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an impact evaluation of Food For ".,Tork Proj ects carried out through
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working on this study.
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1.. Executive Summary

1.1 Introduction

1 • 1.1 This refers to Food For "'"ork Evaluation study carried out in

Delhi Zone with respect to irrigation tanks built with the help of Title II

commodities distributed as food wages.

1 .1.2 Field survey was conducted in three consigneE8.reas viz Mirzapur,

Mariabad and Majghai.

1 •1. 3 The survey covered 37 tanks of which 29 were in Mirzapur, 5 in

Mariabad and 3 in Majghai.

1. 1.4 Results of the present study are based on 444 interviews with

beneficiaries. These beneficiaries were selected from a total of 825

beneficiary farmers by an approprIate probability sampling design,

In addition, 148 non- beneficiaries (cont rol group) were contacted by

experienced data collectors.

1 • 1 .5 The study re-velaed that there were on an average 22 beneficiaries

per tank in the three cons ignee areas.

1.1.6 In Mirzapur, an average of 55,837'mandays eqUivalent ofFF'\Al

commodities were used in the construction of each tank. As against this

in Mariabad and Majghai respectively 7200 and 8133 mandays worth of

FFW commodities were used. The area irrigated per tank in Mirzaput was

also relatively high ..
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Change in Income

Average income per beneficiary in the zone is estimated at

Rs. 26048 per annum. This marks an inc:rease of 51 per cent over the

income of these beneficiaries before FF'\'" programme was ihitiated. The income

per beneficiary prior to FF\'I! programme was Rs .. 17238 per annum •

1.2.2 As a result of provision of irrigation facilities there appears
;

to be some change in favour of off- farm activities. The share of income

from off farm activities increased from 0.4 per cent before FFW to 0.6

per cent in post FF"V project stage.

1.2.3 Average size of landholding for the beneficiary group was someWhat

large I almost 80 percent owning more than 5 acres of unirrigated land.

For the control group I per household iand- holding was comparatively much

less. Because of this, the average household income of the control group

is significantly less than that of the beneficiary group_

1.3

1.3.1

Change in Employment

The average employment of beneficiaries improved by 17 per cent

from pre- proj ect level. As compared to the control group the average employment

of the beneficiary grou p was 60 per cent more after FFW.

1.3.2 Average annual household employment (defined as the employment

of beneficiary and two other working members of the family) is observed at

544 mandays. Of these 207 mandays (38 'per cent) are contributed by the

beneficiaries themselves'. The rest (62 per cent) of mandays are contributed

by other (two) members of the family. On average, the beneficiary himself
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puts in about 20 to 30 per cent more time on work than any other member

of his family. The increas ed opportunity for work for FF'J'! beneficiary

arises largely from increased economic activity caused by additional

irrigation through FFvV proj ects •

1.3.3 Very little hireo employment was observed. However I at the

post.. proj ect stage the hired employment had gone up by about 25

per cent.

Change in Agricultural Output

The value of output, per beneficiary in Kharif ~s estimated at

Rs ~ 10,843 after FFW as compared to Rs. 8,680 before FFW. This marks

art irtcrease of about .25 per cent in value of produce for Kharif only.

Income per acre per beneficiary during Kharif is estimated to have

increased from Rs. 786/- before FFW to Rs. 947 after FF''''. This marks

.an increase of about 20 per cent per acre of area under Kharif crops.

The valu e of output per beneficiary in Rabi is estimated to have

increased from Rs. 7392/- before FFv'\T to Rs. 11706/- after FFW. This

marks an increase of 58 per cent. The increase in value of output per

acre in Rabi is of the order of 44 per cent, as compared to 20 per cent

for KharH. This is largely because irrigation needs during Rabi season are

greater and a more intensive use of irrigation .facilities provided through

FFVV proj ects is feas ible.



1.4.4

-4-

In case of non- beneficiaries (control group}tre average value

of produce for Kharif is estimated at Rs. 1,862/-. For Rabi average output

is estimated at Rs. 1893/- This small increase is largly because land area

owned by non- beneficiaries is much less as compared to beneficiaries.

