie ld  aasunptlona.

3 1 *
Ho. Crop Unit

f̂ re>*
project

Post-
projeot

1. Cooonut
(a ) Unirrlgated

(b ) Irrigated  

2* Co oo a

3* ? odder

4. Tapioca 
Unirrlgated 
Irrigated

5* Pul sea
Unirrlgated 
Irrigated  

6* Vegetables 
Unirrlgated 
Irrigated  

7* Ginger
Unirrlgated 
Irrigated

3. Milk

nut a/tree

kg dry beana/ 
hectare

kg/hectare

kg/hectare

n

«

*
ft

Litres/cow/day

21

21

8750
8750

125
125

1500
1500

4 0

60

650

30000

12500
15500

350
400

3000
3730

3300
4230
3.7



3*9 Irr iga tion .

Tho. project provided t o r  irrigation  support fo r 7500 

hectares of rehabilitated oooonut gardens* Investments 

supported under the project were to eever new dug wells* 

deepening and repair o f existing walla* installation e f f i l t e r  

point in sandy aoll a* supply and Installation of electrically  

operated pump sets* The smaller holdings ef leaa than 1 hectare 

were recoosaended to be provided with 1*5 H*P* puaps and 

holdings of no re than 1 hectare wera e lig ib le  fo r  ptmpsata 

of3H*P* and above.

Capital investment o f fc*380Q ( f i l t e r  point %• 1200 

punp fe« 1900 and installation charges RuTOO) fo r  holdings 

up to 1 hectare* %. 11550 (Punp 2850 Installation charge 

te* 700 and well Rs. 8000) fo r  holdings of 1 hectare and above 

and an annual operating cost of %• 200 excluding f  w i ly  

labour were projected as requirement under the irrigation  

esnpenent o f tho programs*

3*10 gj|lJMt8iUs

Typical fern development operations related to tho 

rehabilitation programme ware represented by font models 

incorporated as part of tho project and es reproduced in  

Appondleea 7 to TH* Models fo r  unirrlgsted development 

of oooonut are seen to have been built up on tho aanmptlen 

of o minimum holding size of 0*5 hectare. The no del a fo r  

irrigated development indicated that i t  i s  not financially
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viable to invest l n i a n r  well and •  3 HP punp set fo r hoi dingo 

lo ts  than 1 hootoro also* Znotallotlon of f l i t  or points or 

improvement of existing wells with 1.5 HP punp sots woo conceived 

os tho appropriate strategy fo r  irrlgotod development o f 

m ollor holdings of not loos thon 0.5 hootoro*

Tho nodols provide a rots of rot urn o f 40 por oont fo r  

unirrlgated development and 18 por oont fo r irrlgotod  

development of oooonut basod on 25 years stream e f eoots 

and benefits.

3*11 ^nil»Bi..,.aam ift«»

Capital investment required fo r tho programme wore 

financed twm  project funds routed through National Bank fo r  

Agricultural and Rural Development (formerly Agricultural 

Refinance and Development Corporation). This InOludaBtho 

following itm s.

1) Cost of replanting and maintenance o f replanted 

seedlings fo r  4 years under irrigated  condition 

end 5 years under unirrlgated oonditioa*

11) Cost of planting and maintenonoe o f eoooa fo r  

3 years under irrigated condition, 

i l l )  Cost of establishing fodder during the year of 

planting*

iv ) Cost of wall or f i l t e r  point Ineluding renovation*

v) Coat ef punp set s and installation charges 

including punp house.



v i )  Cost of cow to bo provided during the second 

year after establishing fodder, 

v i i )  Osst of cattle shod* 

v i i i )  Cost of land development.

lx ) toss of Inoone from the pro-project level, i f  any* 

during the in it ia l years o f the project.

The project provide financial support fo r  4 years 

under the irrigated condition and fo r 5 years under the 

unirrigated condition by which tine additional incane was 

expected to be forthcoming from tha investment. The 

operational expenses towards tho maintenance o f existing 

palms* maintenance cost of ooeoa from 4th year onwards* 

naintaaanoa oast of oows* cultivation expenses fo r  fodder 

from second year onwards and cultivation expenses of a ll  

annual crops adopted as intercrops from the beginning o f 

the project have to be found from other sources.

Maximum loans required fo r  the rehabilitation programs 

and tha income after debt service were estimated as follows!

Category
Maximum Inoone after
loan loan repayment

h » per hectare Rs./hectare

Without Irrigation
With irrigation  and cocoa 
as intercrop
With irrigation  and fodder 
and daisy

19800

22500

6400

10300

9300

5400



Tha loana taksn by project participants to finano* 

the Investments are to be repaid la  fu l l  with Interest 

from the 11th to 15th year as per the schedule of 

repayment to be fixed In each case* The lending 

institutions charge Interest at tho rate o f 10 per cent 

per annua fo r  snail farmers and 12*5 per cent fo r  others*

National Bank fo r Agricultural end Rural Derelopaenfc 

would route the financing through the prlmaxy land 

aortgage banka as well as tho amlaated Nationalised Banks* 

The State Oovennent i s  providing sn interest subsidy o f  

5 per cent fo r those who have availed the loan from the 

co-operative sector fo r  pronpt repayment.

Allocation of paeksgo units in  Trivandrum district 

•song barks participating In the landing programme under 

the project i s  given in Tabic 5*9*
Tabic 9*3 Allocation of units umng participating banka*

£ *  * * •  o t UBlt  S n e i.a L £ iB tB s ie L * tA £.
Prlnary Land Commercial 
Mortgage Bank Banks

1. Kadinamkulam PZJNB,
Trivandrum*

Central Bank 
of India*

2* Mangel apurma —do— —do—

9* Anayara —do— Indian Overseas 
Busk*

4. Vattiyoorkavu —do— —do—

9. Attippra -do* Union Bank 
o f India*

Table 3*9* (oontd*)



1

Table 3.3 (c o n d .)
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si.
No* Name o f unit

Prlaaiy Land 
Mortgage Bgdc

Coamercial
Banka

6. Azhoor P1MB,
Klllaanoor.

Bank of 
Baroda.

7* Keeshralon -do- -do-

8* Edakode -do- -do-

9* Cherunnlyoor •do* Indian Overseas 
Bank*

10* Hannapoor •do-* Bank of 
Baroda.

11. Karakulns •do* Union Bank 
of India.

12. Venpekal PLMB,
Neyyattinkara

State Bank of 
TTavancore.

13* Aarunkulin -do-* —do—

14* Poovar •do* —do—

15. Balaranapurw —do— Indian Overseas
Bank.

3*12 toatUM.tlPP. aRsLayBMUMMafr

' SAEU* la  functioning aa a separate entity under tha 

Agricultural Production Cosmiaaioner with exclusive sta ff  

and fa c ilit ie s *  The Chief Executive o f SAOU i s  tha 

QLreotor who alee functions as Secreteiy to Govenaeent 

to fac ilita te  oo-ordination of project activ ities at 

Government level* The Director la  assisted by one 

Additional El rector of Agriculture and two Joint Directors, 

(One Joint Director is  fo r  Finance and Adninistration



40

and the other fo r cred it), one Deputy Director (Monitoring), 

one Deputy Director (Animal Husbandry), One Assistant 

Director o f Agriculture* Necessary supporting staff hare 

also been provided for the project work.

Field Administration i s  looked after by 6 District 

Lerel O fficers namely Deputy Directors o f Agriculture 

in Casmanore and Callout and Assistant Directors of 

Agriculture in the D istricts of Malappuram, Kottayan,

Idukkl, Wynad and Trivandrum. In the d istricts  of 

Carmsnore, and Calicut the services o f one Assistant 

Director fo r  Animal Husbandry have also been provided.

At the unit level the services o f one Junior 

Agricultural O fficer and 2 Agricultural Demonstrators 

are provided. The working hours o f the fie ld  staff 

have been fixed from 8 AM to 3 PM ao as to fac ilita te  

effective f ie ld  v is its  during the morning hours. The 

fie ld  staff are expected to spend most o f their time in  

th* f ie ld  and help the fanners, In preparing individual 

fern production plans, loan applications, end also fo r  

keeping lalson with input supplying ageneles including 

lending agencies. The choice of the financing institution  

was le f t  to the fanner.
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ROTS* Of LITERATURE

Research vox* and published papers on tho lap act o f 

development projects similar to tho obo dealt with in tho 

present study are 1 in i tod* However, studies on tho 

dcvdopnant of oooonut, intercropping and mixed f  aiming 

techniques In oooonut gardons and on Irrigation  aro gemmae 

to tho present study* Tho gvailab&a literature  on thoao 

tspiss la  proaontod below by grouping tho aaao in 4 broad 

categories (a ) atudioa on oooonut eultivatlon mad production

(b ) atudioa on intoreropplng and nixed faiming in oooonut 

gardona (a ) atudioa on Irrigating oooonut gardens and 

(d ) atudioa on tho lap act of finance on orop production*

*•1 atudioa on Oooonut cultivation andPmductLon*

Tho cooonut curve? (1965# 66, 67) conducted by the 

Bureau o f Eoononlea and Statlotloa, K orda revealed that 

tho donaity o f coconut palna in  the at ate varied between 

220 and 290 per hectare which waa 30 to 50 per cent 

•ore thm  tho optima* Thla atudy alao indicated that only 

1 por cent o f tho palna were receiving chemical fe rt ilize rs . 

However, about 50 por cent o f tho palna wore found to 

receive organic nanurea though quantity applied waa veiy low*

An evaluation atudy node by tho State Planning 

Board ( 1969) to find the adoption o f inprovod agricultural 

praetlcea by tho paddy, coconut, arocanut, and tapioca 

growera in the atate revealed that 57 -  70 por cent of 

tho f a n  ora adapted fe r t i l is e r  application*



Smaple survty conducted by Dirac to rata o f Goeomit 

Development (1972) revealed that loss than 25 por coat o f 

tho coconut growers wore adopting fe r t i l iz e r  application 

and the average dooe was leas than 1*5 kg per pain*

Chandan Mukkerjee (1975) developed a statistica l 

nodal fo r  suggesting tho optimal yoar o f replacement for  

tho oooonut pain whooo yield  i «  declining over years 

after oonparlng tho not proaont worth o f tho likely  inoone 

fron tho tree to bo replanted and tha net presmt value 

of tho future at re an o f Inoone fion tho replantod seedling. 

h« also rooonnandid a phased replantation o f 50, 50 fo r  

old and uneconomic plantations requiring large aeale 

replmtatlon, that la  removal o f 50 por oont at tha optimal 

tine end the rest only after the now seedlings start 

yielding*

Radha (1977) after analysing tho y ie ld  reoordo at

Central Plantation Crops Research Institute, Kgrnakultfi

observed that application o f 3 kg Mftt fe r t i liz e rs  (05*0.5»

2*0) per tree per year with 50 kg o f green manure *td 500 kg

lino por core increased the yie ld  o f diseased pains by four

nuts por tree por yoar while the y ie ld  o f apparently

healthy palna increased by 11 nuts par tree per year*

I t  was also observed that intercropping with fbdder

grasses and lagunas lik e  hybrid Kepler, Styloaanthea aid

Peurarla under Irrigated conditions increased tho yield of

oooonut palna in different stages o f disease by 28 per cent 
on m  average*



Kaman l i  a l* (1977) based on studios on spacing in 

coconut conducted at soasnut research station P i ll  coda 

observed that there waa no significant dlffertnee in tha 

Individual pain yield msng the 3 apaelnga o f 22 f t .  25 f t  

and 30 f t  tried  under the triangular method o f planting.

Chandan Mukkerjae (1978) attempting to arrive at 

an ago dependent replantation no del suggested that low 

yielding pains should bo removed at tha early bearing stag# 

so that satlsfactoxy y ie ld  la  ensured from the palna during 

tha la te r  Stage. The model did not recommend removal of 

a«y pain even i f  i t  yielded vaxy low in  son# year during 

tha fu l l  bearing stage a a the probability o f the pain a 

recovering to c satisfactory level at the fu ll  bearing stage 

was found to be very high.

George (1978) in an economic analysis o f the 

rehabilitation of plantation eropa applying tha prinoipla 

o f not present worth o f the future stroma o f income from 

cooonut, suggested that i t  nay be better, in  economic 

texma to replace tha existing palna and su ffer a laaa o f 

lneona only whoa their y ie ld  daellnaa balow 15 nuts par 

Pain. Ha further subjected the pash flaw  to sensitivity  

analysis with a 15 par cant pries ahamge fo r cooonut (a t  

fc. 80 and fc* 60 for 100 nuta) and Ibund that tha old palna 

would qualify fo r replantation at 14 to 16 nuta per palm 

at tha above price level respectively.



Jacob Mathew (1978) m^lyslng the trend e f  area and 

production a f  oooonut in  Kerala fo r tho period 1957*58 to 

1974*75 by fitt in g  an exponential nodal found that tho 

compound rate o f growth fo r area undar cooonut in  Karel a 

at 3*26 per cant wee slightly lower than that fo r  tho country 

aa a whole which was 3*39 per eent* The rate o f growth o f  

productivity o f oooonut fo r tho period was found to be 

negative fo r tho state ( 1*66 per eent) and fa r  the oountxy 

(1*32 per eent)* *

H alliat gj,* (1978) conducted mi experiment to 

determine the NPK fe r t i lis e r  requirement o f 3 cooonut 

genotypes vis w.C.T. (Vest Coast T a ll), Dwarf x Tall and 

Tall x Dwarf and found that these genotypes did not d iffe r  

in  their performance in may o f tho treatments* Tha reaponsa 

Of t a l l  waa found to bo linear at the higher level o f 

fe r t ilis e rs  ie  10001100012000 m  per pain while the 

re le a se  o f fcyorlda to higher levels e f fe r t i liz e rs  waa 

negligible*

Petty mid Radhakrl ahnan (1978) in the atudioa eondueted 

at the Coconut Research station, Nileewar observed that 

•tea bleeding incidence in cecanut w e a r s  to be associated 

with deficient supply o f N o r an increase in  P content 

without a concomitant increase in other nutrients*

Pandurangslah j&* (1978) eonduetod a diagnostic 

study on the deterioration in yield o f  some oooonut gardens
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in Karnataka and observed that tha rad ta ils  of unhealthy 

gardans vara low la  Phosphorus* Potassium, Calcium,

*agneeiua and Zina oempared to tbosa of healthy ones* 

tha Back to ils  of sick gardens vara found to ba lav  la  

organic carbon, calcium, magnesium, phosphorus, zinc and
s

manganese.

Soil n a p it i  oollactad and analysed bjr Bhaakaran 

J l  j ! «  (197S) from araaa wfaara oooonut paint exhibit ad 

ponoll point disaaaa symptoms indieatod a low l a r d  e f 

nitrogen and phosphorus at a l l  l a r d s  of depth in  tha 

soils o f tha disease affected area* Among the mi ©ro

ust riant s Iron and Manganese contents vara la v  vhUe there 

vas no signifieant difference in Zlne and Goppar*

Application o f mioianutriasts alongwlth fe r t i liz e rs  

inoraasad tha girth of the palm.

Mathal (1979) studied the effect o f cultural practises 

on the y ld d  of oooonut palms in  Cooonut Research Station, 

Xumarakosa and found that the method of dean surface 

removal e f grass vas superior to the other 3 treatments 

tried namely ( 1 ) intercultivation vlth X diggings fo r  

asanas ( 2) perennial ©over e f legualneua crop ( 3) perennial 

cover o f grass*

— 1—  aaeamit

Ramblrsingh (1965) studied tho input output rdatien *  

ship of mixed faxming in Meexut d istrict and found that



combination of dairy with crop raising would inoraaaa 

gross farm income o f the fax* fsn llloa*

At Cantral Plantation Crops Raaaarch Institute, 

*asargode a nu ltl storeyed eropplng ay at an waa auoeaasfully 

aatabliahad from 1972. Tho crop oombimatioii oonaisted 

of oooonut ♦ poppor ♦ ooooa ♦ pineapple* Tho findings 

of CPCRX oftor seven years indicated that such a cropnix 

acquired a eapaoity to euetain it s e lf  without irrigation  

over a period o f time.

Singh j i  i l *  (1973) baaed on a etudy on tha impact 

of dalxylng on productivity and « ip lo y n «t  in  Sangrur 

district in  Punjab using linear pxogiunming technique 

advocated hasping tea buffaloes in  m a ll farms upto 

6 acres, three on medium farms between 3 and 17 aores and 

eight fo r  large farms o f above 17 seres fo r  optimising 

returns*

Nalr (1973) conducted a study at Cantral Tuber Crops 

Research Institute, Trivandrum on intercropping o f Cassava 

in oooonut gardens comp a  ring the shade tolerance end 

performance of 9 varieties. Considering the tuber y ield  

end quality of tuber of this stu$r, tha varieties lik e  

3*165, *012, H.2304 and H*1667 ware recommended fo r  growing 

in oooonut gordona*

Hriahl (1976) studied tho pesfexnanee o f 12 varlotloa  

of taplooo under the shade of oooonut palna in  the oooonut



Rasaaroh Stations P i l l  coda and Balarn®apura«u Ha found

H.163* H.2304, H*t687, H.312 and S. 1310 ean ho recommended 

fo r  growing in  oooonut gardens by following a fe r t i liz e r  

deaa of 75§ 73*73 kg per hectare o f KPK.

A t r ia l  conducted at coconut research station Pillcod#  

during 1967 to 1974 on intercropping coconut garden with 

annual crops (Kcnnan j *  j&* 1976) proved that intercropping 

haa resulted la  iacreaeed produetien e f nutc end enhanced 

the overall return from the oooonut garden* The increase 

in  nut production ranged from 2*70 per cent in groundnut 

intercropped area to 30*3 per cent la  tha Gelaeassla 

intercropped area* Among tha intercrops tapioca gave tha 

maximum net p ro fit per hectare ( I *  1303) followed by 

Colaeassia, Paddy* Pagi and Groundnut*

SubrtfttoaitfR and P i l la i  (1977) opined that raising 

fodder and n lleh  animal® is  a profitable venture as e 

ooaponent o f an intercropping progmaoe fo r eoeomt garden®.

Potty j |  j^ * (1977) on ohsorviag tho sanplee o f roots 

collected from the lnterapaces of pains intercropped with 

hybrid napier found that there was significant increase in  

the total bacteria end nitrogen fix ing bacteria counts 

in respect o f  tho cxporlncatal plot*

Kantian jjL* (1977) based on a t r ia l  on lntoiplanting 

eeeoa in oooonut gardens oonducted at oooonut raaoarch station



Pillcode observed that tha nat return on Intercropping o f 

ooooa In oooonut gardens vas te. 3933.80 par haetare undar tha 

single row planting o f ooooa* The net return increased to 

11*9480*20 under the double row ay at on of planting of ooooa* 

An increase of 6*3 nuta and 6*8 nuta par tree in  the eaae 

of oooonut vas also reported by then*

Singh j&  il.. (1977) in  a study o f tho re lative oosts 

sad returns of fodder crops in Meerut end Bulandsehr 

district a observed that tha average production coat o f 

different fodder crops was appreciably lew when coopered to 

the aasfcet rate*

Leela and Bhadkaran (1978) found that growing groundnut 

aa a reinfed intercrop in oooonut gardens registered a 

net additional Inoeae o f Rs.2772 per hectare realised through 

the sale o f intercrop produce and savings in expenses 

effected by d ipping certain cultural practices and inputs 

to tha nainerop* Tha coat benefit ratio worked out to it 1 *6*

A atudy conducted by Menon end Nalr (1978) on the 

effect of intercropping with tubercrops in  root w ilt  

af footed oooonut gardens at GPCRX, K a y fk u lf  brought to 

light tha beneficial af facta of intercropping with Elephant 

foot ym  and yma  with oooonut. A blight decline in  

snrerity o f disease was noticed in  the plots intercropped 

with the above two* Yield of tuber waa highest la  tha ease 

c f tapioca* The east benefit analysis showed that coconut



and tapioca gave tho highest nst return per rupee invested 

(30 per oent more Income) •

Petty < 1978) booed on m  experiment la id  out In oooonut 

research station N ile  ewer recommended that rlea9 groundnut, 

sweet potato ean ba successfully raised la  trenehee of 

3 a x 4 a with 0.3 m depth while tapioca, redgrma, sesaaom 

gad ginger can be raised in beds © f 4 m x 4 m x 0 * 3 n t o b e  

prepared In  the lnterapeee of oooonut.

A f ie ld  experiment conducted at CPCRX Kaymkuian during 

1973-77 (N a ir and Subramonims 1978) mi tha performance o f  

four fodder erops in  oooonut garden under rainf ed end 

irrigated conditions proved that tha graminaceous fodders 

Puss giant# NB21 and Guinaa graaa were on a par in herbage 

yield  but gave significantly higher yield  then the legume 

stylo sant has both under rainf ed and irrigated  conditions*

The increase in the yield  of green fodder due to irrigation  

waa highest in  the ease of NB^ (95 per cent) followed 

by Pusa giant (44 per oent) under rainf ed condition and 

during dry season, highest groan fodder y ie lds were obtained 

from Guinea grass.