1.5

1.5.1

Irrigation and Cropping Pat.:em

There was an increase in irrigated area as a result of building of

tanks. In Mirzapur, the irrigated area increased by 65 per cent for Kharif sea-

son, and 75 per cent for Rabi season. rVTariabad tanks provided an increase.
of irrigated area in Kharif season Jf 27 percent and 6.5 per cent in Rabi

season. In Majghai, there was an increase of 51 per cent inkharif season

and 65 per cent in Rabi season ~

1.5.2 Beneficiaries, in Khatif, devoted 54 per cent of their cultivated

area to paddy, 10 per cent to j owar, 18 per cent to arhar p per cent to maize ~

12 per cent to bajra and one per ce:'Jt to sugarcane. Most of the irrigated area

was, however I devoted to paddy, (85 per cent).

In Rabi, most of the area is devoted to wheat (61 per cent) followed

by gram (24 per cent) and barely (13 per cent). The rest of the area is

accounted for by potato and mus tard cultivation. As compared to pre- FF\fIl land

use, there is a marginal shift in favour of wheat. A large proportion of

irrigated area (86 per cent) is devoted to wheat followed by gram (6 per cent).

1.5.4 In thecas e of non- beneficiaries (Control group) the average area

cultivated in Kharif is estimated at 2.51 acres of which only 20 per cent i.e.

0.51 acres is irrigated. Ps'against this, post- proj ect irrigated area of the

beneficiary group is 57 per cent as compared to 36 per cent 'area being irrigated

at pre-proj ect stage.
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1.5.5 For Rabi, irrigated area per beneficiary on post-proj ect basis

works out at 66 per cent as compared to only 42 per cent at pre-project

stage. The corresponding percentage for the control group for Rabi is

20.67 •

1 •6 ~ Change in Q)nsumption and Asset Formation

1 .61 • About 54 per cent of the beneficiaries considered that FFVv

projects had brought about a change in their consumption pattern. Majority

of these \",ho mentioned change in their consl.:lmption pattern agreed that this

change vv-as in favour of better quality of 'food including milk. About 30

per cent, however, said that the change in consumption pattern vyoas

reflected more in increased purchases of clothing.

1.6.2 About 47 per cent considered that FF'N projects had improved

their level of food consumption and thus had improved their nU1rit~bnal

intake.

1.6.3 Asked how change in nutritional status reflected itself in their

every day life, about 55 per cent mentioned II lower incideoc e of illness II

and about 42 per cent mentioned \I improvement in growth of children ll

1.6.4 Most beneficiaries reported that FFVl proj ects were instrumental

in improving their personal assets •

1.7 Discharge of Obligations

1.7 • 1 Most beneLciaries \15 per cent) 'mentioned that FFW proj ects

contributed to bett3r discharge of their social/economic obligations such

as marriage of dependents I redemption of old debts I aiterd ing festivals

etc.,
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1.8 Socio- Economic Characteristics of Beneficiaries

1 .8. 1. Most beneficiaries are inthe age group of 31 to 40 years (31) per
cent) and 41-50 years (31 per cent),
1 • 8 • 2 Almos t half (48 per cent ) of them are illiterate. Others who are,
literate but have no formal education accounted for 11 per cent. The remain
ing 41 per cent have primary or higher level education.
1.8.3 Backward Classes acount for 34 per cent of beneficiaries.
Scheduled castes and Scheduled Tribes account for another 26 per cent ..
In caste terms, 60 per cent of the benefif.iaries are from the weaker
sections.
1 .8.4 A preponderant maj ority of beneficiaries (97 per cent) are
Hindus.

1.8.5 Almost all (97 per cent ) beneficiaries are married.

1.8.6 6ccupation-wise 82 per cent of the beneficiaries were cultivators ~
Among others, 4 per cent were engaged in non'" agricultural labour.

1.8.7 By current incomes (which would include incomes earned from
FFV'I projects) only about 5 per cent earned less than Rs. 300/- per month.
About 13 per cent had income of Rs. 301/- to Rs. 500/- another 13 per cent
between Rs~ 501 to Rs .• 750/- and rest more than Rs. 750/- As many as
59 per cent of the beneficiaries had an income of more than Rs. 1000/- per
month.

1 .8.8. Very few hous es had access to piped "vater or electricity. Most of
the beneficiaries live in their own houses I though 53 per cent of the
houses were Ikutcha l and another 26 per cent rNere 'mixed l

• Except
about 15 per cent of the beneficiaries, all others had more than 2 rooms.
Almost nohe of these houses had separate latrine/bath facilities.

1.9 Additional Employment Generated
1.9.1. The generation of these benefits has been made possible by invest-
ment of 6797 bulgar tonnes over the four year period over which thes e
tanks have been built •
1.9.2 These investments have helped generate one-time employment for
1.68 million mandays in connection with the construction of tanks under
reference over the four year period.

1.'9.3 In addition I repetetive full time employment has been generaged
for 345 persons through increased productivity of areas irrigated with the
help of FF\t\,r proj ects •
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2. Introduction and .Method

2 .. 1 Introduction

2.1.1 The Catholic Relief Services (CRS) with its headquarters at New
Delhi carries out a substantial programme intended at rural development
through Food For \!I!ork Proj ects. The CRS implements this programme
through its five regional offices located at Cochin, Bombay, Calcutta,
Delhi and Madras. During FY 1980 (ending September 1980) CRS distri
buted food under this programme corresponding to 21.8 million mandays.

2 .. f. 2 The United States Agency for International Development (USAID)
in India commissioned the Centre for Resea-:: rch, Planning and Action
(CERPA) New Delhi to conduct an impact . ~tiidy . of the assets stream
of benefits of Food For ''.''1ork Projects in CRS Delhi Zone. The study was to
provide a greater understanding of the impact of tanks constructed
thrbughCnS India Food For '..Vork Programme in the Zone. Issues that
concemedUSAID included (a) the reason or purpose for constructing
the tanks, (b)whether the completed project achieved the desired
purpose: and (c) it is benefitting small/marginal farmers or landless
labourers.

2.; 1. 3 .A large part of the food outlay under Delhi Zone was accounted
for by activity II tanks" • During FY 1980 ending September, 1980 tanks
for irrigation accounted for 43.5 per cent of allmandays utilised in ..
Delhi Zone ~ It VIas, therefore, decided to conduct evaluation study in Delhi
zone for irrigation tanks only"

2 .1.4 Consignec~t;,iseanalysis of rta ndays utiHsed on irrigation tanks
during FY 1980 shows that 87.6 per cent of the total mandays utilised
for tanks in Delhi zone \'\Tere accounted for by Mirzapur consignee. These
three consignees, all located in Uttar Pradesh, together accounted for
98 ti 1 per cent of all mandays utilised for construction of tanks in Delhi
~one. Remaining 1.9 per cent of the rna ndays were allocated to two
Consignees in Himachal Pradesh.

2'.1.5 .Since the mandays utlised for construction of tanks was very low
for the two consignees in Himachal Pradesh it was conside-edappropriate,
keeping in view th~ administrative and cost consideration-' to limit
this eva Iuation study to the consignees in Uttar Pradesh. 'fhus I it was
considered useful to restrict the study to the three consignees at
11irzapur, !'-l"araibad(Varanast) and :r\/Tajghai (Naugarh). Throughout the
discussion these consigee areas will be referred to as Mirzapur,
Mariabad and Majghai.

2.1.6 It was initially proposed to study the tanks by purpose i. e.
whether built for irrigation, pisciculture or drinking water etc. But on
preliminary investigations it was observed that almost all tanks i with

contd ~ ~ ••••••
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the exception of one at Maj ghai Ollut for drinking water, ONere built for the
purpose of irrigation and, therefore, the study 'Nas confined to evaluation
of investments in tank;. built for irrigation.

2.2 Description of Population

2.2_.1 The study covered 37 tanks in all, 29 in Mirzapur I 5 in Mariabad
(Varanasi) and 3 in Maj ghai (Naugarh). These tanks were used for irrigation
purpose only. It may be added that it was initially intended to cover the
tanks cons tructed during FY 1979 to FY 1981 in the study. However I at
the time of conduct of survey it was observed that there were four tanks
constructed during FY 1978 ~ Theso tahks were also included in the sample
37 tanks.