Santhe N e lli ah j£  j& . (197S) studying the footer 

product relationship and fmslly labour «ployment In mscLl 

oooonut gardens ef Karnataka reeomnended crop diversification  

and integrating livestock activ ities fo r  stabilising  

farm income *id  «pleyment.



Another study conducted by Thomas Vargheee || j&* (1978) 

at CPCRX Kaaargode revealed that ralalttf tubercrops had no 

advaraa effect on the main erop of oooonut, provided the 

amae intercrop was not grown on tha same plot every year 

and that both tha intercrop and main crop ware manured 

adequately and separately. A 9 per eent increase in  yield  

o f coconut ovor pro experimental y ield  wee obtained when 

tapioea and elephant yea, sweet potato# ginger and turmeric 

were grown In rotation as int arc reps and 13 per cent increase 

when greater ym$ leaser yam, eolacassia, and ehineae potato 

were rotated. Besides giving higher net returns per unit 

eras# intercrop generated additional eaployaent of about 

130 nan d^ra par hectare par year.

Another study conducted at CPCRI Kaaargode by Thomas 

Varghese j£., (1978) on the beneficial interaction of 

oooonut -  coca erop combination revealed that tha combination 

has brought about favourable alterations in the factors 

affecting erop production is  so il temperature and so il 

fe r t i lity .

Thomas Vandiaaa at j l#  (1978) observed that under 

irrigated conditions competition among the erop a grown in  

the eropmlx esn be overcome by Judicial input maziagcmant. 

Reduction in the productivity o f main crop and that o f  

Intercrop m«r result i f  management practices wars inadequate 

and incompatible.



Kurlan (1979) recommended multi storeyed cropping in 

oooonut gardens as m  affective method fo r imoreasiag 

agricultural production por unit area per unit of time* 

According to him Intercropping ean he eucceaefully adopted 

when the palm a are in the age group of 2D to 70 years#

Jain and Rao (1980) suggested a re lative net return 

index as a now approach to analyse tha yield  data in 

intercropping systam. the Index suggested la  RNR -

S1X1,2 where YiYj ere yields of the 1th major 
Pi Y ii

crop por hectare and jth  intererop per hectare respectively 

of 1 -  jth  erop combination. Pi Pj are prices of 1th 

major crop and jth  intercrop respectively# Y ii i s  y ield  

e f 1th sole erop per hectare, 01 j  i s  the d ifferentia l coat 

of cultivation of ( l - j ) t h  crop combination In comparison 

to ith  sole erop#

Rao and Singh (1980) baaed on their studies on tha 

oost and return from different eross bred cows covering 

130 house holds in  Kernel city found that net Inoone per 

milch eow waa positive in  ease of a l l  the breeds and 

highest fo r  Hoi stain eross# I t  was lb# 1003 fo r  Jergy cross, 

h# 1084 fo r  Brownswlaa cross mad I# 2133 fo r  Holstein cross.

Jaggit Singh and Singh (1981) also studied the 

eoononle performance of different apeoiea o f mlleh «timals 

purchased using the loan fa c ility  offered by state Bank of 

Patiala# The results of this itu^r revealed that dairy



m terprlss with non de script local cows i s  not a profitable  

proposition. Croaa brad eowa on tha other hand provided 

tha highest returns on tha inveatnant and could bo considered 

aa a bankable preposition.

Yashwanth (1965) made a ease atudy o f six  farms in 

Uppathur v illage , Ramanathapuram district* I t  has revealed 

that provision of irrigation  has been instrummatal fo r  

aultivatiott o f more profitable crops and nore intensive 

cropping In the fem e. Gross value o f fa in  output increased 

fron fc.97*43 to h. 1128.78 per sore consequent to irrigation .

Yenklteaan (1973) analysing the y ield  data o f CPCRX 

Kaaargode observed that 92 per ead  of tha irrigated  palna 

eone to bearing before 10th year aa against only 1*4 par cent 

ef the unirrlgated palms. Similarly tha average productivity 

per palm during the pre and poet irrigation  periods waa 

observed to be 6.98 and 18.46 mite per palm per asm* 

respectively.

The evaluation reports o f tho fltaall Farmers Development 

Agency, Canngnore (1973) and Qullen (1988) report inoroaontal 

benefit to M a ll and marginal farmers aa a result o f miner 

irrigation  fa c il it ie s  provided.

In a study conducted by Nelllat and PadMtfa (1976) to 

determine tha irrigation  requirement of coconut and optimal



fe r t i l iz e r  dose under Irrigated conditions at CPCRX Kasargoda 

i t  waa concluded that during early hearing stage o f  coeomit 

the irrigation  requirement was found to bo 660 to 680 an 

par dry season* West coast t s l l  variety responded favourably 

to sp lit application of 750 gn N 670 ga and 1500 ga K^>,

170 ga N(p per palm per year with summer irrigation*

Bhaakaran and Lada  (1977) oondueted studies on 

summer irrigation  in Cooonut Reaaaroh Station, Nileswar 

end recorded Increase In yield at 214*9 per sent, 130*1 per 

sent, 57*4 per cent end 33*8 per eent in  the yield groups 

of below 20 nuta, 20-40 nuta, 40-60 nuts nod 60-80 nuts par 

pain per amass reap actively.

In anbther study conducted by Shadearan and Leala 

(1978) at Coconut Research Station, Nileswar I t  waa found 

that the y ie ld  of coconut increased by 31 nuts per pain 

per year due to supplementary basin Irrigation  given during 

rummer months. Among tho different y ie ld  groups under study 

naximun response was given by lew yield  groups (20-40).

The ban d it cost ratio of irrlgatieu  waa estimated aa 

more than 3.

In their comprehensive study on tho impact of Snail 

Farmers Development Aganey, Tiiehur on tho target group ef 

farmers^ Radhakrishnan and Rsjamdran ( 1981) have concluded 

that there was significant ehange in  tha re lative inpertanee 

of various crops raised by the beaafielarias in  productivity



of crops and in mplsymant o f labour as a result o f 

availability  of irrigation.

4.4 fopart pi niuem  ga m p m m Itoa*
Aeeordlng to a study* oonduotad by Reserve Bank of India 

during 1969, even In tha v illages which borrowed relatively  

large mounts e f  loans fo r oooonut eultivation,the leve ls  

of different Inputs were below tho optimal dosages.

Singh j$, (1971) observed that the inadequacy of

credit to supplement own resources was one o f the important 

constraints in  increasing agricultural production.

Singh j&  j l .  (1971) and Singh and Jha (1971) identified  

the Inadequate availab ility  o f capital aa a major cause fo r  

low productivity and blow adoption of technology on a 

majority of Indian farms.

Desal and Deaai (1971) studied tha problem a of credit 

needs in a changing agricultural sector with particular 

rsfaranee to national policies. The atudy was conducted 

in  Baroda d latrlet o f Gujarat using lin ear programing 

technique. Per farmer and per sere or edit use was found to 

Increase with advances in taehnolegy and expansion of 

irrigation . Increased credit use in changing agriculture 

Increased farm income and provision of farm credit would 

therefore be rmuneratlve. The study aim  suggested to 

adopt e preferential approach concentrating on those farmers 

who do not have adequate amounts of their own finance but 

have the potentialities fo r Increasing farm income with tha
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help of additional credit supply* Aggregate approach was 

found to lead to over supply a f credit In many eases and 

under supply in some eases*

Zn an impact study on credit on fana Inoone conducted 

in  Vest Godavari d istrict using linear programming technique 

Subramonyam and Patel (1973) found that credit i s  important 

fo r the adoption o f new technology and fo r bringing more 

area under high yielding varieties* They recommended that 

credit policy should be biased In favour of the w a l l  farmers.

Agrawal j$  j£.« (1974) studied the potentialities of 

increasing farm income through credit and new technology in 

Jaipur d istrict using linear programing technique* They found 

that provision o f additional erodlt Increases tho fans inoone 

even at the existing level of technology by 41 per cent*

The Increase in income reported was 73 par eent while adoption 

of technology and additional credit were combined*

Based on their study on tho role of various economic 

factors in determining demand fo r  credit, Sanaa and Prasad 

(1978) observed that Irrigation  had a significant role in  

augmenting credit needs of the fansera*

* Original not sew*
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METHODOLOGY

Tho present study alms at analysing tha impact o f tho 

oooonut rehabilitation programs Implemented as a part of 

tho Korala Agricultural Development Project In Trivandrum 

dlatrlet* In ooonomlo terms the direct impact of any 

agricultural development project has to ba viewed In the 

ligh t of benefits neted out to the participants lay way 

ef additional Inoone* Intangible evidences such as 

ehangss in the knowledge, attitude and d i i l l  o f tho farcer 

are also important in studying the impact o f an extension 

cum development project* However fc r  the present study 

emphasis i s  given to the economic benefits from the 

programme.

The ultimate returns from mo agricultural holding 

arc the net result of very mmoy factors such as 

productivity o f land, climatic factors, cropping 

pattern adopted, intensity o f cropping, productivity 

of crops, input management, cultural practices adopted, 

factor and produet prices and the nstreprenurial talents*

The project cought to optimise the income o f tho 

faroers from their holdings ty combining e l l  manageable 

factors. Xnforoation by way e f pro and post project 

levels o f cropping intensity, arse irrigated, average 

quantity of fe r t i lis e rs  used, area treated against pests 

and disaases, cultural practices adopted etc would be a



r d l i t t t  indicator ef the efforts put in under the program# 

fo r  the development e f the holding* However there ere 

f  actors lik e  the vagaries s f  climate, endemic outbreaks e f 

posts w d  diseases which aer gs bayond the control o f the 

project end which influence the ultimate benefits accruing 

to the farmers* A comparison of pest project leve ls of 

aohlcvweat In respect of the beneficiaries with those 

e f the nonpartieipating fanners would be relevant to get 

w  idee e f  the growth rate due to factors ether than the 

project*

Fifteen package unite were identified fo r implementing 

the oeeeaut rehabilitation pregrwme in  Trivandrum district* 

One s f  these units was dropped due to technical reasons*

Thus, the project is  new under implwentatien in 14 units 

only w d  therefore the universe fo r the present investigation 

i s  the 14 unite,where the prsgrwne i s  under lmplwwtgfclen* 

Taking into account the lim itation e f tine w d  ether 

resources, i t  was decided to pressed with a sw p le  survey 

e f  100 beneficiaries e f  the project end 22 non beneficiaries*

A two stage rwden swpling procedure was adopted in  selecting 

the ew ple , the f i r s t  stage being the package unite in 

Trivandrum d istrict w d  the second stage, the bw efle ie ries  

ef the units* Aa i t  takas at least $ years fo r  fu l l  

benefit to accrue fron manuring o f eeeenut, the ultimate 

swpling unite were confined to the beneficiaries who



conpleted participation la  the project fo r  at least 3 years 

by 1982- 83. The l i s t  e f beneficiaries under the project 

t U l  the sad o f 1980-81 was therefore oellected iron each 

of the existing 14 units in  th# d istrict. Since the nunber 

o f beneficiaries in the different units varied widely# 

ample units free each package unit was fixed in proportion 

to the nunber of beneficiaries in  the unit# U n itin g  the 

ample else to 100. The uni twice nun her o f beneficiaries 

selected accordingly is  given in Table 3.1.

Table 5.1 Unit-wise nun bar of beneficiaries cel acted fo r  
the study.

SL.
Ho. Nane of unit Total Area covered No. of

beneficiaries t i l l  80-81 beneficiaries
in each unit (Hectares) selected

1 . Keen isr aim 344 268 11

2. Vattlyoorkavu 362 376 11

3. Balarsnapume 404 379 13

4. Mannspoo r 272 203 8

5. Bdakode 217 173 7

6. Mangalapurna 109 109 3

7. Anayara 137 122 4

8. Attlpra 166 116 5

9. Karakdlan 347 321 11

10. Poovar 309 259 10

1 1 . Venpakal 317 259 10

12. Cherunniyoor 71 51 2

13. Ashoor 39 108 2

14. Karinkulaa 97 64 3

3211 2808 100



One of tho objectives o f the study wee to inrestlgate 

the benefits accrued to the Scheduled Coatee/Scheduled Tribes 

from the project* None of the 100 participants selected fo r  

the atudy of the project in  general represented the S.C/S. T. 

category* The total nunber o f beneficiaries under this 

category who participated t i l l  the end of 1980-81 in  a l l  

the unite was only 12 and hence data from a l l  the beneficiaries 

were collected fo r  the purpose*

For collection of eonparablo data in  respect o f non 

participating farmers from tha project area# 22 fans era 

were selected puxposlvely by allocating the number to the 

different units in proportion to tho project participants 

selected in each unit*

5*2 Beta.

Primary data ware collected fron the selected 

beneficiaries during the period April to August 1983 using 

a wall structured schedule. Gopy o f the schedule is  glvsn 

in Appendix V III. The respondents ware personally interviewed 

to collect the required lnfomatieh. Pre project and pest 

project data covering the fbllewing aspects wore collected.

( 1 ) lend use pattern ( 2) production «td  productivity of crops

(3) investment estimated# sanctioned and spent fo r  each itea

(4 ) details of irrigation fa c ility  acquired and utilised

(3 ) input nanagenent and cultural practices adopted fo r various 

crops ( 6) disposal of products and income thereof and (7 ) details  

of livestock purchased# maintenance oost and returns* Besides#
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an opinion survey waa also conducted to bring out tho 

inpraasion of tho participating farm ora about tho oont ant 

of tho project and tho nodo o f it a  implementation*

Tho pro projset detail a oo 11  acted and kept in  tho 

aoloetod oooonut paekago unit a of Trivandrum district woro 

gathered and ehocked with the information e lic ited  during 

the personal interviews. Similarly individual fare production 

plana drawn up by the f ie ld  staff in  respect o f the selected 

participating fanners baaed on wMeh loans ware sanctioned 

by the financing institution wePe gone into in detail and 

data collected ao aa to oonparo i t  with the actual f ie ld  

performance. Since no at of the f  am era were not in the habit 

o f keeping farm reoords» information furnished by than waa 

baaad on their memory* Along with the interview, f ie ld  

verifieation  was also resorted to fo r  sueh o f the it  ana 

lik e  areas allocated fo r different crops, livestock maintained, 

condition of the farm and livestock, condition a o f the crops 

than available, estimate of y ields from tha same based on 

visual observation etc* I t  i s  expected that the inaccuracies 

which are like ly  to creep into sueh post operation studies 

could be minimised in  the present study through the 

procedure followed in this Investigation*

5*3 fogjft Qt flPllYftU*

Out of 100 holdings selected from the 14 package units 

functioning in  the d latrlet, 4 f  am era, oven after the



smetlon of tho Iona did not either g ra il o f tha loan or 

u tilize  tha mount fo r  tho daralopnent o f their holdings 

due to various reasons* Analysis of the data has therefore 

bean confined to the remaining 96 beneficiaries, who have 

bean grouped into throe category* Among tho 96 selected 

beneficiaries 29 happened to be those who opted fo r  

unirrlgated development. These 29 erne under category I .  

Though the remaining 67 fam ars applied fo r  loans fo r  

development ef their holdings with irrigation  fa c i l it ie s  

and the loans were sanctioned by the financing institution, 

13 beneficiaries could not instal pump sets and Irrigate  

their faxms due to unforeseen d ifficu lt ie s  that crept in  

during the operation and so their plots s t i l l  remain 

unirrlgated* These 13 eases wars considered aa a separata 

eategozy (Category I I )  fo r  the purpose of analysis* The 

remaining 34 sample farmers c a t  under category III*

Tha respondent farmers under tha 3 categories ware further 

classified  into 3 sub classes on tho basis o f holding 

size as given In Table 5*2*



Tata* 5*2 dassiflea tion  a f tha respondents.
i* a a

Categeiy Unirrlgated holdings af and below 
0.40 haotara.

Category lb

Category Ic

Category I Ia

Category I I  b

Category l i e

Category I l i a

Category XlXb

Category XIXe

Unirrlgated holdlnga o f 0.40 to 
0*80 hectare,

Unirrlgated holdlnga o f above 
0*80 hectare*

Loan with irrigation  ooaponent but 
fa iled  to provide irrigation  -  holdlnga 
of 0*40 hectare and below*

Loan el th irrigation ooaponent but 
fe lled  to provide irrigation  •  holdlnga 
of 0*40 -  080 hectare.

Loan with irrigation  ooaponent but 
fa ile d  to provide irrigation  -  holdlnga 
of and above 0*80 hectare*

Loan with irrigation component of
0.40 hectare and below.

Loan with irrigation  component of 
0*40 to 0*80 hectare*

Loan with irrigation ooaponent of and 
above 0*80 hectare.

Statistical analysis was done separately fo r  each 

class so as to fa c ilita te  eoaparisen*

Analysis end Interpretation e f the data were atteapted 

on the following aspects o f the prehlea*

a. Characteristics e f the participating farmers*

The respondents were elaeelfled  Into different Classes 

based on holding else, income and occupation and tabulatad*



b. Project Investment*.

Categorywise, bolding also wise and itemwlse details  

e f investment estimated, sanctioned and spent under the

project were worked out and are presented in tables*
►

c* Pre and Post project Cropping Pattern.

Pre and post project details in respect o f land use 

pattern, cropping intensity and average stand of cooonut 

per hectare In respect of different size classes under each 

category have also been worked out and presented in  the 

fora o f Tables*

Comparison was also made between the cropping pattern 

aa prescribed in the individual production plans and aa 

adopted by the beneficiaries so as to knew the extent o f  

deviation*

d. Input management and Cultural practices at the pre and 
post project levels*

Pre and post project date on irrigated area, organic

manure used, fe r t iliz e rs  applied, plant protection measures

adopted and intercultivation practised fo r  the various crops

In tho d lfferant size desses under each eategozy wore

walked out* Por hectare doses e f Inputs used at the pre and

post project leve ls were compared* Rdevant details are

presented in the fora of Tables*

e* Changes in Crop Output and Yield rates.

Total as well as average yield o f oooonut as w d l as 

tha intercrops taken up under the project along with tha
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■ ilk  y ie ld  from livestock at the pro and pest project levels  

were siso worksd out la  respect o f different size desses  

fa llin g  under each category*

f .  Increase ia  Income*

Pre project gross fare sad net fane Income at base 

level prices as trail as 1982 prices were worked out fo r  

different size classes in each category and eonpared i t  with 

1982 level inoone after the iapleaentatlon o f the project* 

Average inoone per holding and per hectare were also worked 

out and preaentad*

g. Coaparlaon of the Efficiency of different approaches fo r  
development followed in the Project*

Devdopaent of the cooonut holdings under Irrigated  

as w d l as unirrigatsd conditions waa tsksn up under tha 

projset* Pre and pest projsct data in respect of each 

Category have been worked out covering the various indicators 

of progress as mentioned under items 2 to 5 shove and 

presented in the form of Tables* A coaparlaon of the seme 

would help in determining the efficiency of irrigation*

Another aspect studied in  this connection is  the 

study of the relative efficiency of different intercrop a 

in increasing the net return o f tha growers* Detail a of 

cost and return in respect of cocoa* banana# tapioca and 

dairying fo r  the different d assss  ware walked out* Based 

cn the same average annual net return per hectare fo r  

these intercrop a ware estiaated and oompared*



Concepts and Dafinitiona

5.4

V«nkatara»anan and Prahladaehar (1980) defined an 

unchanging cropping pattern aa a situation where the 

respective areas under a l l  crops bear tha sans proportion 

te the gross cropped area ovsr tha years. The rate o f 

growth in individual crops d iffering significantly fron 

the rate o f growth of gross cropped eras was taksn by than 

ae evidence of change in cropping pattern. They took the 

are*»gross cropped aree*elasticity which could be defined 

either as the ratio of tha rats e f growth ef area under s 

erop to the rate o f growth in gross cropped area or as 

the ratio of the eras under the crop to the gross cropped 

area before and after the change te measure the shift in 

cropping pattern*

5*5 (f f lB B lla g .ia lli it f .

Johl and Kapur (1979) have defined cropping Intensity 

as the ratio of ares cropped te total cultivated ares and 

expressed as a percentage.

Cropping intensity «  Area cropped x 100
Total cultivated ares

5*6 Yield ner hactare (Production efficiency).