2.1 Distribution of Tanks by Year of Construction
and Consignee

(Numbers)

Year Mirzapur :vtariabad Majghai Total

1978 4 4
1979 6 6
1980 7 5 3 15
1981 12 12

Total 29 5 3 37

2.2.;~ Tank-wise mandays utilized and total number of beneficiaries and
non- beneficiaries are given in Annexure 2.1. Total beneficiaries, non-
beneficiaries per tank for each consignee area are as follows:-

2.2 Yearwise Distrib~tion of Tanks I Beneficiaries
and Mandays Utilised

Consignee No. of . No of Benefi- Total MDU/
Area/year Tanks Benefici- ciaries/ MDU TANK
of Construction aries tank (Nos) (Nos) (Nos)

1 2 3 4 5 6

Mirzapur
1978 4 88 22 220608 55152
1979 6 141 24 370396 61732
1980 7 145 21 324484 46355
1981 12 .284 24 703904 58652
Sub Total 29 658 23 161932 55841
Mariabad
1980 5 108 22 36000 7200

Majghai
1980 3 59 20 26400 8800
Grand Total 37 825 22 1681792 45454
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2.2.3 Mirzapur accounted for 80 percent of beneficiaries I Mariabad
for 13 percent and Maj ghai for 7 percent. Further I the beneficiaries per
tank were broadly of the same order in the three areas.

2.3 Sampling Design

2.3. 1 A sample of beneficiaris was obtained through a probability
sampling scheme by means of a t~No-stage stratified sampling design.
Each consignee i. e. ~AirzapurI Mariabad and Majgahi was treated as
a stratum. \Alithin each consignee area the tanks covered constituted
the sub- strata. From each tank t~Nelve beneficiaries were s elected by
equal probability sampling without replacement.

2.3.2· The· deatils of the sample size such as number of tanks
number of beneficiaries/non- beneficiaries in the sample are as under:

2 • 3. Number of Beneficiaries and Non-Beneficiaries in
the Sample by Consignee

Consignee

Mirzapur
Iv1ariabad
Majghai
Total

Tanks
(Nos)
29

5
3

37

No. of sample
beneficiaries
348

60
36

444

No. of sample Non
beneficiaries
116

20
12

148

2.3.3. It may bementioned that tho sampling fraction is about 54 percent
for beneficiaries and about 40 percent for non- beneficiaries. Thu s I the
errors of estimation associated with the estimates of parameters are
likely to be within acceptable limits.

2.3.4 Field survey involved personal interviews conducted by
trained CERPA data collectors by means of structured schedules for
selected beneficiaries/non- beneficiaries .r A copy of beneficiary schedule
is attached to the Report) In addition I special schedules were designed
for pro:-j act holders and village leaders. Beneficiaries/non- beneficiaries
were selected I after recording their names on separate Listing Schedules.
In all 740 schedules were canvassed. The break-upis as follows:

Type of Schedule N'o. of contacts
Beneficiary 444
Non- Beneficiary 148
Proj ect Holder 37
Village Leader 37
Lis ting (Beneficiary) 37
Listing (Non- Beneficiary) 37

TOTAL 740·
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2.3 .. 5 The informc.tion collocted through Proj Gct/Village and

. Listing Schedules was analysed mannually. Data collected through
boncficiary and non.... bunoficiary schedules were coded with the help
of a code plan and analysed with the help of a computer.

2.4 Referance Period

2.4. 1 pata regarding self- employmont, bi,rod labour I income and
cropping pattern etc. is collectGd for two petiods of e roferencG 1..e.
before the project bocame opGrational and after~ and is uniform for all
tho tanks.

·2 .. 5 Report

2.5.1 A description of the socio-economic and demographic
charactoristics of beneficiaries and non":beneficiaries with emphasis
on inter-consignee variation is given in Chapter 3 Chapter 4 presents
effects on employment and income. EffGcts on agricultural production,
productivity and irdgation are discussed in Chapter 5. Chapter 6 gives
perceptions and observations of respondonts regarding FFvV projects.
It also gives I in brief I 'a profile of tanks surveyed.