Production efficiency of e project with respe^ct to any 

particular crop enterprise can be expressed in  terns o f  

percentage and can be compared with everegs y ie ld  at the 

pre project level (Johl end Kapur 1979).
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For egs

Wheat y ie ld  per hectare of f a n  A 
a ftar irrigation

Wheat y ie ld  par hectare o f Fan  A

before irrigation

Production efficiency of 
irrigation

3*7 Fan Inane*

Chauhati j i  g i* (1972) referred to gnaa  inoone aa the 

value at prevailing prices o f retained aa well aa naxfceted 

erop output and alee the inoone fren a llied  aetivitiea aueh 

aa dairy* go at a and poultry* In  tho preaent m alyais the 

&fferenee in groaa f a n  inoone at tho pre and poet project 

lev el a and eorreepeading net f a n  inoone were taken aa 

indieatore o f progreee* Oreaa f a n  inoone noshed out 

thereon ineluded value o f erop output both nain crop and 

byproduct including those uaed fo r  ooneunption purposes, 

calculated at the prieea prevailing at the baae year aa 

wall aa at 1982 price level a* Met f a n  inoone waa arrived 

at by deducting from groaa inoone ooat o f aeeda* hired 

hunno labour* hired bullock labour* hired naehinery* nanurea 

and fe rt iliz e rs , insect!cldea and fungicides, Irrigation  

and fuel ehargea and repair and maintenance charges ie  

ooat e*

13 qtla*

10 qtla*

13 a 100 
10

130 per eent
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

6*1 Characteristic* of the Beneficiaries

In this section an attempt is  mads to present tha 

background information about tha general economic conditions 

o f the participating fanners in the programme*

6 * 1*1 MYMl&fl*

The coconut package units are mainly concentrated 

in  the 3 taluks of Neyyattinkara, Trivandrum end Chirayinkil. 

Out of 14 units 13 are located in these taluks* with the 

result that 83*33 per eent of the beneficiaries selected in  

the ample also happened to be from these taluks* The taluk* 

else sod category-wise distribution of amples was as given 

in Table 6* 1*

Table 6*1 Taluk-wise and category-wise distribution of ample*

£ : oi tiiuk S litS* No* of smples covered under each
M tU M B g ____________________________________
X IX XXX Total

1 . Neyyattinkara 4 15 7 13 35(36.48)

2* Trivandrum 4 - 4 13 17(17.71)

3* Chirayinkil 3 7 m 21 28( 29*16)

4. Nedumangad 1 7 2 7 16(16.67)

14 29 13 54 96( 100)

(Figures In psrsnthesss are percentages to total)*



6*1.2 Hold!as size-wise distribution of aWPlai*

Table 6*2 shove the distribution o f tho bonsfloierlos 

In different holding size subclasses. I t  ean be seen that 

91*05 per oent of the holdings belong to the size group of 

less then 0*8 hectare. This is  almost in conformity with 

the observation that 65.48 per cent o f holdings belonging 

to holding size of less then 1 hectare found In the bench 

mark survey conducted by SA&J in the units* However this 

group constitutes only 27*56 per eent of the area covered 

by the emsples* This is  against 94*2 per oent and 63*8 per 

eent in respect of number and area ef holdings fo r Trivandrum 

district as a whole fo r  a l l  crops put together (please see 

Table 2*9)* The difference can be explained by the fact 

that only farmers owning more then 0*2 hectare case under 

the purview of this project.

Under the Irrigated category 99*26 per oent of the 

holdings are in the size group of more than 0*8 hectare 

while under the unirrigated category 69*42 per oent ere 

less than 0*8 hectare. This indicates that there is  a 

positive trend on the part of biggor holdings towards 

acquiring irrigation fac ilit ie s * Category XX where irrigation  

wee Intended but fa iled  also confirm th is conclusion in view 

of the fact that only 58*46 per eent o f tho holdings 

belong to the size group ef mere than 0*8 hectare*
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TaMLa 6*2 Holding size-wise distribution of agaplea.

a . SaW _ Category I  _ Category I I Category I I I  *9**1
No. Cl.aa

No* Area No. Area No. Area No. Area

1 . a 7
(24*14)

2*10 3
(23.08)

1.19
( 11* 1 1 )

1.93 16
( 16. 66)

5.22
( 5. 60)

2* b 12
(41*38)

6.74 5
(38.46)

2.77 16
(29.63)

10.77 33
(34.37)

20.28
(21.76)

3. c 10
(34.48

11.88 5
(38.46)

10.72 32 
(99* 26)

45*09 47
(48.97)

67.69
(72.64)

29
( 100)

29*72 13
( 100)

14.68 34
( 100)

37.79 96
( 100)

93.19
( 100)

(Figures la  parentheses are p ere ant ages to to ta l)
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6.1.3

Distribution o f beneficiaries according to gross 

fom  laeM c ot tho pro project level i s  given In Table 6.3*

Tottlo 6 .3  Inoon e-wise distribution of beneficiaries ot 
baso lo r d  price a.

SQL. Cato- Mo* of beneflolarloo In annual incone groups at
Mo. goiy " « — -*

Belov
fe.600

%.600~
1290

fe.1200-
2400

2400-
3600

Above
3600

Total

1 4 2 7

- 5 6 1 12

- on 4 4 2 10

1 9 12 5 2 29

1 2 «• m 3

- - 2 1 2 3

• • - - 5 5

• 1 4 1 7 13

1 2 3 • • 6

- 3 4 5 4 16

- - 5 5 22 32

1 5 12 10 26 54

1 . I  a

2. I  b

3. I  o

4. XI a

3. XX b

6. XX e

7. H I  a

8. XXX b

9. XXX e

Orqnd total 2 15 28 16 35 96
_____________ (2.08) ( 15. 62) (29*17) (16.67) (36.46) (100)

(Figures in  parentheses are percentages to total)



Sixty o f tha bsnsflel arias had a gross fane income of 

lasa th m  fc*3600 par a n a  at tha preprojeet leve l, two 

had below &.600 par amum, fifteen  beneficiaries 600-1199. 

twenty eight of than 8s* 2D00-2399 end sixteen had ft* 2400*3399*

Distribution of holdings in  different income categories 

(Pr*»pro3eet) computed at 1982 level prices la  given in 

Table 6*4.

Table 6*4 Income-wise distribution o f beneficiaries 
at 1982 pries level*

gp»sa
no. gory 0. 1390.  k J t W  b.3600. Above

fe.600 1200 2400 9600 4800 *4800

1 . I  e 1 3 3 7

2. 1 b 1 8 2  1 1 2

3. X e  2 5  1 2 1 0

13

4. I I  a 1 1 1 3

5. I I  b 1 2  2 5

6. I I  a 5 5

13

7. I l l  a 2 3 1 6

8. I l l  b 2 4 2 4 4 16

9. n i  e 2 6 2 22 32

54

Grand total 11 9 24 18 3 36 96
____________ (1 «0 ») (9.38) (23.00) (18.79) (8.33) >37.30)(100.00)

(Flguraa la  paraathaaaa ar* pareaatafaa to total)*



The preproject lnooae levels when analysed at 1982 level 

prises indicate that only 54.17 per eent e f the beneficiaries 

f a l l  in the category of less than h.3600 per annua. While 

36.46 per cent had income of aore than h.3600 at base year 

pilees?37.5 per eent were found to hare ineoae of acre than

h.4800 per annua at 1982 level prices.

6.1.4 g w W  i&ftHBIMs.

About 49 per cent of the households depended on non- 

agricultural pursuits fo r  their aain source of lnooae. Of 

tho non-agricultural sources Qoveraaant services formed the 

aajor constituent accounting fo r  34 per eent. Around 1 per 

cent depended raslttsnees fron foreign asployaent in Qulf 

countries and 14 per east on business. About 14 per oent 

o f tho beneficiaries were not liv in g  in their fanas and 

tho aaaagaaent ef the farms were being done through either 

their relatives o r paid workers. The fact that nearly 50 

per oent of the farmers' aain source of income was froa non- 

farming pursuits combined with the fact that around 14 per 

eent of them lived  in places fa r  away fron their holdings 

make extension work d ifficu lt  and ineffective.

6.1.5 g a i l r  also.

Table 6.5 shows the distribution of beneficiaries 

aeoording to family size. Thirty nine out o f ninety six 

f  as i l l  e a had a membership o f 5-7 and thirty eight had less  

than 5. Only nineteen beneficiaries had more than 7 members 

in their fam ilies.
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Table 6*5 Distribution e f beneficiaries according to 
Family else*

SI. Classification according Ho. of
Mb* to B «Bb«n  la  the family family Percentage

1 • Belov 3

2. 4 and 5

3. 6 and 7

4. Above 7

Total

15

23

39

19

96

15.6 

24*0

40.6 

19.8

100.0

6 . 1.6

Occupation viee distribution of the beneficiaries 

is  gLrm  in Table 6*6. This is  based on the occupation of 

the bead o f the family concerned.

Table 6*6 Occupation-wise distribution of samples.

81* m.4*  No. o f beneficiaries Ibtal Perecn-
Ho. Main occupiltion in holding sizes. ta le  to

0-0.40 0*40-0.80 Above
tage to 
total

0.80

1 . Agriculture 12 14 30 56 58.33

2. Government service 2 9 11 22 22.92
3. Foreign Bsployment 1 am 4 1 1.04
4. Business 1 10 6 17 17.71

16 33 47 96 100.00



Fifty six (58*33 per M at) psrssns had Agriculture as their  

chief occupation while twenty two ( 22*92 per cent) wore in 

Government aervl oe, seventeen wore in  business and one was 

in foreign employ®ent.

6*1*7 Membership in  co-operatives.

Only 36 out of 96 wore nembers of servioe oo-operatlves 

oven after the implementation e f  the progrmme* Though 

co-operatlves are the major source of erop finance in the 

v llla ge s ;62*3 per eent of the fam ers are yat to avail of 

this fac ility *

6*1*8

The cropping pattern followed was more or le ss  of a 

mixed type involving a number of Intercrops haphazardly 

planted* Out o f 96 holdings pure oooonut holdings were 

only 12* Tapioca was tha universally accepted intercrop 

in almost a ll  holding* at tha prsprejeet stage (85 per cent)*

In 21 eases ( 21*8 par eent) Beams was raised aa an Intercrop 

with coconut*

Tho average stand o f oooonut was 125 per hectare In the 

preproject stage* Wide variation ranging from 30 to 300 

palms par hectare ware exhibited la  tha 'selected holdings* 

Sm ile and unproductive palms accounted fo r  only 3*31 per 

emt. Non yielding palms constituted 36 per eent of tho 

total* TahLo 6*7 shows tha distribution of holdings In 

different classes according to amber e f palms par hectare*



T«bl« 6*7 01 at r i but ion of holdings according to auabar
of coconut par hectare.

SI. Nuabar of palma par hasher of Percentage to
No. hectare holdings total

1 . Below 50 6 6.25

2. 5 1 -1 0 0 25 26.04

3. 101 -  150 31 32.29

4. 151 -  200 21 21.88

5. 201 -  250 7 7.29

6. Above 250 6 6.25

96 100.00

Only twenty one out o f 96 holdings had tha optima stand 

of 190 -  200 per hectare. Sixty two holdings had below 

tha optimal density of oooonut pains (below 150 per 

hectare) o f which six had only leas than 50 palms par 

hectare.

6 .2  Impact of tha Programa

As stated eaxlier out o f 100 holdings sal acted froai 

tta 14 package units functioning in tha d lstrie tf 4 f  amors 

eren after the sanction e f  tha lean, hare not either <railed  

tha loan or u t ilise  the anount fo r the development of 

their holdings. In one ease tha loanee expired after 

availing of the loan and consequently there was nobody



in tha fa s ily  to t * c  up tha technical programme fo r  

developing the f  asm. In caethor ease the benef lciary vaa 

heal taut to pledge hi a property fo r the cake of a loan 

(gud hence backed out tram the programt« In a third ease 

the beneficiary has m ieutlllsed the f ir a t  Instalment o f  

loan and hence disbursement of further Instalments has 

bean withheld. In the fourth caae the loanee has disposed 

o ff the property after availing of the loan but without 

taking up the development progrmame and the present owner 

of the land i s  also not interested in participating in  

tho progreat* Such mldoourse dlsaoaoelations from the 

programme seem to be a peculiar feature of this project* 

There are beneficiaries other than the above four who 

have refused to avail the fu l l  amount of loan assistance 

sanctioned to them at la te r stages of development* In one 

ease after the sanction o f the loan the farmer did not 

eeme forward to avail o f the loan fo r  more then two years* 

But subsequently he got interested in the project 

and availed of the loan after a time lag  of two years*

Thus 4 to 5 per cent intentional or accidental deflections 

on the part of tho beneficiaries was observed during 

tha course of implsmmntatlon of tho project*



6 • 2.1

For the development ef the 96 holdings covered under 

the study an investment of fe.16.70 lakhs was estimated. This 

warn arrived at based on the individual development plane 

formulated fo r  each holding by tha project staff* Against 

this, the financing institutions have sanctioned an 

msount of 85* 13.41 lakhs. Actual amount found to have 

been spent by the beneficiaries during the course o f the 

surrey was 8s# 13*94 lakhs. Thus tha entire loan amount 

sanctioned was spent. Investment from the farm era* own 

reaourcea mnounts to only lb.0.53 lakhs against the actual 

requirement o f fe.3.39 lakhs. Though tha overall 

pexforaanoe in  respect of utilization  of loans ia  commendable, 

there is  widen>read disparity in the extent of utilization  

In the different categories. Table 6.8  shows the class* 

wise utilization  position of tha loan a. In the Irrigated  

category the actual investment made against the amount 

sanctioned by the financing institutions works out to 

122*43 per cent# There ia  shortfall in utilization  both 

undar eatagory I I  and catagovy I# There ia  Justification  

fo r the non-utilization o f the emotioned loans under 

category I I  since development works were held up in almost 

a l l  cases fo r  want o f commissioning of pump sets and 

resultant fa ilu re  to provide Irrigation fa c i l it ie s .  An 

msount of %• 21025 is  not aeon availed e f by the beneficiaries 

yet, out o f the sanctioned loan undar th is categoxy.



TftUU 6.8 Ca%of»xy*viao utilization  of aanotlonod loan 
undor too progrmao.

8L.
No.

Cato*
§»iy

______ 1fctiZ_l#«B mount rupooa____ _ Poreantafo 
utilization  
in aanotlonod 
anount

Satlnatod * Sanotlonod S&ont

1 . Z a 18816 18485 9188 55.80

2* Z 8 39238 20052 51.01

3. Z o 90154 79738 38863 48.49

188028 131209 75883 50.18

4. ZZ a 49138 44127 33713 72.68

5. ZZ 8 89078 73314 49871 55.76

8. I I  e 177963 149302 102287 68.49

316179 288743 187631 59.35

7. HZ a 57327 57353 60875 105.8

8. I I I  to 290958 280894 273368 104.8

9. ZZZ e 839761 803147 796305 131.6

1188044 925384 1130548 122.43

10. a 123081 117985 103536 89.48
11 . b 439290 389198 331291 90.28
12. e 1107878 834185 937233 112.35

Total 1670249 1341348 1394082 103.93



Tha percentage of u tilization  of leans in  category I ,  nmaly 

unirrigated category was only 50.18* Sabeiass-wlse analysis 

of u tilization  shows that percentage of u tilization  increases 

as tbs holding size increases*

One of the itana fo r ifclelt loan was sanctioned as 

part of tha investment was leas o f income found in  the 

In it ia l years o f the project. There Is  no tangible evidence 

towards the u tilization  of th is item and aa such the amount 

shown as spent in Table 6*7 does not accommodate this i t « y  

though the meount shown as astimatad and sanctioned 

includes this i t «  also* In order to got a d ea re r  picture 

of the extant of utilization  of le «ks> lt i s  naeessaxy to 

analyse the maounta estimated, sanctioned and spent 

exdudlng the amount set apart to cempansata loss  of ineome* 

This has been attempted and furnished in  Table 6*9* the 

data furnished in  the Table indicate that whan tha leas  

of Income part la  eliminated the overall percentage of 

investment against sanctioned snount has further increased 

to 112*45* The highest percentage (131) i s  in Irrigated  

category and lowest la  in  unirrigated category ( 66* 12) .

The data reveal that the percentage of non utilization  

is  more in holding sizes of le ss  ti&no 0.40 hectare.

The overall average investment estimated, sanctioned 

and spent per hectare fo r  the 96 holdings undar study works 

cut to %• 17923*05, 14393*67 *»d 14959*57 respectively as 

ahown in Table 6*10.
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Tablo 6.9 Utilisation  of loans sxeludlng saount sanction#* 
towards loss o f lnooaa.

81. Cat*- Mount of lorn tors loan rupoos Porosntags of
Wo. go nr Estinatod Saaetlenod Spoat utilisation  of

aanotlonod
aaouat.

1 . I  a 9982 9874 9168 92.85

2. X b 40900 36652 28052 76.58

3. I  c 71982 68254 38663 56.64

122864 114760 75883 66.12

4. XX a 48152 44127 35713 80.93

5. XX b 73280 71047 49671 69.91

6. xx a 175045 146761 102267 69*68

296477 261935 187651 71.64

?. I l l  a 56431

8. XII b 280971

9. I l l  c 802016

1139418

37353

230337

575319

863029

60675

273568

796305

1130548

105.79

118.75

138.41

131.00

114565

395151

1049043

111354

338036

790334

105556

351291

937235

94.79

103.92

118.58

1558759 1239724 1394082 112.45
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Skill* 6*10 Average lnverta#nt o«r hectare estimated, 
sanctioned m& utilised.

3L.
lb . Category Average lnr*itafat/he«tftra(tn nipee§l_

Estimated SmitloBid Spent

1 * 1 * 7912.38 7890.00 4365.71

2* X b 8791.«9 8158.45 4162.01

3. X c 7840.16 6711.78 3254.46

8012.84 7297.73 3662.31

4. XX « 41292.44 40115.45 30010.92

5. XX b 35198.12 26467.15 17931.77

6. XX e 16601.02 13927.42 9539.83

21938.08 18170.50 12782.76

7. XXX a 29703.11 29716.58 31437.82

8. XXX b 27015.41 24224.14 25400.93

9. XXX e 18624.11 13420.87 17660.34

20961.51 15978*44 19963.04

10* ft 23578.73 22598.66 20221.45

11 . b 21661.24 19191.12 17322.04

12. 6 16391.15 12323.61 13845.99

s»t«x 17923.05 14393.67 14959.57
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On a further analysis of tha purpose-wise utilization  

of tho loan) i t  woo soon that thoro woo severe ohortfoil la  

Utilisation  In roapoot of planting cocoa, oooonut gap fi llin g /  

repl Mating* purchaoa of oovo aid fodder (Table 6.11).

Kargina! shortfall In aebievmseirt was notlood under wall 

conatruotion aloe. U tilization  under cocoa planting under 

different categories varied fro * 11 to 48 per cent with m  

overall percentage of 42. The performance under eoeonut 

replanting/gap f i l l in g  was also nere o r leas  a ln ilar with 

an overall percentage u tilisation  of 59. Though there was 

shortfall under the itesa purchase of cow (25 per cent) 

and Fodder (17 per eent) these were mainly under category XI 

where the dairy componoat eould not ho implemented fo r want 

of irrigation  fa c il it ie s . The ahoftfell in  utilisation  

of sanctioned loans fo r  construction of walls was mainly 

under category I  (62 per cent). There was no justification  

fo r  loan support fo r  construction of walls undor tha category 

o f unlrrlgatod development of oooonut. Provision of well 

was seen Ineluded in  two unirrlgeted develops mt plans 

(7.9 per eent o f the sample under this category) and In both 

tho eases i t  ultimately resulted in  diversion of part o f 

tho sanctioned loan fo r  purposes other than construction 

of wells. Sim ilarly;coeoa was sean reoommended as m  

intercrop in  3 unirrlgated holdings (10 per cent o f tho 

sample undor th is category) end the eropa has fa iled  

miserably in a l l  tha 3 cases resulting a shortfall of 

52 per cent undor this item in category I .  Theae two



cases represent d e a r  deviations from tha medals originally  

projected and tha fa ilu res  thereof sesa to he due to 

defective operation of the cehmae*

Shortfalls of 29 per cent noticed under category XX 

and 25 per cent under cow were entirely due to the non* 

availing of the sanctioned loan by the beneficiaries and 

therefore cannot be considered as a mi sut i l l s  at ion* An 

oaount o f fe# 32025 under eow and Rs. 36705 under puapset 

loan are s t i l l  remaining to bo availed o f by the beneficiaries* 

When this i s  also added the position in  respect o f thccc 

two i t  ess would be one of overspending rather than shortfall* 

(Please see Table 6* 11 )*

Table 6 ,11  Puxposewiae utilization  of lotfi In pareantafes 
to sanetionod anount*

a * Tt Mj- ?sreentags u tilization  to sanctioned
»»•  „ f ig f c « M l« a ......................... ..

X XX XXX Overall

1 . lend development 107 118 165 141

2* Pump set - 71 112 105

3. Installation charges - 115 190 180

4. Wall 36 80 108 98

5* Oscssut replanting/ 
gap filling 48 88 66 59

6* Co oca 48 11 48 42

7. Peddcr - 85 78 83

6* Cow ms 37 94 77

9* Cattle shed • 141 132 135



The shortfall in achievement in respect o f ceeea not toed 

in  a ll cases can be considered aa e ooneequence of tho eat 

back in ooooa production now experimeed in the state due to 

marketing d ifficu lt ie s  experienced in the pest*

As per the project only long tom loans by way of 

in f rastructural dMrdopment end fo r perennial plantations 

alone were expected to be provided from the project funds*

Wbrklng finance fo r  the maintenance of the existing coconuts 

and fo r  the recurring expenditure towards the annual inter

crops had to bo found from other sources mainly co-operatives*

The estimated amount fo r  tho purpose as per the individual 

production plana worked out to to. 16.97 lakhs* Compensation 

fo r  loaa o f income sanctioned aa part o f the long term loan 

from project funds was also seen disbursed in kind as 

fe r t i liz e rs  fo r  manuring the existing ooeonut palms* he 

effective t ie  wee seen made with other institutional 

agencies fo r providing tho short term finance* However* the 

lnvestaent actually made by the beneficiaries under th is itms 

works out to lb* 16*71 lakhs against tha estimated requirement 

of to. 17*78 lakhs including the le ss  of income component 

sanctioned under the project* Investment percentage thereon 

works out to 93*98* Claaawiao requirement of working finance 

estimated end actually spent are given in Table 6* 12*

Statement showing the crop-wise end category-wise 

investment estimated, sanctioned and spent under the project 

i s  given as Appendix XX.
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Table 6 .12  Estimated requirement of working finance 
and amount actually spent (in  rupees)•

a .
No*

Cato*
goxy

Wo iking 
expenses
estimated

Loss o f
inoomo Total 
asnatl onsd

Amount Amount 
actually spent as 
spent percentage 

of total

1. X 308611 36449 349060 298237 86.4

2« I I 319099 4808 323363 193636 99.8

3. I I I 1069932 39742 1109674 1179646 100.6

1697598 80999 1778997 1671919 93.9

6.2,2 Choice of landing Institution.

As par the project choice o f the lending institution  

ia  le ft  to the beneficiaries them selves. Table 6,13 gives 

tho instutioivwise number of loans availed o f oy the 

beneficiaries. Out of 96 beneficiaries, 61 opted fo r  

primary land mortgage banks. Next in  order of preference 

case Indian Overseas dank <17); State dank of Travanoere (12), 

Bank of Bare da (4 ) and Union Bank of India ( 2) .

Special preference shorn to Primaxy Land Mortgage 

Bank (63*94 per cent) ever the Osmmsroial banks ean be 

attributed to the interest subsidy of 9 per cent extended 

to the loanees of Land Mortgage Banka fo r  prompt repayment.
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T«blo 6.13 Iiutltutloa-w l*# nunbor ot  loans b a lla d .

» •  c r t M iy  _____________■■»» . *  Xln»n«l!<« ln it lju jlgn .
m »  io i a t  Boi ua

1. I  •  5 -  2

2. X k a 5 1

3. I  e 8 1 1

21 4 4

4. I I  o 3

3. XX *  2 3

6. XX o 2 3

6
•mmm*

7. XXX 0 3 1 1 1 an

8. XXX b 11 2 2 - 1

9. I I I  0 19 4 5 3 1

33 7 8 4

10. a 11 1 3 1 -

11. b 21 8 3 - 1

12* e 29 8 6 3 1

61 17 12 4 2



Intensive use e f the interspaces ef ooeonuts through 

multiple propping had been one of the nala objectives o f 

the preheat* Pre and peat project ereppiag pattern in 

the sdLected holdings hare been sunnarised elasswise and 

given in  Table 6*14* The cropping Intensity which vaa 

111*17 per eent before the intioduetion of the project had 

inereaaed to 189*87 per eent bp 1982*83* an inereaee of 

around 80 per eent ever 5 years. The ereppiag intensity 

in the 22 holdings e f  the non-beneficiaries covered in the 

atudr bp the aid of 1982-83 wea only 139 per eent which 

ia  mteh below the cropping intensity ef 189*87 per eent 

aeldered bp the beneficiaries. I t  is  therefore reasonable 

to assuae that on an arerage the project had been 

instnnental fo r  an increase of 30 per cent in  cropping 

intensity in  i t s  areas e f operation. ' The percentage 

increase in  area under different crops raised in the 

holdings are givsn below.

81*
Ko* Mme o f crop Area main1 the erne 

Prep reject ̂ Poat project
Percentage
ever the pre- 

project level

1 . Cbeeant 66*82 93*99 40
2* Cocoa m 31*09 •
3* Banana 2*38 12.47 523
4* Tapicea 35.01 12.47 •24
3. Fodder - 13.23 m -■
6* Tbtal cropped area 104*21 176.94 70
7. Cropping intensity 111*17 189.87
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Goooi and foddar war* new introductions to tha 

project and tharafora tha anti ra area brought undar thaaa 

orops are on account o f this project. Tha highest Increase 

in tha area was recorded in  Banana with an overall inereaaa 

of 523 par cant over tha base level* Banana i s  not seen
»

reeoanended aa an intercrop in any o f tha no del a projected 

undar tha project* I t  la  a paradox that maxima acceptance 

was realised by the banana crop which waa not eonaldered 

aa having potential fo r  inclusion aa an intercrop in tha 

project* The area undar tapiece hea declined by 24 par 

cant giving way to new intercrops lik e  cocoa banana etc* 

especially under Irrigated condition*

Tha area undar coconut has increased by 40 par cant*

Tha total nuaber of pains at tha pro project level waa 

11695 which has increased to l644l; the percentage increase 

being 40* This increase in pain density was achieved 

through replanting/gapfllling. As per the project the 

estinated requirement of replanting of senile and 

unproductive coconut palms was 20 per hectare (11*42 per cent). 

Against th is the actual replanting done was only 57 pains* 

the percentage being 0*48* I t  i s  therefore evident that 

alnost 100 per eent of the new plantings nade were by way 

c f gap fllling and under planting* Though th is  i s  a 

weleone feature from the point of view o f the development 

of holdings j it  has brought to focus another problea
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v lo »* »v ls  the repaoraent of logos* The coconut rehabilitation  

pregnane woo basically g programs fo r tho rejuvenation 

of tho existing pains gad os such tho ooenonie feas ib ility  

hgg besn tested with gdditloasl ineoae flews froo 

development o f coconut fson 4th/5th year onwards* But tho 

average stand of trees at the Pre project level, in respect 

of tho selected holdings worked out to 125 per hectare 

only and as such i t  necessitated a large scale gapfllling.

The result is  that the bulk of additional Ineoae fron 

oooonut would be forthconlng only after 8 - 1 0  years 

thereby affecting the rspayneat capacity adversely to a 

▼cry great extent*

As could be seen fron Table 6*7 only 21*88 per cent 

of the holdings had optimal level of coconut stand per 

hectare (151*200)* Bulk of the plantations had sparse 

density of le ss  than 150 pains per hectare; six per eent 

o f the senple had le ss  than 50 pains per hectare which 

naans that the progrnmse inplenented in such holdings 

was no re o f a fresh planting nature rather than rejuvenation 

of the existing pains* Xn other words9 bulk of the 

additional lncone w ill be forthconlng In such plantations 

only a fter 8 to 10 years*

At the post project level the sample holdings have 

attained an overall average stand of 178 pains per hectare 

which i s  in  conforalty with the project objective* The



grerage density of cooonut pains par hectare In raspeot of 

tho 22 non henefiolazy holdings covered under tho study 

mis only 167* Though tho overall average stand o f pal* 

has reached an optlnun level in  the holdings o f tho 

participating farmers i t  shoved vide variation in 

different desses ranging fro * 168 to 249 per hectare. 

Though upper l i * l t  exceed fo r  shove tho r eoosmsnfled 

stand of 175 palas par hectare I t  la  s t i l l  within tho 

traditional noxn of one pal* in  one eent o f land. The 

percentage of hearing pains has registered an increase of 

19*29 per eent ever tho pro project level while the non 

bearing pains dodlned by 33*7 per eent as could be seen 

f ie *  Table 6*19*

The post project cropping pattern was further 

aodysod comparing tho sane with tho cropping pattern as 

rooonwended In tho individual production plans* Relevant 

data i s  fumirfied in  Table 6*16* In  tho ease of gross 

cropped area the aehieveaent of 176*94 frost ares is  

oonasndable whmi eenpared to tho projected target of 

163*09 hectares aa per the individual plana* an increase 

of 8 per cent over the target. The perfomanee exceeded 

the target In d l  the categories. This tendency was svsn 

noticed in category I I  where the cropping pattern suggested 

was an Irrtgatad ona while the irrigation  component 

has totally fa iled . Instead of a lik e ly  shortfall in



cropped area ever the target ted level under th is category, 

In eotuel performance, the target has been exceeded by 

25 per eent#

The overall percentage of aehlcvmsant In gross 

cropped area is  108 per eent o f the targetted level* 

Maximal coverage was eeen registered under Banana with 

an achievement o f 119*5 per cent. Though the area undor 

tw ioco  hot alee registered an increase of 92*75 per eent 

over the tergetted leve l)th is  ooanot be ooneldered as a 

positive aehlevmaent of the pro jact; as the aim of the 

project was to divert tho traditional tapioca areas fo r  

other rmuaerstlve crops such as soooa;fodder etc. 

em eda lly  under Irrigated condition. There was 98 par 

eent increase over the targetted area undor tapioec 

in category I I I ,  and 570 per cent increase over the 

targetted area under tapioca under oat ego xy XX* This 

has to be considered as a negative attribute of tho 

project fo r  reasons already stated*

The dairy conponent does not m m  to have attained 

the target* The shortfall ie  over 18 per eent in fodder

area planted and 56 per cant in  liv e  stock purchased*
*

There had b sen shortfall a in achievement both in  

categories XX and XXX* The only eategeiy where this 

component has exceeded the target le  category X* however 

the area targetted and eevcred la  th is  category i s  only



marginal (9*8 per eent). Reoommendation e f  the daily 

component aa e pert e f the unlrrigated development 

progress* tantmsounts to e deviation from the strategy 

fo r development projected in  the scheme.

Failure o f coverage of the daisy component in  

category I I  stands to reason in view of the total fa ilu re  

to provide irrigation. Under the project loans fo r  

purchase o f cows arc to he released only a fter tho 

successful establishment o f  tho fodder erop with irrigation. 

The shortfall in  achievement of area under fodder In 

category I I I  and the simultaneous increase of area under 

tapieea in  the same class indicate that some of the 

beneficiaries had no fa ith  in the dairy project apparently 

because i t  requires a good deal of personal involvement 

of the farmer in  the form of doae attention and care. 

Instead* they preferred tapieea which tolerates indiffermst 

cultivation to a greater extent and thus could be managed 

through remote control, so to say.

In tho 22 holdings o f tho non*beneficiaries also 

tapioca constituted the major intercrop. Out o f 11*49 

hectares covered by these 22 holdings;tapioca occupied 

4*2 hectares,Banana and Coeoa covered marginal ares o f  

0*12 and 0*19 hectare respectively. This shows that tho 

prejoet had been successful in  diversifying the cropping 

pattern ia  tho adopted holdings by changing tho m o tiv e



Importance o f tho eropo os ve il aa by introducing now exops

and combinations as could be seen from F ig .2.

irrigation*

Providing irrigation  in potential area was oao of 

tho p x in d p d  objectives o f tho progrmno* (hit of 96 

sample beneficiaries, irrigated development woo contemplated 

in  67 ooooo* But on aetual implementation only 54 f  aimers 

hod dev doped the neeeeeeiy infrastructure fo r  irrigation* 

la  tho rmseialitg 15 eases ; though irrigation  devdopment 

woo programed in  the Indlvldud devdopment plane drawn up, 

this f o d  could not bo reached duo to operational conetrainte* 

Zn 6 out o f 15 oosos irrigation  could not be pxovlded fo r  

want o f power connection, meag the affected lomees 

4 hod already purchased the pump eat e availing o f tho loan 

assistance provided and tho punpooto ore remaining id le  

fo r  noro than 2 years. In a l l  6 eases;where power oonneetloa 

lo  pending, extension of either d oo trio  linos os such 

or three phase lines would be required ever distance o f 

one to fiv e  km. Interest is  payable on sueh infruetuous 

loans also and as sueh tho lem  rep«rment oomnitmmt lo  

noontlng on a ounulative bade* the pump set a and 

ceoesroriea purchased and installed ore depreciating in 

vduo  due to inprop or moiateamoo* Availability  of power 

oomeetloa hoc net obvioudy boon onaurod before sanctioning



loans So t  purchase o f tho pump sots in these six cases* 

Atleast disbursement of the loan fo r  the purchase o f 

pmmpaet and installation ought to have been deferred t i l l  

electric connection was obtained* Had such considerations 

been given in time* during the operation of the loans* 

such infructuous investments oould have been avoided.

In four out of thirteen cases insufficiency of water or 

granite formations in the substratum rendering boring 

impossible* had been the constraint in developing irrigation. 

In such Instances the investments made towards construction 

of the fa ile d  Veils only have been infructuous. No loans 

were availed of fo r  purchase and installation of pump sets 

and accessories. In  two out of thirteen cases delay 

in  completing the construction of the well by the 

beneficiaries was the cause fo r the abortive Irrigation  

attempt. In  both the cases construction work of the 

wells has now been abandoned. The farmers are o f the 

view that the loan provided under this item was insufficient 

fo r  completion of work. In yet another case the beneficiary 

has successfully completed the construction of a v e i l, 

installed the pump set* but the pump set was kept idle* 

demise of the beneficiary*a wife and consequent mental 

depression, was stated to be the reason.

Table 6.17 shows tha crop-wise area irrigated  

consequent to the implementation of the project. Sixty two
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per eent of the net area get the benefit o f Irrigation*

The percentagea of eree irrigated in reapeet of cocoa, 

bmma, and fodder wore 81,66 and 67 respectively#

Details of eource-wl ee area irrigated  in tho 

■sleeted ample* is  alio given in  Table 6,17* Electrically  

operated puupaets predominate the eeene. In out of 

54 eases, irrigation  is  with electrically  operated 

puapsets, 2 by o i l  engines and la  3 eases irrigation  

i s  m ailed fiea  tho Neyyar Irrigation Project*

The average oost of pump set with accessories worked 

out to %. 8717.68 against which the average lending support 

provided was only lb.7751. The average mount spent by 

the beneficiaries fo r  installation o f puapsets including 

puaphouse worked out to k* 1641 whereas the project provided 

an average mount of h.828 per punpeet towards th is i t  a*.

In  twelve out of f i f t y  four irrigated holding*, 

insufficiency of water due to natural scarcity waa reported. 

This is  pronounced in the suaaer months from January to 

Aprilt whan irrigation  is  most essential. Puapsets of 

3 horse power capacity were found to bo in use in most 

oases. Out of 57.79 hectares expected to be served toy 

the pumpsete under category XU only 50.02 hectares have 

been effectively covered. The Inadequately irrigated  

areas require further inf rest ruetural developments by 

way b f deepening of while, extsnelon of pipe lines etc.



In the ease o f lo w s  Issued and whara irrigated  

developnent was unsuccessful due to fa ilu re  o f vellst no 

further etapa vara soon taken either to provide a nipplenentaiy 

loan fo r  attempting to dig another vail or to convert the 

loan into unirrigated.

Among tho 22 holdings o f tho nonpartlolpanta surveyed 

(ofcntrol) none happened to bo irrigated and hence the entire 

credit fo r  tho achievement under irrigation  gooa to this  

project*

(11) Replanting of uneconomic pain a*

Tho nodal a projected as part of the project report 

gotlelpate an everago replm tlng intensity of 20 palaa 

per hectare* But the actuals cc per the individual plana 

foimulated in respect o f the 96 holdings covered under the 

study indicated cutting and reaioval o f only 388 pains*

This neons that 3*6 pains per hectare on an average were 

senile end uneconomic* Against this, the fam ors have cut 

and reaoved only 77 palna* In other words, the project has 

fa ile d  to inpress upon the fansers the necessity fo r  tho 

roMVal of 311 out of 388 pains identified.

The eooneny of the nssll faimer i s  very nuch dependent 

on the coconut pain and he depends fo r  his daily household 

expenses to a groat extent on income from sale of eocenuts 

and other products* Majority e f the f  aimers, being nssll 

and marginal) nunber of pains possessed by thcs i s  meagre.



Thay would therefore too reluctant to out and remova 

uneconomic palms even though tho y iald  lo  loaa th«n 10 auto 

o y ««r . This ohould have boon foreaemi ot tho tlao  o f 

project formulation and sufficient ineontlya lneludod la  

tho project fo r  compensating removal of tho uneoonooiie pola 

froa tho farm stead. Xn a aim l ia r  oohaao toeing implemented 

top tho State Agriculture Department fo r tho comprehensive 

development o f ooeoaut provlalon has been made to give a 

ooapenoatlon o f to*75 to the farmer fo r eaoh dloeoadd and 

uneoonomic palm out and removed.

A total auatoor of 4790 oooonut aeedllnga vero programmed 

to toe planted In tho hoi ding a lncluelve o f the 588 aeodlinga 

necessary fo r  the replacement of tho uneoonomic palm a. Tha 

project haa aueeoeded in planting 4762 aeodlinga or 99*4 

per cent of target set. (Please aee Table 6# 16) •

The particulars of year-wise planting and maintenance 

of replanted aeodlinga and tho expenditure thereon are given 

In Table 6.18. Though the achievement by way of planting 

of seedlings vsa satisfactory, tha maintenance o f the 

pleated seedlings dose not aeem to be up to the desired 

standard. Tha average dose of organic manures applied per 

seedling during the project period ranged from 6*6 kg to 

22.26 kg only. F ertilize r application was s t i l l  worse 

with average doses ranging from 0.10 to 0.36 kg of fe r t i l is e r

mixture per seedling, against a reaammended dose of 2 kg,
4 kg and 6 kg of fe r t i liz e r  mixture respectively fo r  the 

f i r s t ,  aaeond and third years after p la t in g .
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Xn the cost benefit analysis of tha project cash out flows 

with rospoet to production of nuts f  non tho replanted 

seedlings was reckoned to he forthcoming from the 5th year 

onwards under Irrigated condition and 6th year onwards 

under unlrrlgated condition. But so fa r  not even a single 

replanted seedling has been reported to hare come to flowering 

even a fter the completion of six years in the ease of f i r s t  

year plantings* the poor management of the planted seedlings 

can be considered as the reason fo r  the delay in the palms 

coming to bearing*

( i l l )  Use of organic manure*

The total as well as per unit use of organic manures 

at the pre and post project levels are furnished in Tables 

6*19 and 6*20 respectively* The quantity of organic manures 

used per palm Increased from 17 to 46 kg, the percentage 

Increase over pre project level being 171* This is  against 

the recommended dosage o f 25 to 30 kg per palm as per the 

project* the pertonsanee under this item in a l l  the 3 

categories has exceeded the target* The average dose o f  

organic manures applied per palm ia  respect of the 22 non 

participants cevared under the study was 30 kg par palm 

which is  below the post project 1 tar el application o f  46 kg 

per palm achieved by the participants*

Per plant application o f organic manures for cocoa 

and banana at 3 kg and 6 kg reap actively In the peat project



stage Is  not upto tha projected standard* The situation 

ia  sim ilar in a ll  tha 3 categories. Recommended dose fo r  

cocoa In the project was 10 tonnes per hectare, which would 

work out to 33*3 kg per plant*

The per hectare application of organic manures 

recommended fo r  fodder cultivation was 20 tonnes per hectare 

while the average dose actually applied worked out to 

2*20 tonnes per hectare. This is  only 11 per cent o f the 

projected target*

In respect of tapioca also organic manure use has not 

registered substantial improvement. Increase is  only nominal 

from 4*14 tonnes to 4.49 tomes per hectare* It  is  

disturbing to note that the dose of application of organic 

manures fo r  tapioca undar the unirrlgated situation has 

svan declined from 3735 kg to 3698 kg per hectare* Since 

bulk of the area under the crop la  unirrlgated this trend 

has to be viewed with concern*

(iv )  F e rt ilize r  use*

Particulars of cropwise use of fe r t i liz e rs  at the pre 

and post project level Indicating tha difference in total 

use as well as per unit use are given in  Tables 6*21 and 

6.22 respectively* The per hectare use of fe r t iliz e rs  

in respect of coconut has increased from 0*22 kg per palm 

to 1*32 kg per palm( an increase of 99 per eent over the 

pre project level. Though in terms of percentage the
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achievement apparently teem to be encouraglng;the quantity 

applied per hectare la  fa r  below the reoomended doae.

The average dose of fe r t iliz e rs  applied by the 22 non 

participante was only 0*38 kg per palm* The recommended 

dose of fe r t i lis e rs  fo r  adult palm in the project report 

is  0*34 N 0*17 ?205 and 0.68 K̂ Q which works out to 6 kg 

of oooonut mixture* The position in  category I was much 

less with an average application of 0.95 kg per palm and 

In category ZZ It  waa 1*22 kg* F e rtilize r  la  a key Input.