2.6 Estimation Procedure

2 • 6 ~ 1 For a given variable 1 total for sampled beneficiaries for a
tank is obtained. Sample moan is found by dividing sample total by the
number of beneficiaries in tho sample. Tank sample means, thus
obtained I are then weighted by tho total number of beneficiaries in
res pective tank for a cons ignee area. This gives an average valu e for
that consign~e. Consignee averag·. 3 are aggregated to get overall average
by using the number of beneficiaries for consignee areas as weights.
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3. 1 Introduction

3.1.1 Ihis chapter describes the characteristics of beneficiaries and
non- beneficiaries and their households;, The beneficiaries were those
who availed themselves of irrigation benefits from the tanks (i. e.
the assets created through FFv\r proj eets) whereas non- beneficiaries were
those who did not receive such benefits ahd were located not too far
from the assets that are under evaluation. The non- beneficiaries are
expected to serve the purpose of 'control' (a broad comparison group)
for evaluating the benefits. The beneficiaries and non- beneficiaries are
supposed to be similar in respect of basic characteristics for the
proposed study. The non-beneficiaries' characteristics as such, to a
large extent, would be similar to those of the entire population' in the
areas whereas those of the beneficiaries might be different.

3.1.2.Throughout the discussion in the chapter, emphasis is on the
similarities and disimilarities of beneficiaries and non- .beneficiaries -in
respect of socio- economic cha!"~ncteristics. It may be mentioned that
the weightages as signed to beneficiaries of ~ljrzapur, Mariabad and .
Majghal are 80,13 and 7 per cent respectively. Similarly for non-beneficiaries
these are 83.6,10 and 6.4 per cent respectively for Mirzapur, Mariabad
and Maj ghai. The results for these areas t01ether with the overall
are presented. Becuase of the high ·,veightage to f\~irzapur the results
of overall would corres pond more to Mirzapur. Therefore, the inter
consignee variation in respect of different characteristics have broadly
been commented upon separately for beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries.

3.2 Sex, Age, Education, Caste I ReE.';Jion and IvTarital Status

3.2 . 1 Both beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries in all the three area? are
only males. ".Aromen in India are seldom the land owners. Most of 'the
beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries are in the age group of 31- 50 years.
Land ownership is passed from father to son only after former's death
and as such there would not be many who acquire land at younger age.

contd •••...•.•.
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3.1 Distribution of Beneficiaries (B) and Non- beneficiaries
(C) according to 'Pge, Education, Caste I Religion and
Marital Status. (in percent )

Age Mirzapur Mariabad Majghai Overall
(in year) B C B C B C B C

upto 20 1 2 1 1 2
21-30 13 12 10 32 14 IIi
31-40 31 41 35 2-8 28 28 31 38
41-50 31 34 34 35 21 35 31 33J
51-65 20 10 13 26 1 9 26 19 13
above
65 4 1 7 11 11 4 3

Education
llliter
ate 44 46 51 77 89 85 48 52
.Literate
but no
formal
education 10 25 16 4 8 16 11 22
PrimaIY 28 20 21 9 3 25 17
Middle 12 7 7 10 11 7
Secondary
& above 6 2 5 5 2

~.t.3

S.C. 15 15 24 41 30 17 17 18
S.T. 7 7 9 19 40 36 9 10
Backward 32 38 56 40 1 6 24 34 37
Others 46 40 11 14 23 40 35

Religion
Hindu 97 99 87 81 100 100 97 99
Muslim 2 1 5 2 1
Christian 1 13 1
Others 14
IvT arital Statu s
Married 97 98 94 95 100 100 97 99
Unmarried 2 5
'''lidow/
Vlidower 3 2 4 3 1
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·3.2.2 Literacy rate amongst beneficiaries varies across the ... ,
cons ignee areas. It is highest in Mirzapur and least in Maj ghat. Ai·so
literacy among ben eficiaries is higher as compared to non - beneficiclties ~

However, very few have education beyond middle school level.

3.2.3 Literacy thus appears to be a causative factor in giving peOple
acces s to development programmes and reap benefits from them.

3.2.4 Maj ority of the beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries belong to
low-castes. In 1\'lariabad and MajJhai, low-caste people account for 89
and 86 per cent respectively .. Caste constitution amongst ben eficiaries
and non- beneficiaries does not have significant differentials.

3.2.5 Classification of beneficiaries and non- beneficiaries by
religion revealsthat most of them alre Hindus (97 %).

3.2.6

3.3

Almos t all bE~neficiaries and non- beneficaries were married ..

Occupation, Farmer Category and Income

3.3.1 Classification of beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries according
to their main occupation is attempted. A large majority of them (about 85 %)
are engaged in agriculture except in Mariabad where 63 per c.ent of beneficiaries
and 35 per cent of non- beneficiaries are engaged in agriculture.