By It s  Judicious use fu l l  production potential of coconut 

is  expected to be realised under the project* Heavy outlays 

on infrastructure fo r  irrigation  envisaged in the programme 

with respect to coconut was based on the assumption that 

the farmers would readily respond to the incentives meant 

to promote increased consumption of this key input. Tha 

extension machinery also devoted considerable time in 

educating farmers on proper fe r t i l iz e r  use* Inspite of 

th is the reluctance of the oooonut growers to apply 

adequate quantities of fe r t i liz e rs  merits serious 

consideration* The future in this respect also seams to 

be bleak, since 28 out of 96 participating farmers have 

reported that they do not bell ewe in fe r t i l iz e r  application 

They harbour the fea r that continuous fe r t i l iz e r  application 

w ill impair the fe r t i lity  of the soil and also affect tha 

longivity of the palm*



The reluctance of farmers to fe r t i l iz e  their oooonut 

exop with chemical fe r t i liz e rs  holds true with respect to 

other erops also* The average doses o f fe r t i liz e rs  applied 

are 0*08 kg per plant fo r  cocoa* 0*29 kg per plant fo r  banana* 

39 kg per hectare fo r  fodder and 113 kg per hectare fo r  

tapioca* This la  against the recam ended average dose of 

1 kg per plant fo r cocoa* 1 kg per plant fo r  banana* 1000 kg 

per hectare fo r  fodder and 300 kg per hectare fo r  tapioca*

All the figures reported are in tenns of fe rtilize rs*  

The per hectare dose in terms o f nutrients could not be 

worked out fo r  effective comparison, since most of the 

fanners were ignorant about the kind or brand of mixtures 

used by them* The tendency of the farmers fo r  soft peddaling 

the fe r t i l iz e r  use fo r  the intercrops I s a  harbinger of a 

like ly  set back in future* Raising veracious feeders such 

as cocoa* foddar and tapioca without balanced and adequate 

application of fe rt iliz e rs  would tend to be haxmful to 

cooonut palms* It  would be much better to maintain the 

gardens under monoculture. The manorial requirement fo r  the 

entire crop mix should be applied as per recommendation 

to avoid serious set backs in the yield  of the main crop*

The tendency of fanners to purchase and uae any kind 

of fe rt iliz e rs  without understanding the need fo r  balanced 

uae could result in a poor crop re^onse and even in adverse
I

effects in seasonal crops* The trend of increased uae of
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organic matter with accompanying decraaaa In fe r t i liz e r  use 

could Co (tie to the relative availab ility  o f organic wastes 

in their faros at ouch lower cost when compared to fe rtilise rs*

(v ) Plant protection*

Only in 6 out of 96 cases oooonut growers have adopted 

plant protection measures in their holdings* The opinion of 

the faro era revealed through the survey was more or less  

unanimous that there waa no necessity fo r  the adoption o f 

plant protection measures, as there waa no serious incidence 

of pest or disease in thalr holdings*

(v l )  Cultural practices.

Comparison of the relative level a o f adoption of 

cultural practices would be d ifficu lt excepting through a 

study of the level of expenditure incurred under this lt«n .

Total expenditure on Intercultivation o f various crops as 

wall as per unit cost incurred on this account has been 

tabulated category wise and presented in Table 6.23 and 6*24 

respectively. From the data i t  can he seen that level o f 

cultural operations in the holdings has increased many fold.

In reap act o f coconut the percentage increase in  cultural 

practices registered over pre project level waa 462* Tha 

average expenditure of Rs. 6*35 per palm reported by the 

beneficiaries fo r  Intercultivation ia  almost double tha 

average expenditure of fe* 3* 58 per palm Incurred by the 22 

non beneficiaries. The per plant expenditure on cultural 

operations fo r  cocoa and banana were 31 pa and 58 pa rasp actively*
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This expenditure is  considered meagre. Similarly the 

per hectare expenditure of fe.127 end fcs. 551 incurred in 

respect of fodder and tapioca also cannot be considered 

adequate* However the expenditure accounted towards cocoa* 

banana* fodder end tapioca form only part o f the actual 

expenditure incurred fo r  these crops. They relate to 

the coat towards only those cultural operations which are 

exclusively meant fo r the intercrops. The general practice 

followed by the farmers is  to plant the Intercrops in the 

season when coconut receives it s  annual intercultivation.

So the expenditure on account o f land preparation fo r the 

intercrops is  credit ad mainly to tha cost of intereultivation  

to the oooonut crop. So it  is  d ifficu lt to assign the 

proportionate oost of interculture fo r  each of the 

intercrops with a f a i r  degree of accuracy. This is  why 

the level o f intereultivation of Intercrops is  low*

6’. 2.5 Production and productivity of crops.

Tables 6.25 and 6.26 indicate total production 

and average y ie ld  per unit of crops and livestock under the 

programme at the pre and poet project levels. The date 

reveal that a l l  the pre existing crops except tapioca have 

registered substantial increase in total production. The 

biggest growth in production was fo r banana with an lnereasa 

of 677 per cent over the pre project leve l. Cooonut 

production registered an increase of over 62.45 per cent



over base level* An analysis o f tha average yield  per unit 

at the pre and peat project lev  el a aa given in Table 6. 26, 

indicates that the increase in total production was mainly 

due to increase in  area undar the crop rather than increase

in productivity.

For the sample as a whole the productivity of coconut 

has registered an inereaaa of only 33 per cent over tha 

productivity at the pre project level. The biggest inereaaa 

ia  in  the irrigated category (47 per cent) followed by 

unirrigated category ^2D per emit). In category XI, where 

irrigated development could not be pursued, the increase in 

productivity is  only 19 per cent which almost f  a lia  in 

lin e  with the growth under unirrlgated category in category I .  

Against the poat project y ie ld  o f 40 nuts per palm projected 

to be achieved by the end of the project under unirrigated 

development as per the project report, the project has 

achieved an average yield  of 30 nuts per palm undar 

category I  and 37 nuts per palm under category II* The 

achievement under category I I I  waa 44 nuts per palm. On 

estimating tha increase in productivity of oooonut fo r  

categories I I  and I I I  put together, which actually represent 

the target group fo r  Irrigated category under the project, 

the Increase waa from 30 nuts par palm to 42 nuts par palm 

(40 par cent)* This is  against tha productivity level o f 

60 nuts par palm targeted fo r  irrigated development undar 

tha project. Poat project productivity of coconut attained
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undsr a l l  the eategorias were higher than tht productivity 

af 28 nut a per palm recorded ia  respect t f  the 22 non 

participant**

For oooonut i t  would taka a minima of 36 month* 

fo r  getting tha fu ll  benefit of irrigation  and manuring 

by w*r o f additional production* A good number of p lot*  

undar 80*81 series and at leaat some of tha plots in  

79*80 series vhleh received irrigation  and manuring 

la te  in the year or early in  the following year are yet 

to complete this gestation period* This is  evident in 

Tabl**6.27 and 6*28* An increase o f 67 per eent la  seen 

registered in the 78-79 plots while the Increase i s  only 

31 and 29 per eent respectively in 79*80 end 80*81 plots*

The average per hectare yield  of fodder attained by the 

beneficiaries is  only 4923 kg* Here again maximum 

productivity (9603 kg per hectare) i s  under irrigation  

and lowest <1770 kg per hectare) is  in  category XX* Even 

the productivity in category XXX (3609 kg per hectare) is  

vary low while considering the targeted level of 30 tonne 

per hectare visualised in the project report*

Since the farmers have no accurate record of the 

fuentity of cocoa produced excepting the total revamue 

obtained) y ield  rate at the post project leve l could act 

bo arrived at* Howmrer the average receipts of k* 59 per 

hectare reported by the beneficiaries it s e lf  is  an indication



of tho low l o r d  of yields of ooooa undar tha p n g n m t.

This la  against the anticipated yield of 650 kg of dried 

be*is valued at h. 10 par kg in tha project report*

The overall increase In productivity o f hen ana waa 

only 37 per cent with a poat project y ie ld  leve l of 6*95 kg 

per plant* This is  also low* Tha biggest inereaaa in  

productivity waa registered in  tha uni irrigated category (152 

par cant) while tha Increase in  productivity in  tha Irrigated  

category waa only marginal (27 per cant)* In  tha unlrrlgated  

category tha pre project y ie ld  rata of banana was very low 

(2*5 kg par plant) and tha inereaaa in y ield  registered la  

therefore substantial* Yield par plant Increased from 2* 3 

kg to 6*31 kg* In tha irrigated group the pre project yield  

It s e lf  was relatively higher (4*98 kg per plant) than tha 

unlrrlgated category* The poat project y ie ld  leva! of 

6*35 k« par plsnt attained by tha Irrigated category «id  

6*31 kg par plant attained by unlrrlgated category do not 

show auch difference. Tha impressive performance of 

unlrrlgated category with a productivity almost comparable 

to tha irrigated category ia  attributable to tha higher 

dose of manures and fart I l ia  are applied in  this category*

The average does o f manures and fe r t i liz e rs  applied in  

category X was 8 kg and 0*45 kg respectively, against 5 kg 

and 0*26 kg appliad in tha Irrigated oataglry* This high 

ligh ts tha need fo r  adoption of scientific  maxarrlng fo r
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realising the fu ll  benefit o f tho production potential 

created by irrigation. The productivity attained under 

category XX la  10*43 kg per plant which la  much higher 

than category X and category XXX* JSUt this cannot bo 

considered as m  outcome o f this programme since tho 

pre project y ie ld  of this category also was fa ir ly  high 

(9*09 kg).

The overall productivity of tapieea had declined 

from 5191 kg to 3059 kg per hectare* The overall productivity 

ef 9099 kg per hectare however was sore than double the 

productivity level of 2523 kg per hectare registered by the

22 non partleiptfits covered under the study* There is  a 

decline of 2 per cent in post project y ie ld  rate from the 

pre project level* The productivity has increased under 

category XX and category XXX, the rate of increase was

23 per cait end 1 per eent respectively. The decline o f 

productivity in category X without irrigation  (9 per cent) 

is  attributable to the decrease in organic manure use

(2  per cent) noticed in this dess* The increase in 

productivity attained was highest in category XX (23 per 

cent) and this can be considered as the outcome of fa ir ly  

higher doses o f manures applied in th is category. The use 

of organic manure has increased from 2986 kg to 3493 kg 

per hectare in  this category. The fe r t i l is e r  dose applied 

was 199 kg per hectare which was the highest mnong a l l  

desses*



Increase in productivity o f coconut in different 

categories of holdings on account of tho project la  

represented in Fig*3*

6. 2.6 i iw r w  iP iBMai*
In order to find the overall Impact of the various

development measures adopted in the holdings the gross 

farm income and net faro income in the period prior to 

and a fter the devalopamit were worked out and compared* 

Relevant data are furnished in Table 6*29 and 6*30* The 

pie project level of income from the holding was worksd out 

at the base year level of prices aa wall aa at 8 M 5  

levdi prices. Poat project income waa worked out at 

1982*83 level prices in  a ll  eaaas. %  comparing tha poat 

project income worked out at 82*83 level o f product price a, 

tha actual increase in income attributable to the project 

could be arrived at. The data in Table 6*29 reveals that 

the average gross faro income per holding increased from 

8*4478 to 8*9224 at constant prices. In per hectare terms 

the increase was from 8*4613 to 8* 9502* The percentage 

increase waa 105. The biggest increase waa in category I I  

(142 per cent) followed by category I I I  (111 per cent).

In absolute terms the average income per hectare was 

highest in the Irrigated category (8* 11093) followed by 

category I I  with 8, 8411 per hectare* I t  was lowest in  

unlrrlgated category with 8*3846 par hectare.
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Analysis of tha category-wise incraaaa in  not f a n  

Income ia  presented in Table 6.30. Tha data reveal that 

tha inereaaa in not f a n  income is  not commensurate with 

tha rata o f incraaaa e f gross f a n  inoens. Average nat 

f a n  incosia has registered only 34 per eent increase over 

pro project levels against 105 par cant inereaaa recorded 

by gross f a n  income. The average nat f a n  ineoae which 

was 8.2860 per hectare during the pre project level has 

increased to 8*3821 per hectare at constant prleee* The 

average net f a n  Income per holding at the post project 

level worked out to 8.3709 against 8* 2776 at the pre 

project level at constant prices. There was substantial 

increase in gross f a n  income ranging from 70 per cent 

to 142 per cent In a ll  tha 3 categories. The situation 

waa different when the net f a n  income waa considered.

The increase was marginal undar tha unlrrlgated holding! 

(4  per e « t )  but i t  waa 37 par eent in  tha irrigatad  

holdings*

Tha performance of different size group of holdings 

in respect of net f a n  income ms also analysed. At tha 

pre project level maximum income per hectare (8*3746) was 

obtained by medium size holdings of 0.40 to 0*80 hectare. 

Poat project income levels Indicate that the performance 

of the lowest group of lass than 0*40 hectare waa fa r  

superior to other categories* Par hectare income attained 

by tha slza category of 0*40 hectare and below was 8.5743



followed by 8*5116 by the else category of 0.80 hectare 

and below and 8*5284 by tha size class of above 0*80 

h set are.

The study reveals that there is  an overall increase 

of 34 per cent in the average net f a n  in an e  of the 

beneficiaries under this programme. Development works 

contemplated in the project could be taken up only from 

1978 onwards and as such the project has completed only 

5 years during the reporting period. Out of 96 beneficiaries 

10 have completed 5 years, 39 four years end 47 juat three 

years of development* The combined incremental benefits 

due to manuring and irrigation  of oooonut accompanied fay an 

intercropping programme is  expected to inereaaa tha net 

farm income of a ll farmers who have completed 3 years 

under the project. But it  is  quite like ly  that at least 

some o f the holdings which were included in the pro grama e 

from 79 and 80 onwards might have received the benefit of 

irrigation and manuring late  in the respective years or sarly 

in tha following years. The benefits of these measures 

might not have stabilized in such eases. The net farm 

Income was therefore analysed fo r  the 3 different categories 

which had completed 5 years, four years and three years 

respectively. The results are furnished in  Table 6.31.



Table 6,31 pre and Post project income leve ls  attained
by different classes according to year of completion.

SQL* Year No.of Net faro income Average net Average net
N O . O f  p l O t S  f  in O O B S  f S H i  1 1 1 0 6 *0

c m -  P r . Port
pletion Pre Post Pre Post

1. 3 10 10.76 48804 82618 4880 8261 4536
(100)

7678
(169)

2. 4 39 41.32 102082 134315 2617 3444 2470
(100)

3290
(132)

3. 3 47 41.11 113624 139111 2460 2960 2812
(100)

3384
(120)

96 93.19 266310 396044 2776 3709 2860 3821

These indicate that there is  differenee in the rate o f increase 

in the three categories. Net faro income has increased by 

69 per cent in  the case of the 10 holdings which have completed 

3 years. The Increase is  only 32 per cent and 20 per cent 

respectively in the case of holdings which have completed 4 

years and 3 years. This indicates that the time element has 

played a significant role in determining the level o f income. 

The impressive performance of the holdings which have 

completed 9 years (69 par cent) brighten the prospects fo r  

further increase in the average net faro Income of the 

beneficiaries after the completion of five  years by a il  

the holdings.

Incremental net faro income attained by the 

beneficiaries was also compared with the rate of increase
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projected fo r  tho 5th yoar In tho models Incorporated in 

tho project report and tho dotails are presented In Table 

6*32*

Table 6.32 Incremental benefits as projected in the project 
and actually achieved*

a .  Category A* p#r P ^ c c t  **ePort Ae^attalned by the

Pre Post Xncro- Pre Post Xnere*
mental mental

Unirrigated 2958 4464 1506 2410 3043 633
(100) (151) (100) ( 126)

2. Irrigated 2958 
with cocoa (100)

3* Irrigated 2958

t t & T  ( * » >

4464 1506
(151)

,3929 971
(133)

7518 4560
1254)

3135 4297 1162
(100) (137)

Against 51 per cent increase over the pre project income 

projected under the unlrrlgated category the actual 

achievement by categories I  and XI put together waa only 

26 per cent. The Increase in net farm Income projected fo r  

the Irrigated model with cocoa was 33 per cent and with 

fodder and dairying was 154 per cent in the project report*

^ it the irrigated category as a whole registered an increase 

of 37 per eent only. When category I I  and I I I  ware considered 

together which actually represent the Irrigated target group 

as per the farm production plans drawn up under the project 

the increase in  average net fern income per hectare was 

f r a  lb.3033 to te.4243 (39 per cent). There is  shortfall in



achievement under both unlrrlgated end irrigated  category 

in relation to the projected models. Increase in net farm 

Income per hectare in different categories of holdings 

i s  represented in F ig ,4*

The overall incraaaa In net farm income fo r  a ll tha 

96 holdings put together is  only 34 per eent. The response 

though low compared to the target, is  encouraging in view 

o f the fact that i t  could be achieved in spite o f negative 

contribution by one of the main intercrops namely cocoa 

due to marketing d ifficu ltie s . Cultivation of cocoa was 

trican up in 55 holdings and most of the eoooa growers lost  

interest due to the decline in cocoa prices and they 

neglected the crop. Similarly the strategy fo r  unlrrlgated 

development proposed in the project report was one of 

diversifying the Intercropping system by substituting high 

value crops lik e  ginger, groundnut, vegetables etc, in the 

place of the traditional tapioca crop. But this objective 

has not been achieved, Tapioca continued to be the main 

Intercrop in the fie ld . Out of 29 unirrigated holdings 

under category I ,  in 25 cases tapioca found the major 

placa in tha intercropping system. The introduction of 

eoooa in 5 cases and dairying in 4 cases under unlrrlgated  

holdings did not in any way help in increasing the average 

net farm income, since the perfo rates of both under 

unirrigated conditions was poor. Similarly the development 

programme contemplated fo r  the 13 holdings under category I I  

did not succeed duo to operational constraints. The overall
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le v d  of use o f organic is am re for tha intercrop a was low* 

Likewise fe r t i l is e r  dose adopted by the farmers fo r  a ll  

erops was also low* The 4762 oooonut seedlings planted 

in the holdings have not yet come into bearing* Viewing 

the increase of 34 per eent achieved in respect of average 

net farm Income of holdings from th is background, the 

result can be considered creditable.

6*3 Coup art tlve efficiency of different approaches followed 
in the project in increasing the net return from farmers 
holdings*

Irrigated as well as unirrlgated development of coconut 

holdings were taken up under the project. Similarly inter- 

cropping and mixed farming were the two other approaches 

followed fo r  increasing the farm inoome. A study o f the 

relative efficiency of these measures in increasing the 

net return of coconut growers was proposed in view of 

it s  importance for policy prescriptions* For such a study 

there should be a concurrently operated control receiving 

a ll  other treatments excepting the one under study* In  

the absence of provision fo r  such control mechanism, it  

is  not feasib le  to study the real impact of each treatment* 

The position i s  further complicated by the fact that in 

»sny of the Irrigated holdings intercropping with cocoa 

or banana had be«t combined with dairying* This makes i t  

almost impossible to quantify the aeteaal contribution by each 

individual measure to the net return* The only alternative
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to tackle the pro bis* in  this situation was to estimate the 

average oost of pre&etion and return o f  the different 

intercrops per hectare* based on the data furnished by 

the beneficiaries. Similarly a oosiparison of the overall 

increase in net 1mm income between the irrigated and 

unirrlgated categories of holdings and the increase in 

average yield of different crops in  these two groups 

would provide broad Indication of the efficiency of 

irrigation  in increasing the income of the grower. Such 

an attempt has been made.

A comparison of the post project productivity levels  

in unirrlgated and irrigated holdings is  made hereunder.

jjjj* Name of crop Unit Post project 
average y ield  
in  category Z

Post project 
average yield  in 
category ZIZ

1. Coconut

2* Fodder

3. Banana

4. Cocoa

5. Milk

Nuts/palm

kg/hectare 

kg/plant 

s./hectare 

Litres/ day

30(100)

3461(100) 

6.31(100) 

3 (100) 

5.96(100)

44(147)

5605(162)

6.34(100.47)

72(1440)

6.99(117)

(Figures in parentheses indicate percentage over category Z)
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The average net Income per hectare in the unirrlgated 

category wee it* 2942 while i t  wee te*4297 fo r  the irrigated  

cetegoiy* An inoreaae e f 69 per eent in agricultural 

income has been obtained in the caae o f irrigated holdings 

over the unirrlgated category*

Coat of cultivation of the different intercrops 

naihly cocoa* banana, and tapioca aa well as mixed fam ing  

with dairying aa the component along with the estimated 

receipts and returns per hectare are presented in Table 6.39 

to 6*36* The average cash in flow  and cash outflow have 

been worked out based on the actuals as reported fey 

beneficiaries of the selected holdings* I t  can be seen 

from the tab!as that Banana had contributed most towards 

the net return from the holdings with a potential average 

net return of lb*6019 per hectare per annum* The analysis 

also Indicates that banana Is  profitable both under irrigated  

as well as unirrlgated categories* Thia provides evidence 

fo r  the general acceptance of bmosna in both the categories*

Mixed farming with fodder as an Intercrop combined 

with dairying at 3 cows per hectare emerges as the next 

most profitable rniterprise along with coconut* The average 

net return on this model worked out to fe« 2088 per hectare.