3.3.2 Data on landholding for each beneficiary farmer in the universe
is available in the Listing Schedules. Beneficiaries are classified into
five categories according to size of landholding. Results are presented
in Table 3.2. For computing landholdings one acre of irrigated area is
taken equivalentto tV,TO acres of u:lirrigated area (This is the norm
applied for determining land holding in the land-ceiling legistation).
Vvride variations are observed in the distribution of farmers falUng in
different categories ~n the three areas. Mirzapur beneficiaries have
comparatively larger landholding.;.

3.3.3 However I compc.rison of distribution of beneficiaries on the
basis of sample estimates is based on categorisation in three classes
only I which is also pres ented in the table.

3.3.4 80 per cent, 1 P:3~ cent and 24 percent of the beneficiaries
have got more than 5 acres of lanel respectively in Mirzapur, Mariabad
and Majghai. Out of 80 per cent (640 :~n number) of beneficaries having
more than. 5 acres in Mir~~apur) 53 per cent have got than 10 acres of land.

3.3.5 On the l:a sis of su.n:.ple 8sUmates beneficiaries having land more
than 5 a cres are 78 per cent, and 25 per cent res pectively in Mirzapur
and MajghaL No beneficiaries in Mariabad had more than 5 acres. The
corres po~ding figures for non-beneficiaries for the three consignees are
57 , nil and 48 per cent.

contd •••••••••••
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3.2 Dis tribu tion of Beneficiaries (8) and
Non- Beneficiaries (c) by Occupation
And Landholding

(in percent)

Occupation IV1irzapur
B C

Mariabad
B C

Majghai
B C

Overall
B C

Agriculture 84 95 62 35 89 88 82 88
Ag. Labour 1 6 12 1 1
NOn~· Agriculture
Labour 2 2 21 41 4 5
Artisan 1 3 1
Dairy farming - 4 5 1 1
Business/
prfession 2
service 1 1 3 19 1 3
Others 12 1 10 11 1

Total 100 100 100 100 1000 100 100 100

Landholdings (For all beneficiaries)

Acres IVlirzapur NTariabad Majghai Overall
B C 8 C 8 C B C

Upto 2.5 3~· 2 83.3 63.8 17 .5
2.6-5.0 16.8 15.7 - 12.1 16.5-5.1-10.0 2t> 1BO 13.8 22.5
10. 1 or
more 53'~~" 1.0 10.3 43.5

100~0 100.0 100.0 100.00 -
Note: Data in this table is taken from the listing schedule

Corres ponding data for the control group was not colle6ted.

(For sample bene.ficiaries an~ control)

!

Landholdings in Acres
0-2.5 5 5 52 100 56 43 14 17
2.6',-50 17 38 48 19 9 21 32
More than
5 acres ;~T8 57 25, 48 65 51
Total 100 100 1 00 100 100 100 100 100
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3.4 Income

3.4.1 Consistent with the distribution of landholdings, large
number of beneficiaries in Mirzapur have larger incomes. Variation
in incomes between the three areas· and as betwen beneficiaries and
non- beneficiaries also follows the pattern of landholdings, major
component of total income being agricultural, income.

3.3 Distribution of Beneficiaries (B) and
Non- beneficiaries (0) by Income

Annual Income 1\1i irzapur l\1ariabad Maghai Overall
(in Rs.) B C B C B C B C

Upto 3600 1 1 9 29 45 38 5 6
3601-6000 7 17 38 26 41 27 13 19
6000-9000 9 20 42 45 6 18 13 22
9001 :-12000 10 13 10 3 17 10 12
Above 12000 7 3 49 1 15 59 41

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

3.5 Amenities

3.5.1 Ahnost all the beneficiaries and non- beneficiaries own a house
Nearly 53 percent of the houses owned have 'kutcha' structure (made with
unbaked tiles and mud). There is little variation between the three areas in
this respect. Quite c good number of houses have 'mixed' structure i.e.
partly it is 'kutcha' and partly 'pucca'.

3.5.2 Most of the villages where beneficiaries and non- beneficiaries
live are without electricity. As such there are few beneficiary and non
beneficiary houses which have electricity outside too house and a very few
having electricity in the house.

3.5.3 Large number of beneficiaries and non- beneficiaries are
dependent on tube well or hand- pump, outside the house, for the

supply of drinking w·ater.