Zt la  Interesting to not# that tha combination has resulted 

in  negative returns under unirrlgated condition. Tho results 

also indicate that dairying enterpriaa would be viable in



cooonut holding* of more than 0*80 hectare size and only in 

Irrigated holdings* Indiscriminate choice o f the dairy 

component fo r  the m aile r holdings against tha atratagy 

suggested in the project report has pulled down the overall 

average return per hectare. However dairy component emerges 

aa a promising enterprise next to banana in holdings o f 

more than one hectare*

Tapioca with an average return o f Si* 621 per hectare 

ranks third in the order of profitab ility* The performance 

of tapieea under irrigated condition (Category I I I )  with 

a not return of lb* 269 per hectare la  much below tho average 

not return o f fb*6l2 and St* 1144 per hectare estimated fo r  

category I  and II*  Irrigation  did net appear to have ecy 

beneficial influence an y ie ld  of tapioca as an intercrop 

in oooonut gerdeno*

Cocoa, the fourth intercrop dealt with in the analysis 

shewed negative net return in a ll the categories at the 

existing y ie ld  and pries levels. Comparison of ooooa, e 

perennial* with amual intercrops Ilka  banana and tapieea 

may not bo scientific and meaningful slnee ooeoa can generate 

income flows over years* But the fact that only 2009 cut 

ef 9922 number ef seedlings of cocoa planted in tha holdings 

survived at tho end of 1982 presents a very gloomy picture 

about tho future o f coos>a. In maqy o f tho eases plantings 

made mad established have been deliberately abandoned er



eut and ramoved* This shows that promotion of eoooa as an 

intercrop under the present conditions needs a fresh look 

In view of the maifcetlng d ifficu lties .

6.4 Impact of the programme on Scheduled Castes/
Scheduled Tribes beneficiaries

T i l l  the end of 1990*81 only 12 beneficiaries 

belonging to the Scheduled Castes/Scheduled Tribes community 

had joined the programme* Financing under the project is  

based on mortgage of landed property fo r  which absolute 

ownership right on the property is  essential* Similarly 

holdings of 0*20 hectare and above ware alone e lig ib le  

undar th is project. Since majority of S*C./S.T. farmers 

possess only b its  of land and often they do not possess 

absolute right on the property they possess* they do not 

qualify fo r  loan assistance undor the project*

Out of 12 S.C./S.T. beneficiaries who joined tha 

pro grama 2 farmers after availing the f i r s t  instalment of 

sanctioned loan in 1980- 81, fa iled  to take up the development 

works t i l l  the end of the survey period* Further disbursement 

of loans to these beneficiaries has been withheld by the 

financing institution on the advice o f the f ie ld  extension 

staff* Analysis o f  the data pertaining to S.C./S.T. 

beneficiaries is  therefore confined to 10 beneficiaries 

who participated In the programme*



Out o f tho 10 beneficiaries eovared undor the study 

8 hod othor sources of Incoma and agriculture formed only e 

sub si diary occupation. Four were government servants* ens 

was a laundry man* and 3 were agricultural labourers. The 

pre project income from Agriculture was around fc.824 per 

holding* Tho average sizo o f holding was 0*67 hectare with 

e sparse density of 38 cooonut palms par hectare. Tapieea 

was tha only intercrop raised in oooonut gardens* Mary of 

tho holdings coming undor this category were traditional 

tapioca growing dry lends rathtr than oooonut gardens. In 

two holdings not even a single oooonut palm was scan during 

tha survey*

The estimated requirement o f funds fo r the 10 holdings 

ea par tha Individual farm plan worked out to fe* 88435. Tha 

financing institutions have sanctioned an amount of h*86035 

and tha beneficiaries have invested an amount of fe*69897.

The percentage of utilization  against sanctioned amount was 

only 81* Tha investment was only 79 per cent o f the amount 

estimated* Shortfall in  investment la  mainly under cooonut 

planting (43 per cent) cocoa (36 per eent) and fodder 

(63 per eent)*

Out of 10 loans avail ad of by the the S»C*/S*T* 

beneficiaries only 3 relate to irrigated development. Against 

the preference fo r  Irrigated development noticed among the 

beneficiaries e f tho project aa a whole in general* majority
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of the S.C./S.T. beneficiaries opted fo r  unlrrlgated 

development. though In 7 cases unlrrlgated develop®ent was 

contemplated as per the individual fare plans, provision 

fo r  construction of well was seen included in 3 cases.

This Is  against the norms prescribed in the unlrrlgated 

models Included in the project report. Among the three 

irrigated holdings two were with cocoa as intercrop and 

one had cocoa and dairying. Primary Land Mortgage Banks 

appeared to be the most preferred financing institution  

fo r  the S.C./S.T. beneficiaries also and 6 beneficiaries 

had their loans from this source.

The total cropped area before the adoption of the 

development programme under the 10 holdings was 6.32 hectares 

which Increased to 11.75 hectares which means 86 per cent 

increase was registered in gross cropped area* Cropping 

intensity, which was low (94 per cent) during the pre 

project, has increased to 175 per eent after the development 

o f the holdings. Biggest increase was under coconut 

(153 per cent) followed by tapioca (10 per eent). Cocoa, 

banana and fodder were new introductions to the holdings.

The density of oooonut palms in the holdings 

covered under the study has increased from 60 per hectare 

to 151 per hectare. There was a gap of 14 per cent in  

attaining the targetted level of 175 palms per hectare.

There were 22 uneconomic palms Identified fo r replacement
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as per tHa Individual fain  plana In raapaet of theaa holdings. 

The actual rasoval vaa only 19. Against 660 oooonut soodLlngs 

pregnant ed to bo pi an tod in  tho 10 holdings 630 soodllngs 

vere actually planted during tho projeet period. There was 

a shortfall e f 30 seedlings under this item. The seedlings 

planted were not seen Maintained properly as could be found 

from the very lev  use of organic manure (11*82 kg per 

plant) and fe r t i l is e r  application (0.46 kg per plant per 

ysar).

The pre and post project leve ls  ef Input nenegenent 

covering organic manures, fe r t i lis e r s  and plant protection 

in  the 10 holdings vers compared. The average dose of 

organic Manures used during the pre project level was 

12.95 kg per palm end this has increased to 31.79 kg 

per pain (+145 per cent). None o f the beneficiaries 

were using fe r t i lis e r s  before joining this development 

pro grannie. The average doae e f application adopted 

by the faraera at the pest project leve l was also 

vary lev  (0*44 kg per paila) end is  not even 1/I0th e f the 

racoon ended dose ef fe r t i lis e r s  wider the project. Only 

5 out ef 10 faraers have applied fe r t i lis e r s  regularly and 

3 have net applied any fe r t i l is e r  at a l l  during tha projeet 

period. Application e f fe r t i lis e rs  fo r  oooonut la  yet to 

beeeae on aeeepted practice among this category of eoeoaut 

gravers* Out of 6*7 hectarasof net area oovered by the



holdings 1*34 hectare get the bentflt o f irrigation , hone 

of the beneficiaries under th is category were adopting plant 

protection measures in their holdings.

The average yield  of oooonut in the holdings before 

the adoption of tha programme was 23 nuts per palm and i t  

has increased to 36 nuts per palm by the end of 1982*83, 

an increase of around 56 per cant. Out of the ten holdings 

three had completed 5 years of development, four holdings 

completed 4 years of development and three holdings 3 years 

of development. Sines majority of the holdings are yet to 

complete at least 5 years of operation, tha incremental
•

benefit from the programme is  yet to be stabilized.

Cocoa was the main intercrop recommended fo r the 

three irrigated  holdings. Against 230 plants recommended 

in the farm plans, the actual planting of ooeoa made was 

300. Though the target has been exeeeded In this rasp set, 

the planted seedlings are not maintained properly. Tha 

average dose of organic manures used fo r  eoooa was only 

3 kg par plant. None of the beneficiaries reported the 

application of fe r t i lis e rs  fo r  this intercrop. I t  waa 

in m  abandoned condition at the time of the investigation 

and the crop has almost been lost.

Banana was recommended as an intercrop in  four 

holdings with a target o f 1030 plants. Against this the



beneficiaries have planted only 700 plants investing an 

amount o f Rs*2685. The farmers could secure a return of 

Rs. 9300 by sale of bunches. The average return from 

banana worked out to Rs.4.65 per plant per annum which is  

very low. The lew productivity o f banana is  attributable 

to the lew level of use of organic manure (4.85 kg per 

plant). None of the S.C./S.T. beneficiaries were applying 

fe r t iliz e rs  to banana except a nominal dose o f 100 gm per 

plant adopted by one of the beneficiaries.

Among the 10 S.C./S.T. beneficiaries only one has 

opted fo r  the mixed farming model e f  development. He planted 

0.40 hectare with hybrid napier fodder grass investing an 

amount o f ifc*625. The manuring dose adopted fo r fodder 

cultivation was also low (1300 kg per year) and no fe r t i liz e r  

was applied to the crop. He purchased a sviss brown cow 

utilis in g  the loan amount of Rs. 2300. The amual maintenance 

cost of the animal was Rs. 4230. The cow was in  lactation  

fo r  one year yielding 2040 l it r e s  valued at 4896. The 

net return from the daily component (milk alone) was therefors 

h. 646. In addition an amount of Rs. 500 has also been 

reported to be received by way e f sale e f cowdung.

Tapioca continued to be the most popular intercrop 

during the post project period also. Against the earmarked 

area of 3.6 hectaras for the crop as par the Individual fa n  

plana, actual area brought under the crop was 5.83 hectares.
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The pest project avefage yie ld  o f tap lees in  the 10 heldlxtfs 

we* 5904 kg per hectare* None of the S.C./S.T, farmer* hare 

reported application o f fe r t iliz e r*  fo r tapioca*

The gyerege gross farm income of the S*C*/S*T« beneficiaries 

has inereased from to. 1159 per bolding to to* 2487 per holding*

In per hectare terns the increase was fron to* 1700 to Rs. 3713. 

Comparing the increase in net income i t  was found that 

the rate o f increase was not in proportion to the increase 

of gross fera ineoae* The pre project net farm inooae which 

was only to* 602 per holding has inereased to to* 333 per holding*

In per hectare terns the increase wes fron Rs* 899 to to* 1244, 

aa increase of 36 per eent over a period of 4 years*

6*5 Key constraints in lap roving coconut cultivation in the 
district in the ligh t o f the ixperience of this study

The coconut rehabilitation p r o g m e  implemented by 

SADU is  expected to develop 5600 heetaresof coconut plantation 

spread over the 14 units functioning in the d istrict. The 

effective area to be developed under th is project thus works 

out to 7*59 per eent of the total area under the crop in the 

d istrict. The expectation while launching the programme 

was that i t  would be possible to attain a coverage of the 

targetted effective area of 400 hectares fron the total 

contiguous oooonut area of 500 hectares available In each 

unit anticipating about 80 per eent participation* But 

sueh a response has not materialised oven in a single unit



150

functioning in tho district* th is hot rosuited in extension 

of tho ares o f operation o f tho units to tho adjoining areas* 

Mow the 14 package units cower almost a ll  the local body 

units in  the taluks of Neyyattlnkara* Trivandrum and 

Chiraylnkil and the coconut belt of Nedumengad taluk. The 

sample of 96 holdings selected at random fo r  the present 

study therefore represents the predominant coconut growing 

tracts o f the district* Results o f this study would therefore 

apply to the cultivation aspects and connected problems of 

oooonut growers In the d istrict in general.

The important problems encountered during the operation 

of the prtgrmnme v ia -a -v is  promoting oooonut cultivation in 

Trivandrum d istrict srs summarised below.

(а ) %  end large the coconut growers in  the d istrict arc not 

vary kaan and anthusiastie in joining the rehabilitation  

programme. The target id  area of 400 haetaraa e f oooonut 

could be attained only from an averaga total area of more 

then 5000 hectares rather than 500 hectares as visualised  

in the project*

(б ) Majority o f the oooonut growing areas in Trivandrum 

district la  under ralnfed condition with l i t t l e  scope fo r  

bringing substantial area under irrigation. But comparatively 

low number of fa n e rs  (30 per eent) epted fo r unirrlgated 

development.



(c ) Fron the nature of the holdings that ogae into the fo ld  

of this development programs e; i t  appears that the response 

to freah planting of oooonut is  more than fo r  rejuvenation 

o f existing palms* The average stand of palms per hectare 

in the pre project period was only 125* This Justifies the 

attitude of faimers to go in fo r  gap f i l l in g  on a large scale.

(d ) Majority of the coconut growers are reluctant to cut 

mod rmseve the uneoonomic coconut palms from their holdings 

even after providing a l l  fa c i l it ie s  fo r  replanting including 

credit* Against 388 uneconomic palms identified to he cut 

and removed in the 14 units, the actual removal was only 77. 

On mi average about 3*31 per eent o f the coconut palms in 

tho holdings require cutting and removal fo r which tho 

Incentive# provided in the aeheme seam a to ba inadequate.

(o ) There la  a general antipathy among oooonut growers

to application of fe r t i lis e rs  to oooonut palms as is  evident 

f r a  the faot that tha average doce of fe r t i l is e r  application 

per palm at tha pro project level waa only 0*22 kg of 

fe r t i l is e r  mixture* Inspite of 3 to 4 years concerted effort 

and education this oould be raised to s level of only 1.52 

kg* Bren with assured irrigation, fe r t i l is e r  application 

o f only 1*89 kg per palm could bo achieved* Among tho 96 

f  amors covered under tho study os many aa 28 (29 per cant) 

opined that they are net in favour of fe r t i l is e r  epplloetlon 

fo r  oooonut* They believe that application of f  e rtllise ra



to oooonut I t  detrimental to health, vigour and longivity  

of tha palma and chemical fe r t i liz e r*  adversely affect the 

long range yielding capacity of coconut palma*

( f )  Irrigated development pre suppceee availab ility  ef 

water* Advisory service on ground water availab ility  and 

technical help in locating the sites fo r the well in tha 

holdings appears to be totally  inadequate. About 4 per eent 

fa ilu re  of walla fo r  want of proper site selection has been 

reported*

(g ) In  the ease of fa iled  wells no effort i s  seen made to 

provide an additional loan fo r trying another wall. 

Beneficiaries who met with such operational d ifficu lt ie s  

are tota lly  neglected. Neither the extension staff nor tha 

lending institutions appear to have any pre pi am ad strategy 

to ancleorate tha d ifficu lt ie s  of the farmers in such cases.

(h ) There was inordinate delay in the energisation of

pump set s by the Electricity Board. About 30 par cent o f the 

beneficiaries reported delay o f mere than 6 months fo r  

getting their pump set a energised. There were cases where 

energisation is  pending fo r more than 2 years. The future 

of Irrigated development of oooonut therefore largely depends 

on tho arrangements fo r  timely energisation of pumpaets*

This ia  totally  lacking at present* Even the state level 

co-ordination oomnittee with representatives from Electricity  

Board failed  to tackle the sltuatlen effectively*
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(1 ) Only 6 per cant of the fanners fe lt  the necessity fo r  

adoption of plant protection measures fo r  coconut* This 

deserves serious attention while considering the faot that 

part o f the d istrict Is  already In the grip o f the devastating 

oooonut lea f rot disease*

(J ) Farmers appear to be eager to Introduce new Intercrops 

advocatedi but they are not so eager In their proper care 

end maintenance. The low level of technology adopted fo r  

the intercrops in genehal Is  Indicative o f th is tendency*

The underfed Intercrops would compete with the stain crop 

fo r  Its  nutritional needs* which is  detrimental to both 

crops* Neglect of the Intercrops without proper care and 

Maintenance sens to be the general, pattern of majority 

of holdings. This tendency needs immediate correction.

(k ) The prospects fo r  promotion of cooes as an intercrop 

in coconut gardens seem to be bleak in view o f the acute 

marketing problems experienced by the growers. Only 18 per 

cent of the cocoa planted survived by the end of 1982-83 

snd the balance has bean lost either due to neglect or 

dbleberete removal lay the fanners*

(1 ) Though banana merged as the most profitable intercrop 

in coconut gardens under tho project, it s  performance is  

net steady In holdings where the crop is  continuously 

cultivated.
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(a ) Zt has bean observed that while lib e ra l subsidies were 

being provided by agencies lik e  District Rural Development 

Agency ̂  Department o f Agriculture, Department of Animal 

Husbandry and Department e f Dairying fe r  development of 

Irrigation mad purchase of a i l  eh animals, the participants 

under the SADU eehase by end large are not benefited by 

such aaeieteneee* Out of 54 beneficiaries who have taken 

up irrigated development of oooonut in their holdings only 

21 persons were able to avail the aibaidy assistance 

offered by DRDA and the Department of Agriculture*

(n) The State Government has announced an interest subsidy 

of 5 per eent fo r  prompt repayment of agricultural loans 

taken free the co-operative institutions. Under the SADU 

programs Commercial banks are also operating side by side 

in  a l l  tha package units* They do not o ffe r  any subsidy 

fo r prompt repayment of loans* The d ifferentia l rate of 

interest payable fo r loans availed fo r tha very same purpose 

from different sources make the loans from the commercial 

banks unattractive* This adversely affect the progress 

of implmaantation o f tha programme through nationalised 

banka* Zt would be desirable to extend the benefit o f  

subsidy to the SADU loans availed through commercial 

banks alec*

(o ) The oo*eperatien of the financing institutions especially  

primary land mortgage banks in the timely disbursal of 

credit fo r  the programme sema to be inadequate* Twenty



cut of 96 fanners covered under the stuty expressed 

dissatisfaction over tho attitude of and treatment fron tho 

financing Institutions. The primary land mortgage banks 

as wall aa the oenmoroial banka wore concurrently operating 

landing programme fo r coconut development from where the 

farmers were free to avail loans fo r  similar purposes without 

much insistence on loan utilization  and close supervision.

(p) The scale of finance adopted under tho scheme is  

outdated. The wage retea assumed were 8 fo r  men and 

fe.6.50 fo r  women fo r arriving at the labour cost in the 

project. This is  against the present wage rate of fe. 15 

fo r  men end 3s. 10 fo r  woman. This provides ample evidence 

fo r tihe low sealos of financing provided under the schwa.

The cost o f input, labour, pump sets and accessories, running 

expenses of puapsets, construction cost fo r  pumphouse and 

cattle shed etc have undergone substantial Increase over 

the past four or five  years. The rate of finance provided 

at the rate o f %* 1000 per hectare fo r  land development 

component i s  reported to be too meagre and does not avan 

touch the fringe of tho problem. Similarly lim its of fe. 1000 

fo r pumphouse and eat tie  shod prescribed as operational norms 

also need revision. The scale of crop finance also have 

to be revised rea listica lly  based on current prices. 45 

beneficiaries hare pointed out inadequacy of finance as 

one of the constraints faced by them.
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(q ) The scheme does sot provide lending support fo r  fencing 

or compound well* In an Intensive cropping programs i t  is  

inevitable to provide adequate protection fo r the erops 

fron the stray cattle. Some beneficiaries pleaded fo r  

credit support fo r  fencing and though they constitute only 

a few in nun bar, this claim deserves due attention*

( r )  Though over 35 per cent of the beneficiaries expressed 

satisfaction over the services and advice given by tha 

extension staff under the SASH unit, a c rit ica l exaainatlon 

o f the performance o f the programme mould reveal that the 

extension efforts are not channelled in  the proper direction* 

Most o f the time end energy o f extension workers are aeen 

devoted fo r  arranging the required supplies such as credit, 

seeds and seedlings, fe r t i lis e rs  ate* In  fact thia fonts 

an important constituent of the work load assigned to thms*

In the mldat e f ao much target oriented physical activities  

competing fo r  their time and attention, the extension staff 

seams to have fa iled  in the v ita l role of transferring 

proper technology to the farmers* The low level of adoption 

o f scientific  manuring fo r  coconut and other lnterefops 

mid plant protection corroborates this contention* The 

fact that around 28 farmsrs could managa to avail of tha 

asslatanea undar tha schema without applying a pinch o f 

fe r t i lis e r s  to thalr palms and statement that they do not 

belisvo in thia practice, emphasises tha need for properly 

reorienting the f ie ld  staff in thia direction* They should



be made to fe e l that they ere not mere agents fo r  

distribution of credit end ether inputs but should u t ilis e  

these fa c i l it ie s  aa instruments fo r  teehnologioal change.

( * )  There were four Instances in our s*»ple where the 

farmers who took up dairy development as part of project 

suffered losses due to the death o f animals* Only tw» of 

then had insured the animals. One farmer alone renewed 

the insurance. Thus only one got the benefit of insurance. 

The primary Isnd mortgage banks are not keen on insuring 

milch animals bought out of loans.

( t )  The loan component fo r  irrigation end the loan component 

fo r  crop production ere seen operated in isolation. Crop 

finance meant for raising crops Ilka fodder, eoooa etc. 

under irrigated condition were seen disbursed to the 

farmers before commissioning of irrigation  systea.

Irrigation  should precede planting of intercrops in sueh 

eases fo r  proper establishment end better y ie ld  performance. 

Commissioning of Irrigation  should therefore have been 

made e pre condition fo r the disbursement o f crop loans 

under the irrigated development.