3.5.4 The beneficiaries and non- beneficiaries in the area virtually
have no sanitation facilities in terms of latrine an<;l bathroom. There are
a few in IvTirzapur and Mariabad ~Nho enjoy such facilities.

contd •.••..••.•
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3.4 Distribution of Beneficiaries )B) and

Non -beneficiaries (0) by Structure of House:
Availability of Drinking water I Electricity
and possession of Laterihe & Bathroom

Structure Mirzapur Mariabad Majghai Overall
B 0 B C B C B C

Hut 3 3 94 13 15 4
Kutcha house 59 70 12 70 53 72
Mixed house 31 27 100 85 17 26 24
Pucca house 7 6 3 6

Availability of Drinking ,.vater
Inside the
house 5 3 - 4 3
Outside the
house 95 97 100 100 100 100 96 97

Availability of Elect ricity

Inside the house
1 1 1 :1

.Outside
the
house 1 6 1:0 2 5
No
electri:':

98city 9S 98 IOD. InO 97 94

Sanitation

Possess
Laterine 2 1 1 1
Possess
Bathroom 8 1 3 7
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4 • Employmen t and Income

4. 1 Introduction

4.1.1 Analysis of impact of FF\lV irrigation tanks on employment and
income of beneficiaries has been carried out with respect to two time
points of reference i. e. before FFV\f and after FF"tV.' Before FFV'l' refers
to the 12-month period prior to the completion of the tank and 'After FFVv'
refers to the period of 12 months preceding the survey.

4 .2 Employment

4.2.1 Attempt has been made to analyse the impact of construction
of tanks on the employment of beneficiaries in respect of tanks
constructed in 1978,1979,1980 and 1981"

4" 2 • 2 • None of the beneficaires or their family members' had worked
on FFvV Proj ects and received tNages in FF\Af commodities.

4.2.3. Employment data collected for beneficiary and two other working
members of his family is pres ented in table 4.1 and table 4 .2 Average
total employment in a year for the beneficiary household (defined as
comprising the beneficiary and two other working members) in the zone
was 544 days after . FF\A!.

4.2.4 The total employment on agriculture operations per beneficiary
in the area increased from 537 mandays to 627 mandays in a year recording
an increase of 17 per cent. The corresponding increases in three consignee
areas of Mirzapur, rvrariabad and Majghai were 17 per cent, 8 per cent
and 22 per cent res pectively. On average, a non - beneficiary spent 393
mandays in a year on agricultural operations"

4 • 2 •5 The hired labour component, though small, was largest in
Mirzapur followed by I\1aj ghai. In Mqriabad it was "nil • The overall
requirement of hired labour per beneficiary increased from 109 mandays
to 136 mandays in a year, an increase of 25 per cent.

4.2.6 Construction of tanks in four years in the zone provided
employment for 4608 persons for a full year.

4.2.7 Family employment had also increased during the two referenc&
periods from 536 mandays to 627 mandays in a year and this increase in
employment is itself equivalent to full employmGnt of 284 persons for a
year.

4.2.8 The total generation of employment opportunitios, s(:;lf and
hired, works out at 345 persons for a full year it •



4.1 Average Employment of Beneficiary Household and Hired
Labour.
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(!"Tan days/Year)
Consignee area Mirzapur Maria- Ivfajg-

bad hai
Year of tank 1978 79 80 81 Average 1980 1980 Over
Construction all

Employment

Self 166 216 219 209 207 194 226 207
Others I 154 212 176 ISO 187 181 167 186
Others II 135 158 163 166 159 113 135 151
Total 455 586 S~B 565 553 488 528 544

Hired Labour

Before FF'V',r 94 92 105 138 115 41 109
After FF"VV 115 189 120 156 149 42 136
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4.2 Total Employment by Agricultural Operations of Beneficiaries /

Non-.Beneficiaries (Mandays Per household/per year)

- Preparatory Sowing/ Irriga- Inter- Ha rvest Trans- Total
consignee Transpl- tion culture ing!Thre-port-
area/operation antation sning ation

&
Marke-
ting

Mirzapur
B 122 43 44 94 Zi4 30 607

A 136 47 61 117 314 36 711

NB 94 32 25 68 203 21 443

Mariabad

B 42 42 18 47 118 6 273

A 43 48 21 50 124 8 294

NB 32 13 1 13 36 5 100

Maighai

B 39 28 S2 34 69 9 231

A 42 34 67 41 87 10 281

NB 58 51 35 60 152 14 370

Overall

B 106 42 39 84 239 25 537 '

A 111 46 56 103 273 31 627

NB 83 31 23 60 178 18 393

B: Before FF'''!