(u ) Though the individual development plan fo r  each 

holding and the item-wise credit support had to be finalised  

in consultation with the beneficiary oencamad, this is  

not seen followed strictly  in seme ceeea. Seme of tho 

beneficiaries were not even aware of the Item-wise break up



of lo w  sanctioned to than, the details e f  loan already availed 

of and the balance pending payments in their accounts. None 

of the primary lend mortgage banks in tha d istrict have so 

fa r  intimated the l e w  repayment schedule in  respect o f the 

leans issued under the scheme. The beneficiaries are 

completely in the dark regarding their repayment obligation* 

some of the beneficiaries have paralle l loans availed fron 

the vesy awe primary bank under the ordinary lending 

programme fo r  coeonut development. The farmers in sueh 

eases ere in e state of confusion regarding the oommltmwt 

under each head-

Hie above points may create an impression that the 

project has misfired in many respects. I t  i s  to be 

mwtlened that many of the points r t f  erred above pertain 

to exceptions, not generalities. The project has succeeded 

in Introducing a new approach in oooonut development 

viz. oonsidering development of the coeonut holding in its  

totality . An attempt has been made to deal with the problems 

of the oooonut growers in general rather than dealing with 

tha crop In particular. This is  a new concept hither to 

unknown to the extension workers and lending institutions 

functioning in the state. Eoonomic u p lift  of the coconut 

growers by augmenting fare Income through whole farm 

development approach had been the basic objective of the 

project. On the whole the project has made a good beginning 

in this direction. The results e f th is study are to be
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considered as the preliminary indication towards which the 

project is  soiling* Zn spite e f  many operational constraints* 

the project has been successful in motivating the beneficiaries 

in the Intensive use o f the land fo r crop production and in  

Improving the level of management of their holdings*



s ,ummary.
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s m m  or max* findings

Development of oooonut assumes parmwunt Importance 

In the economy of Kerala aa It  provides employment and 

livelihood fo r  more than 90 per eent of the rural people 

and contributes 29*8 per cent of the agricultural income 

ef tile state* Small holders predominate the oooonut fanning 

sector and their economic u p lift  ia  feasib le  only through
i

the development of their small holdings*

Among other things, the Kerala Agricultural Development 

Project implemented with World Bank aaaistance from 1977 

onwards aimed at up lifting tha soonomio level of the smell 

end marginal oooonut femora in the state* I t  comprised of 

a programme fo r  the rehabilitation of eoconut including 

replanting of senile and unproductive palms in 30,000 

hectares in Cannanorc, Calicut, Malappuram and Trivandrum 

district. This programme aimed at attaining an optimum 

stand of 179 h ea lth  and high yielding palms per hsotara 

through a combination of selectlve thinning and replanting 

of uneconomic palms* Educating and anoouraglng farmers 

to adopt improved cultural practices, to cultivate suitable 

intercrops undar irrigated and unirrlgated conditions and 

to adept mixed farming in potential areas were also 

envisaged under the project* A stuty was undertaken to 

investigate tha overall impact o f th is programme in 

Trivandrum d istrict in attaining those objectives and to



161

focus attention on tho key oonstraints In improving coconut 

cultivation in tho ligh t of the exportonoo of th is project.

The findings of this investigation are summarised hereunder.

The coconut rehabilitation programs under the 

Kerala Agricultural Development Project (KAOP) in  TrLvandrua 

district wee under implementation through the 14 package 

units selected fo r the purpose* I t  was anticipated that 

400 hectares of effective area fo r  rehabilitation would be 

forthcoming from a contiguous area of 500 hectares covered 

by each package unit assuming 80 per cent farmer participation* 

Investment tap way of long term finance was provided bp 

National Bank for Agricultural end Rural Development through 

Prlmarp Land Mortgage Banka and selected Commercial Banka*

Farm development and project financing were based on models 

incorporated as part o f the project*

Intercropping with cocoa or mixed farming with dairying

was recommended fo r  the development of irrigated  holdings

(in  0*80 hectare out of 1 hectare) while intercropping with

annuel crops lik e  pulses* ginger, vegetables end tapiece

was projected under the unirrigated models* The project

would support the investment required fo r land development,

w e ll/ filte r point with pump sets, pumphouse, replanting of

coconut trees purchase of cows* cattle shed* planting cost of

fodder and planting and maintenance of cocoa fo r  3 years

and fo r loss of income i f  any* The working finance required

fo r  the annuel recurring operating cost had to be found from 
other sources.



Data were coll act ad from a sample of 96 beneficiaries 

selected at randan from the 14 package units functioning 

in the d istrict through personal interview using a wall 

structured schedule. For the purpose of analysis they ware 

categorised Into 3 groups namely unirrigated (Category I ) * 

irrigation  contemplated but fa iled  to obtain irrigation  

fa c i l it ie s  (Category I I )  and irrigated (Category I I I ) *

There were 29 in category I ,  13 in  category I I  and 34 in 

category I I I .  Each group was further subdivided based 

on holding sizes as follows! (a ) Below 0*40 hectare

(b ) 0*40 to 0*80 hectare 

and(c) above 0*80 hectare.

The impact of the scheme on S.C./S.T. beneficiaries 

who partlclpatod in the project was also investigated by 

covering a l l  the twelve beneficiaries o f this category 

coming under the purview o f the scheme. Beneficiaries 

fo r  the study were selected from those who had completed 

at least 3 years of participation in the project by the 

end of 1982-83. The results o f the study are summarised 

below*

Analysis of the general economic condition of the 

participating farmers indicated that 31.03 per coat of 

the holdings were in the category of leas than 0.80 hectare. 

This group possessed only 27.36 per cent of the area 

covered under the study* Among the beneficiaries who opted



fo r  Irrigated develops eat, holdings of 0*80 hectare and 

above predominated (99*26 per cent), while bulk of the 

unirrigated holdings (65.89 per cent^ were le ss  than 

0*8 hectare in  site* Categorisation of the beneficiaries 

according to the pre project level of farm income revealed 

that 61 beneficiaries had a gross fare income of lesm 

than feu 3600 per annua, of th is two had fe«6Q0 per annua, 

fifteen  had fe*600 to 1199* twenty eight had rs* 2000 to 

2399 and sixteen had fe. 2400 to 3599 * About 49 per cent 

of the households depended on non agricultural pursuits 

fo r  their main source of Income of which Goveraaent service 

constituted the major share (34 per cant). Majority of 

the fam ilies (80 per cent) are re latively small in size 

with a membership of less than 7*

Only 36 out of 96 f  aimers were members o f primary 

agricultural credit co-operatives even after the lmplaaentatlon 

of the programme* The cropping pattern followed at tha 

pre project leva! was more or loos o f a mixed type involving 

a number of intercrops indiscriminately planted* Tapioca 

, was tha common intercrop in almost a l l  holdings (85 per cent)

' and Banana ranked next in importance (21.8 per cant). The 

average stand of coconut was only 125 per hectare and it  

showed wide variation ranging from 30 to 300 palms in  

different size categories. Only 21*87 per cent of tho 

holdings had an optimum stand of 150 to 800 por hoot art mod



62 per cent had below optimum density* Senile and 

unproductive palms accounted fo r  only 3*31 per cent end the 

non yielding palms constituted 36 per cent o f the total*

The impact of the scheme wee investigated from 3 angles 

nwsely u tilisation  of loan, changes brought about in crapping 

pattern, improvements in input management, increase in 

production and productivity of crops and Increase in fare  

income consequent to the implementation of the programme* 

Against the total Investment of fc.16.7 lakhs estimated 

fo r  the development of the 96 holdings, the financing 

institutions have sanctioned an amount o f k* 13* 41 lakhs.

The actual investment made by the beneficiaries on this  

account worked eut to Hi* 13*94 lakhs* Though tha project 

has u tilized  the sanctioned loan In fu l l ,  there is  short

f a l l  o f h«2*76 lakhs In the contribution by the beneficiaries 

concerned* The percentage utilization  of loans in tha 

case of unirrigated category was low (50.18) compared to the 

irrigated category (122*43)* Holding size wise analysis of 

utilisation  of loan indicated that tha pareentags of 

utilization  of lean lneraasad with Increase in the holding 

size* The overall average investment estimated, sanctioned 

and spent per hectare fo r  the 96 holdings under stucy works 

out to ft, 17923.05, k. 14393*67 and h, 14959.57 respectively. 

There was considerable shortfall in  the u tilization  of 

loan in respect of cocoa (58 per cent) coconut gap fillin g/  

replanting (41 per cent) purchase o f cows (23 per cent)
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«id  fodder development (17 per cent). An maount of ft*32025 

under purohese o f cove god ft* 98705 eenctloned fo r  pumpsets 

ere yet to be availed o f fcy the ben«floierlee*

The estimated requirement o f working finance fo r  the 

maintenance of adult coeonut palm a and annual crops and 

the cows, to be found from other sources, was estimated 

to be ft. 16.97 lakhs. Against this the actual expenditure 

Incurred by the beneficiaries towards this item worked 

out to ft* 16.71 lakhs*

Among ths landing institutions which ehannelliaed the 

KABARD funds, Primary Land Mortgage Bent was the most 

acceptable agency (61 per cent) • Next In order o f preference 

came Indian Oversees Bank (17 per cmat) State Bank of 

Travancore (12 per cant) Bank of Baroda (4  per cent) and 

Onion Bank of India (2  per cent). The special preference 

ritown to the Land Mortgage Bank was attributable to the 

Interest subsidy of 5 per cent offered by the State Go verm ant 

to the loanees o f the co-operative sector fo r  prompt 

repayment o f tha loans*

Analysis of the pre and post project cropping 

pattern in the selected holdings revealed that the cropping 

intensity has Increased from 111*77 per cent to 189*87 per 

cant* The total cropped area has increased by 75*73 

hectares (70 per cent). Biggest increase was in  Banana 

(523 per cent) followed by coconut (40 per cent)* The newly 

introduced crops of cocoa end fodder covered 31*05 hectares



and 26.60 hectares respectively. Ares under tapioca declined 

by 24 per cent which is  in  eenaenance with the objective of 

the project. The average pre project density of coconut 

pdas  was 125 palms per hectare and i t  has increased to 

176 palms per hectare mainly through gap f i l l in g .  The 

percentage ef bearing palms has registared en increase 

of 19*23 per cent over the pre project level*

On comparing the achievements in the adoption of 

cropping pattern with reference to the targets set as per 

the approved individual farm plans of the beneficiaries, 

i t  was seen that the project has by and large achieved 

the target set in this respect except fo r minor deviations* 

Against tha projected gross cropped area of 163*09 hectares; 

tha actual achievement wga 176*94 hectares* Maximum achieves ant 

was under banana (119*3 per cent) followed by coconut (103*34) 

and cocoa (101*2 par cant). Tha increase in the area of 

tapioca (192*75 per cent) has to be viewed as a negative 

attribute of the project indicating the reluctance o f the 

farming community to switch over to new crops replacing 

traditionally grown tapioca. Hie shortfall in area covered 

was mainly undar fodder (18 per cent) and livestock to be 

purchased (36 per cent).

The aspects covered under the study fo r input 

manegsnent include irrigation , replanting of senile and 

uneconomic palms, use of organic manure and fe rt iliz e rs



and plant protection* The project had bemn instrumental in 

providing irrigation  fa c il it ie s  in  54 holdings extending 

ever m  area o f $7*79 hectares. In 13 oases« though irrigated  

development was programmed* th is goal could not be reached 

due to operational constraints* Among the 13 cases where 

the Irrigation  component has not been successful, 6 represent 

fa ilu re  to obtain power connection as a result of inability  

to get electric lines extended over a distance of 1 to 5 kme* 

Four beneficiaries have purchased and installed  pimp sets which 

are remaining id le fo r  acre than 2 years* Availability of 

power connection has obviously not been Insisted while 

sanctioning loans fo r  electrically  operated pump sets with 

respect to these 4 cases* In another 4 eases the fa ilu re  

of irrigation  was due to fa iled  wells* In these cases the 

development works are almost in an abandoned stage fo r want 

of supplementary finance fo r  another t r ia l  fo r  a new well 

or proper guidance to farmers about future course of actibn. 

The fa ilu re  of the beneficiaries to oomplete the construction 

of well due to inadequacy o f the sanctioned loan had been 

the cause fo r  the unsuccessful attenpt to provide irrigation  

fac ility * In  yet another case i t  was the domestic problems 

of the beneficiary which acted as the constraint fo r  the 

timely utilisation  of the Irrigation potential created*

The project had been successful in providing 

irrigation  fo r  62 per cent o f the net area covered by the 

sample* Maximum benefit was fo r  cocoa (31 per cent) followed



by fodder (67 per cent) end banana (58 per cent). Electrically  

operated pimp eat a predominated the scene (49 out of 54 eases). 

The average coat of a pump sat with accessories worked out 

to ft. 8717*68 and tha average amount sanctioned wae only 

ft* 7751 per pump set* The beneficiaries on an average 

hare invested ft* 1641 per pump set towards installation  

charges against ft. 828 sanctioned. In 12 out of 54 eases 

insufficiency of water during summer months fo r  irrigation  

had been reported.

Against tha replanting requirement o f 20 uneconomic 

palms per hectare projected in the project, the intensity 

of senile and unaoonoalc palms as revealed by the study 

was only 3*6 palm per hectare. Though 388 palms were 

identified f o r  removal and loan support was also provided 

the number of palms actually cut and removed was only 77.

A total number of 4762 cooonut seedlings were planted 

mainly by way of gap f i l l in g  against tha targeted number 

of 4790. The replanted seedlings however were not seen 

maintained properly as evident from the low level of 

organic manure used (6.6 kg to 22 kg) and fe r t i liz e r  

applied (0*1 kg to 0.36 kg). This may perhaps be the 

reason fo r  the fa ilu re  of the replanted seedlings to 

start to bearing.

With respect to organic manure ucc fo r  cooonut, 

the increase from 17 to 46 kg per palm is  commendable 

which is  against the post project projected use of only



30 kg per palm. But the u w  of organic manure fo r  tha lntcrampi 

Is  daplo rahLy low asp sol a lly  fo r  Banana ( 6  kg per plant) oocoa 

(3 kg per plant) and fodder (2*2 tonnes per hectare). In the 

ease of tapioca the level of use has even declined fro * 3755 kg 

to 3698 kg per hectare*

The performance Is  almost similar in the ease of 

fe r t i liz e r  application also. In respect of coconut fe r t i liz e r  

application has increased from 0*22 kg to 1*52 kg per palm 

(59 per cent). Even this is  low while considering the 

dose of 6 kg per palm recommended in the project report#

The average fe r t i l iz e r  dose of 0*08 kg per cocoa plant 

0.23 kg par banana plant 33 kg per hectare fo r  fodder and 

113 kg per hectare fo r  tapioca as adopted by the f  am era 

were also fa r  Inadequate. The tendency fo r  raising intercrops 

without balanced and adequate fe r t i liz e r  application noticed 

among the beneficiaries need immediate intervention to avert 

the possible future set backs to the main crop.

Only 6 out of 96 holdings covered under the survey 

have adopted plant protection measures. The general consensus 

among the cooonut growers was that this was not a dire 

necessity.

The Intensity of cultural practices has increased many 

fo ld . Biggest increase is  in coconut (562 per emit). However 

the expenditure incurred fo r  the intercrop appear to be low 

In respect of banana (paiae 58 per plant) ooooa (51 Paisa  

per plenty fodder (to. 127 per hectare) and tapioca
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(fc. 551 per heetate). This is  probably due to tho prattles 

of planting tho intercrops la  tho soason when coconut 

receives Its  in u a l intorcultivation resulting in a not 

soring of tho coat o f land preparation fo r  these intorcrops*

Increase In production and productivity of the 

different crops at the pre and post project leve ls  were alee 

compared. A ll the crops except tapioca hare registered 

substantial increese in total production. Banana, coconut, 

and milk production registered increases at 677 per cent,

62* 45 per cent and 15 per cent respectively over pre project 

levels* Production o f tapioca has de&lnad by 25*6 per cent 

which la  In lin e  with the project objective* On an analysis 

of the inereaso in productivity le re la  o f a l l  the cn>ps; 

i t  was found that the increase in productivity was not in 

proportion to the rate of increase in total production.

Tha inereaaa in productivity o f coconut was only 38 par 

cent over the productivity at the pre project level* The 

biggest Increase ie  in the irrigated category (47 per 

cent) followed by unirrigated category (20 per cent). In 

absolute terms tha productivity of coconut has increased 

from 25 nuts to 50 nute per palm in the unirrigated holdings 

while the inereaaa in Irrigated holdings was from 30 to 44 

nuts per palm* The overall increase in productivity attained 

was from 29 to 40 nuts fo r  the 96 holdings put together*

This is  against the rate of 36 nuts fo r the unirrlgsted  

palms and 50 nuts per palm projected fo r  the irrigated pelas



during the 5th year of development in the project report. 

The performance of the palms also exhibited wide variation  

in yldld rates in the different groups based on the year of 

completion of manuring and irrigation. The increase in  

productivity was highest in the palms which have completed 

5 years (67 per cent) of the project while I t  was lower in 

the esse of holdings completing 4 years (31 per cent) and 

3 years (29 per cent) of development.

The post project average yield o f erops such as eooos 

(to. 59 per hectare) fodder (4525 kg per hectare), Banana 

(6.95 kg par plant), and tapioca (5055 kg per hectare) 

was also considerably low. The shortfall Is  glaring while 

considering the post investment yield leve ls projected fo r  

these erops nsmsly eoooa (650 kg drltd beans per hectare) 

fodder (30 tonnes per hectare) and tapioca ^15 tonnes per 

hectare). Productivity of tapioca has even declined from 

5161 kg to 5055 kg per hectare. The poor performance o f 

the intercrops in general oould be attributed to the low 

level o f input use and poor manageasnt o f those crops.

The average pre project gross Income from the holdings 

lncrsaaed from to*4478 to to.9224 at constant prices. In par 

hectare terms the increase is  from to.4613 to to.9502. The 

percentage increase is  105* The per hectare average gross 

farm Income varied from 5846 per hectare in unirrigated 

holdings to to* 11093 per hectare In the Irrigated group*



The increase in  net farm income is  not in proportion 

to the increase in gross Income. I t  rose from 

*•2360 per hectare to te.3821 with a percentage ineraasa 

of only 34 per cent. Post project income leve l a of 

fc.5743, fe* 5116 end h .3284 per hectare by the categories 

of less than 0.4 hectare holdings, laaa than 0,8 hectare 

holdings and above 0.8 hectare hoi dings indi cat e that 

the smaller holdings are more d ffi& dnt in generation of 

Income. The performance o f the holdings was further 

analysed with reference to the year o f completion o f the 

development. This revealed that the increase in net farm 

income was maximum in the case of holdings which had 

completed 5 years o f development (69 per cent) followed 

by holdings completing 4 years (32 par cent) and 3 years 

(20 par cent) respectively.

Against 51 per cent increase over the pre project 

income projected under the unirrlgated category in the 

project report,the achievement was only 26 per cent. The 

rate of inereese in average net farm income of Irrigated  

holdings was only 37 par cent against the projected rets 

o f 33 per cent fo r  the irrigated models with eocoa and 

154 par cent fo r  irrigated models with mixed farming.

The overall increase of 34 per cent achieved though 

apparently small, cannot be under estimated while 

considering the fact that i t  oould be achieved in spite of



the negative impact of eoooa and the fa ilu re  of achieving 

the target set fo r  proper manuring and Irrigation o f the 

crops* The emerging situation inspires confidence fo r  

Intensifying efforts with renewed vigour a fter correcting 

the deficiencies noted* The programme has proved it s  

potential fo r  generating additional net income In spite 

of several operational constraints*

Comparltlve analysis o f the efficiency of irrigation  

and the various intercrop s/mixed farming in increasing the 

net return of growers was also mads* The Increase of 47 

per cent in the average y ie ld  of ceeenut}j&2 per cent in 

fodder,0*47 per cent in  banana* 134oper cant in cocoa 

and 17 per cent in  milk was not!cad under the irrigated  

holdings over the unirrigated holdings* This corroborates 

the view that by providing Irrigation, the productivity o f 

the erops can be raised substantially*

To determine the relative p ro fitab ility  of different 

intercrops the average mutual net return from the intercrops 

was worked out* It  indicated that Banana was the most 

profitable intercrop in cooonut gardens under the agno* 

climatic conditions of Trivandrum d istrict and at the prices 

which prevailed* The potential average annual net return per 

hectare based on the experience o f th is project works out to 

to* 6015 per hectare* Mixed faming was successful only in  

holdings of above 0*8 hectare with irrigation* However the



average net return per oimua even under this category was 

relatively low (h. 2990 per hectare) when compared to 

banana. Tapioca with an average return o f fte.621 per 

hectare ranked third in the order of p ro fitab ility . Cocoa 

the fourth intercrop compared, showed negative returns in 

a ll  the categories.
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KBRALJt AORIOiLlURAL aCTELOPMBU PROJECT 

if r .l l  M d m 1 F.m  a t .iaM .ttt  

L I .«  a t Unit, l d i t j f i n  fa r  Cooanut R fh .aU lt.tion

Rflit o f District

1* Trivandn*

2. M «I«ppur»

N*n« of Unit

1* Chonmlyoor

2* MftMpoor

9. KlshuvaUoa

4. Edakkodo

5. JtadlfUflftulflB

6. Manfalapurs*

7. Anayara

So Attlppra

9. Vattlyoorkevu

10. Karakula«

11. Kariokultfj

12. Poovor

13. Balaram spurs**

14. Vanpakal

15. Azhur

16. Valiyaakoda

17. Bramangalafls

18. Thalakkadu

19. Purathur

20. Thanur

21. Thanallur



N « b*  o f  d i s t r i c t N «aa o f  U n it

3. Kozhikodo

22. Puraag

23. Ponnani

24. Kondtottl

29. Pullkkal

26. Badagara 1

27. Badagara IX

28. Chaxoda X

29. Chorodo XX

30. CttaXamr X

31. Chalattur XX

32. ChaXavur

33. Koaoor

34. Edachorry

35. PuraB®rl

36. Cheruvennur

37. Noduvatto©

38. Arlkkula©

39. Koazharlyur

40. Edakulo®

41. Panthelayani

42. Atholi X

43. Atholi XX

44. ChathoaangaiaR

45. Chathsstangaltfi (XX) 
(Poolcfcodu)
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4* Cananora

4 6 . Naduvamiur X

47. Saduvaanur XX

48. UUori X

4f. o n  on x x

50. Thai aicul attar

51. K anaair

52. Pappini saoii

53. KaUlaaaari
54. Aiteharakaaty

55. Koodaly

56. Nftttcnmr

57. Panoer

58. to*
annlyannur

59. fhrlppangottur X

60. Thrlppnngottur XX

61. Payyanur

62. *a r lv « llu r

63. Modal

64. Kunhlmang&loa

65. cho»ai

66. Kaxyad

67. Kanhaagad
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68. AJanur 

69* P o U lk a ro  

70* UduBo 

71. Edakkad 

72* Aahikkode 

73. Marath 

7km Koiachari 

75. Chirakkal
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Quaatloniialfeusad fo r  Collaatioa o f data f m  tha Pro^aot 
parti oipm ts.

XHPACt OF 1HK OQQOMUT RBHABILIX AXIOM

Coda Ha. Oatat

1*1 Ngit and td d it ii o f 
aaaaflalaiyt

1*2 Wcatiom

Village Panohayat.

saou Unit
Block

Taluk

1*3 Raliglon/eesta:

1.4 Oaoupatiam

Main
Subsidiary

1*5 Vhaathar atabar o f
i a ^ « r « t i v a  Soeistys YWKo

1.6 Xf yas, aana o f tha oo- 
operative Soeiaty.

1*7 K«ae of tha aaifcet nearest 
to tha fara.

1.8 Uistanee from tha Fan  to 
tha aatfeet.

1*9 Transport fa o lllt la a  owned
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U a  l»a.)

Art anatfil fftil audit!
fea r

3.1 Load oened

Wetland 
Dryland 
Garden lead

3*2 Land leaned in  
Wetland 
Diyland 
Garden land

3*3 Land laaaad eiiti 
tfat land 
Dryland 
Qardanland

3.4 Mb* 9 f f r a # « t «  operated!

3.5 Cropping pattarni

a) pad# ! 
i )  Virippu 

i i )  Mundakan

i l l )  ftaga

P) Coconut* 
a) Pulaaat 

Pure
Intercrop 

d) Tapioca*
Pure
Intercrop 

a) Genoa 
Pure
Intercrop



t )  fodder*

Piire

Intercrop

g) Banana*

Pure

Intaro vap

h) Vegetatt.ee*

Pare

Intercrop 

1) other* (epecify) 

Pur*
Intercrop
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project <

Project yam
X XX XXX j f  f n vxx

1 a 3 4 9 6 7 « 9 10

4* jW U L J M B m m

(1 ) aatlaatad
(11) Loan aanatlonad 

(111) Actually apant
(4) Irrlaotad

(i) EuttaH*
Eatloatadi

Loan sanctioned! 
Actually apanti

U*>
charges

Estimated! 
Sanctioned! 
Actually apanti 

<*u > W all/F llfr point i 
Estimated! 
Sanctioned! 
Actually apanti

Estimated!
Loan aanotlonadf

Year

Actually apanti
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ism Nft«tlM *A«

Actually « « l t

SflliB«k«<t

S^M lltQ lll 
Actually apcnts

W  * * * * * *
Scttaatcdi

/UM1| 9 « t l  
(g ) l ^ u ^ n

<*> S m
Sctlftatcdl
f HP f tfllilMldl
Actually apcnti

(11)
Eatlaatcds 
Sanctioned! 
Actually spent!

<*) ttfetEi*
(•pacify)

Ectlaatedi
BaactlMM: 
Actually c « | i

£«t lasted! 
SflP^iORdl
Actually ciBkt
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U )

R a tl» « ta 6 t  
Sanctioned*

Actually ih b I i  

<b) laum aaelas
( 1) Cocoa

IftlaatcCt 
Sanctioned*

Actually apanti

( l i )  JflSUBA* 

fSctlactodl 
SanetioMdt

Actually apanti 
( 111) fodder*

S|tia«t«dl 
SgMtiMMdt 
Actually apanti

( i r )

I c t t i t M t
Iktmtt twiaittlaiwpppai*

Actually « « t t

(y ) Irrigation  
£ at la at ad t 
3weU9Mdi 
Actually apanti
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(**> *>*&>»» (s»# «lfy ) 
Eatiaatadt 
Sg)9ti9Mdil 
Actually *>ant!

latal of (b )

KatUatadt

Sanotlonad!

Actually apaati

f l g H f t . 1  « > » « * »

I»lla «ll4 t

Sanction**!

Actually apaati

> iw  of Pinaneing Institutions
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TEiKWlai AMP MBWXM8 COM.

i — i
s i. i t — * f  i  i t  t i t  i f  f  n  n t

Tsp**Ho. {Spec ify  yooro) projoct

f©

9*1 aljBM&adi
( • )  Ho. o f t N M  

la tho itrdtt*
(1) Yielding

(11) Ua yioldlng 
••taro  trooo.

( I l l )  S o ^ l*  ond 
anpioduotlvo 
■oturo trooo.

(b ) Ho. o f trooo to 
to oat and roaovod 
oo por plan.

(o ) (1 ) Mo. o f trooo 
•otuoJly 
ro o o re d .

(11) Coot o f  
rooovod.

3 «* E U attM  rtf J M flA n n
(• )

(b ) H o . of oood&iago 
roplontod.

(o ) (1 ) Cop fin in g
(11) Coot (J Input 

labour



( * )  ( i )  K«Mtrii«gft|
of p its dug*

( l i )  Cost

(b ) ( I )  Xnsaetleldss 
added at the 
t l »m
planting*

(11) Cast 

U ) CD i « u m  adds*
i t  t t e H i t  
e f planting

(11) Cost ft Input 
I Labour

(d) (1 ) Inter culti
vation a fter  
planting*

(Digging, Weeding 
ate)*

(ID  Oast

(a ) Manuring of 
seedlings*

CD Nitrogenous (oty*) 

( i i )  Phosphate (Gty.) 

( i l l )  Potash (Qty*) 

( i r )  saalasrants (Gty.)

( r i )  others (Speclty)
( r l i )  Total east o f 

assuring.
Inputs
Labour
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I t )  n i t  » r » t —tl»n

(1 ) B.K.C. « «  $0tt
Mixture*

(11) isrdnox Mixture 
or aqpivaloBt 
aiualcal wr*fln*»

Pro Monaco*
Port •

(111) Others (%oolfy)
( lv )  Total M i l  o f

plant protection

Labour

Input|

*•*  WrtHniMMt t f  n m r i - l r t f *

( i )  In ter cultivation  
Cost

(to) Manuring
<

NltrogaaOua (Qty)*

Phoaphatlo (Qty,)

Potash "

Mialaoranta •

Organic 11
Others ( Specify)
Coat o f M gu iia i

Labour
Input



( I )  a*H.C. ind Sand 
Mixture (Qtjr.)

( I I )  Bordeaux Mixture 
op «9 d v A iB l  
chenlcal te rm in g

Pro neaseen 
Past •

(111) otbers

( iv )  Cost o f P.P.

Labour

input

(d ) Irrigation

(1 ) IrrlgaKLe area 
(Hectares)

( I I )  Xrrsstod 11

( I I I )  Not im c sm o

(lv )  Method of Irrigation  

Pot watering (Ha.) 

L ift  irrigation (Ha.)

(1 ) Wall/tank constructed 
or renovated.

(11) Cost 
4f) Puoooofc

(1) Punpeet purefeased
( I I )  H.P. ft Date of pitroftaso
( I I I )  Cost
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1 2 3 4 f  4 7 0 9 tO

(1?) Jtr«ttattUbr •* eater
Sufficient
I a a i f f i « l « t *

(? ) Reaaene fa r  l a fu f l i f la u r
i f  a*r»

(i) Batura! eternity
(11) Im —pl eta wak

( i l l )  Failed work

(tv ) Paver eut

(v ) Others (% eetfp )

( r i )  I f  purehased hut 
net Installed  
reasons*

Want e f construction 
o f ptapheuee*
Vent of accessories

Want of finance 
Others (Specify)

( f l l )  I f  Installed* but
net energised reasons*

Vent of power oonneetiott 
Others (Specify)

( f i l l )  Sets e f  eoHBissioiiing 
e f irrigation  
systaou

(in ) hom sanctioned hut 
net avelled (mount 
I n l t )

(x )  Reeaea fo r  net 
availing the lean



(1) M«ln Crop 
' Ift OfS WOSfc

No. of hours run H r  
on* irrigittoB

^ontlit la  which p ap i 
works ropulsrly.
{ 3podf jr the Months)

(11) latorsiap (Coooo)

fnpitnop la  oao wssk

lie* of hour* run far 
•at Irrigation

Months la  which puap 
w ik i regularly*

(U t )  Int*r»«»p ( t a w )

Frequency la  oao week*

No. o f laurs run far  
oao lrrftfflloB.

Months la  which puap 
works roftilsrly.

(la ) Old tho last o il ot loa 
satisfied tho dsaands
of Irrigation.

U a/m

(a ) I f  No. Reason thereof i*
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(W  <!»«* »<  Irr lM tl.a  

Elaotrlolty oharsoo 

M  eb«rg«i 

NtiBllBlBM t i l l  

Harvesting of m u i t u  

Mo. 

eoot

5*5 inter aism m
( • )  co«ftft 

( I )  Aroft ftftrBorkftd os
pei*l«fe

(11) Aotuolljr planted

(111) Hi. of seedlings 
planted.

(iv ) No* of ftoftdllxKft 
survival.

(v ) Coot of pl«ssUagt 

Input I 

U&our f

(v lt ) Quantity of Organic (cty.) 
■snares ^plied .

(v i l l )  Coat

(lx ) *ul«felng of seedlings

Yoft^No
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(x ) Coat Labour I 

Input I
(x l) Fertlllx era applied

otr*
Coot Labour

Input

(x lt ) Float protaotlon dona 

Qty.

Coot Labour I 

Input I

(x t ll) Hamotlnc ooot

(b ) Fodder

( I )  Araa aasnavfcad for 
feddar cultivation aa 
P*r plan*

(11) Actually planted (Ha)

Is ta r  planting

Boarder planting

Hybrid naplor

fclaaa Oraao 

Fodder leguaea

Othem
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Civ) Stowe* of supply of 
seed sg te iie ls

Oopsrtesetai

others

Coot o f Fodderplaiting  

1 alwnr 

Z ip t

(v ) Spacing fives

(vft) Hamirlng of fodder 

Organlo am trti

(Gty*)

Coot Labour 

Input

F ertilise rs

Cost

(v i i )  Merreetisf 

Coet
Suffteieaey e f  fodder

(e ) M u m
( I )  Area oaisarkadna 

per pies
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(11) At m  actually planted

Palayaathodon

others («o e ify )

(111) Cost of cuckara ond 
gloating

(lv ) 9paaing | tv «

(v ) Organic ■ •n ift i  
applied

Coty.)

Coot

(▼i) Fa*tillaers oppllod

<Gty.)

c t  I U ,» ur
Input

(H i )  Inddenoe of disease

Mo* of plants offset #4 

replaced

(H & l) n * t  protection 
censures adopted*

Coot I LeOour

I Input

(Ix ) Inter cultivation

Coat
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(x )

(*i)

(x f i )

(x l i i )

<xiv)

Proplng

Labour

Irrigation

Coot

Hcrrooting (Coot) 

Cb«t

otlwp is ttrn v i 
( i f  any)

Spooltf

Cast 1 L»bour
Input

toso aanatlonod but 
not sroilo* immat 
In Ki«}

(xv) Itoosoa for not
aralllng tho lo «i
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(d ) Qmlvtnm

(6 ) Cattle

N»« Of M ttlM  OWOOd 
fcoforo tho pxogrtfMO

Brood (apooify)

Purohaso of oottlo 
i i  onrisocod in tho 
plsa*

Aotuolly purehaood 

Brood (opoolfy)

Cost (lb )

Btv/roaovotod 

Aaount of loan saaetioaod

Cost of eonstnsetion

Whothor coast ruction 
ooaplotod. fosfib*
I f  not* roosoas*

<***> HBllrt— — .ttl, f l ltU t  

COnoontrotoi

Straw



othara

Coat

Labour

Materlala

(a ) Hater* palai

(b ) Replanted aeedllnga 

Rata at which aold

Sale proceeds 

No. e f KadJ«ii

Mature paisa 

Replanted seedlings 

Rata at which aold 

Sala proceeds

6*2 Intararaaa

(a ) Cocca Yie ld  (Kg) 

Rata at which asld

Sala proceeds
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U )  foddT

( I )  U «ld  (k «t)

used fo r (ksa) 
own eattla

f t f t  p itM  ;r a »  
vo lU i|

Sittaitid v«lu«

( l i )  Quantity oa&d
( i f  « r l

M o  proooodo

(o ) Jtttfti
( I )  Tlald (k«a) 

twm prioo 

M o  proooodo 

auakara (m i)

F«m prioo 

M o  pxeeoodo

C«> QM^ro *  fataroauoa ( i f  a w l
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abstract

This study was conducted in 1983 to assess the impact 

o f the Coconut Rehabilitation Programme implemented in  

Trivandrum D istrict as part of ths World Bank assisted,

Kerala Agricultural Development Project. The specific  

objectives were to examine the extent of u t iliz a tio n  of 

loans, the improvements in  cropping pattern and fam ing  

practices, changes in  y ie ld  rates and output and tha incrsass 

in farm income generated by th is  programme. The re lative  

efficiency o f irriga tion  and the various intercrops in  

augmenting the net fana incomes of the participating  

farmers was compared and the major constraints in  improving 

coconut farming in  the d is tr ic t  were also iden tified  as 

a part of th is study.

Data were collected from a sample of 96 participating  

fanners selected at random from the 14 Package Units 

functioning in  the d istric t  under th is  project through 

personal interview using a well structured schedule. The 

main findings of the study are summarised below.

Majority of the holdings (51.03 per cent) were in  the 

category of le s s  than 0.80 hectare but they accounted fo r  

only 27.36 per cent of the area covered. Holdings o f 0.80 

hectare and above predominated ( 39*26 per cent) in  the 

category of irrigated  holdings. About 49 per cent o f the 

households depended on non-agricultural pursuits fo r  their



main source of Income. Eighty per cent of the fam ilies  

were re la tive ly  email in  size with a membership of le ss  

than 7.

The overall average Investment estimated, sanctioned 

and spent per hectare fo r  the 96 holdings under study worked 

out to te. 17923.05, 8s. 14393.67 and 8s* 14939*57 respectively. 

Though the overall performance in  respect of loan u tiliza tio n  

was satisfactory, there was shortfa ll in  u t iliz a tio n  of 

loans under Cocoa (58 per cent), Coconut gap ftilin g  (41 per 

cant), purchase of Cows (23 per cent) and Fodder Development 

(17 per cent). The percentage of u tiliz a tio n  of loans in  

the case of unirrigated category was low ( 50. 18) compared 

to the irriga ted  category (122.43). Among the lending 

institutions through which the National Bank fo r  Agriculture 

and Rural Development funds were channelised, Primary 

Co-operative Land Mortgage Bank was the most acceptable 

agency (61 per cent).

The cropping intensity o f the sample increased from 

111.77 per cent to 189.87 per cent consequent on the 

Implementation of the programme. The area under coconut, 

banana, cocoa and fodder increased while that under tapioca 

decreased. The density o f coconut palms increased from 

125 palms per hectare to 176 palms. This i s  against the 

project objective of attaining an optimum stand of 175 

healthy and high-yielding coconut palms. By and large the



target set fo r  intercropping programme as per the individual 

farm production plans has been achieved. The target was 

exceeded in  respect of banana (119.3 per cent) coconut 

(103*34 per cent) end eoeoe (101*2 per cent). Tapioca 

continued to be the Intercrop widely preferred by the 

coconut growers (192*73 per cent). Shortfall was mainly 

in  tha coverage of area under fodder (18  per cent) and 

livestock to be purchased (36 per cent).

The project has been Instrumental in  stepping up 

substantially the level of use of various inputs including 

Irrigation. F ifty  four holdings had the benefit of 

irrigation covering 62 per cent of the net area covered by 

the sample* while in 13 cases though irrigated  development 

was contemplated, i t  had not been successful due to 

operational constraints such as fa ilu re  to obtain electric  

connection, fa ilu re  of wells etc* The average cost of a 

pump set with accessories worked out to Rs. 8717.68 while 

the average amount sanctioned under the lending programme 

was only Rs. 7715 per pump set. The intensity of senile and 

uneconomic palms as revealed by the study was only 3.6 palm 

per hectare against the projection of 30 palms per hectare 

assumed in the project report. Out of 388 palms identified  

fo r cutting and removal only 77 ware aotually removed.

Though the target in respect of gap f i l l in g  has bean exceeded 

ty planting 4790 seedlings against tha target of 4762 

seedlings, the maintenance of tha aaadllngs was not up to tha



standard. Tha increase in  use of organic manure fo r  coconut 

from 17 to 48 kg per palm i s  commendable. But the use o f 

organic manure fo r  the intercrops i s  deplorably low  

especially  fo r  banana (6  kg per plant) cocoa (3 kg par plant) 

fodder (2200 kg par hectare ) and tapioca (3698 kg per hectare). 

F e rt i liz e r  application fo r  coconut has increased from 0.22 

kg to 1*52 kg per palm. The average f e r t i l i z e r  dose o f  

0*08 kg per cocoa plant 0*25 kg per banana plant, 33 kg 

per hectare fo r  fodder and 113 kg per hectare fo r  tapioca 

as adopted by the participants were also inadequate. Only 

6 out of 96 holdings covered under the survey have adopted 

plant protection measures* The Intensity of cultural practices 

has increased many fo ld  with the biggest increase fo r  coconut 

(562 per cent).

A ll the crops except tapioca have registered substantial 

increase in  to ta l production. Banana, coconut and milk 

production registered increases of 677 per cent, 62.45 per 

cent and 15 per cent respectively. Production of tapioca 

declined by 25*6 per cent. The Increase in  productivity 

of coconut was only 38 per cent over the productivity at 

tha pre-project le ve l. In  absolute terms the productivity  

of coconut has increased from 25 nuts to 30 nuts per palm 

in  the unirrlgated holdings while the Increase in irrigated  

holdings was from 30 nuts to 44 nuts per palm. The overall 

increase was from 29 to 40 nuts fo r  the sample as a whole.

The Increase in  y ie ld  was highest In the holdings which have



completed 5 years (67 per cent) of development followed by 

holdings completing 4 years (31 per cent) and 3 years (29 

per cent). The post project average yield  of intercrops 

such as cocoa (%• 39 per hectare) banana (6.95 kg per plant) 

fodder (4525 kg per hectare) and tapioca (5055 kg per 

hectare) was considerably lew*

The average gross Income per holding Increased from 

Rs. 4478 to Rs. 9224. In per hectare terns the increase wae 

from Rs. 4613 to Rs. 9502 (105 per cent). The average net 

farm income rose from Rs. 2860 to Rs* 3821 per hectare (34 per 

cent). The Increase in net fans Income was maximum in the 

case of holdings which had completed 5 years of development 

(69 per cent) followed by holdings completing 4 years 

(32 per cent) and 3 years (20 per cent).

An increase of 47 per cent in the average yield o f 

coconut, 62 per emit in fodder, 0*47 per cent in banana,

134 per cent in  cocoa and 17 per cent in  milk was noticed 

under the irrigated holdings over the unirrlgated holdings. 

Comparative analysis of the different Intercrops indicated 

that banana is  tile most profitable Intercrop in coconut 

gardens in Trivandrum d istrict with a potential net return 

of Rs. 6015 per hectare. Mixed farming with dairying as 

one of the components, though successful in  holdings of 

more than 0.8 hectare size, ranks only second in order o f 

pro fitab ility , with a net ineomeof&.2990 per hectare.



Tapioca with an average return of fe. 621 per hectare ranks 

th ird  in  the order o f p ro fita b ility . Cocoa, the fourth  

intercrop compared showed negative returns at the y ie ld  

and price leve ls  prevailed.

Economic u p lift  o f tha coconut growers by augmenting 

farm income through whole farm development approach had 

been the basic objective of the project. On the whole 

the project has made a good beginning in  th is  direction  

in  spite of several operational constraints.