A.: After FF"\"r

NB: Non- Beneficiary
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4.3 Income

4.3.1 Income of bpreflciClry hous eholds has been analysed by year of
tank construction, seperately for cO'1signees,· as well as on overall basis
for the region 1 This analysis is pres ented in table 4.3.

4.3.2 Income from activities relating to agriculture is taken as II farm
income" • Income from activities such as dairy, poultry cattle fanning, bee
farming etc. is taken as II off-farm income" • Contribution of 'off farm
income' and income from other sources per beneficiary remaind at nearly
5 per cent both before 2nd after construction of tanks.

4.3 Per Househoid Income of Beneficiaries and Non- Beneficia
ries
(In Rs. rounded to nearest h.undred). ,::.i:~· .•. .... ,'..;·w

Mirz a ~Jur (Year)
Majg

Mariabad. .:hai
Over
all

Source

On Farm

1978 1979 1980 '1.981 Total 1980 1980

B
A
NB

. Off farm

121
193

(60)

156
234

~50)

205
306

(49)

232
345

195
292

~- 3
(1 ~ f)

35
53
39
(50)

49
66
92
(34)

164
245
16
(50)

B
A
NB

Other

1
3 1

o ,- 0,7 1.~ ,. ~.\

2 2 2
2 0.9

0~8

0.9
0.7

0~8
2
2

Total
B 128 160 219 241 204 41
A 206 242 330 363 309 62
NB 51 44

B
A
NB

6
10

(52 )

5
7

(44)

13
24

(85 )

9
16

(85 )

8
15

, 6
(77 )

5
8
4

(50)

5 8
5 13
4 6

(-2 ) (71 )

55 172
72 260
96 58

E = Before FFV\T; A= After FF\I\r; N. B. * Non-Beneficiary
Note: Figures in brack ets indicate percentage change.
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4.3.3 On -farm income per beneficiary for tanks built during 1978,
increased by 60 per cent whereas for tanks .constructed during 1979-81
iricreas ed by about 50 per cent. For IVTariabad and Maj ghai {all tanks
built in 1980} the increase in farm income was 50 and 34 per cent respec
tively.

4.3.4. To understand the shift in incomej cumulative distribution of
beneficiaries by income classes has been estimated. The res ults of this
analysis combined for all years for the three consignee areas as
presented belo'N.

4.4. Cumulative Distribution of Beneficiaries
by Annual Income (Per cent )

{Rs I OO}
Area/Income 600 &
{More than} Nil 30 , 60 90 120 150 > 200 300 400 above

Mirzapur
B 100 94 81 68 58 51 40 26 8 4
A 100 98 92 83 73 67 56 40 28 8

Mariabad
B 100 66 16 2 -
A 100 91 53 11 2

Majghai
B 100 36 18 15 12 5
A- 100 55 24 18 15 12 6

B = Before FF\II.' A= After FF\"[
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4.3.5. There is an obvious shift of beneficiaries from lower income
groups to higher income groups. This shift is more pronounced in case of
Mariabad for lower income groups. There ~Nere 16 per cent beneficiaries
having annual income more than Rs. 6000 before FF\Al whereas after FFW
53 per cent of benefi.ciaries attained this income level. The distribution of
ben3ficiaries in respect of their income~ I however, shows variations
behveen the consignee areas. After FFV.,rP there were 73 per cent (Mirzaptir)
2 per cent (Mariabad) and 15 per cent (rvlaj ghai) beneficiaries having
annual income more than Rs. 12,000 'as compared to corresponding Pre
FFvV :evels of 58 per cent, nil and 12 per cent.

4.3.6 Average agricultural income for a non- beneficiary in Mirzapur I

Mairabad and Majghai was Rs. 4298, 3913 and 9184 respectively compared
to his total income of Rs. 5070 I 4404 and 9639. Off"farm income and income
from other sources for a non- beneficiary follow the same pattern as that
of a beneficiary.



-23- '

5. Agricultural Production

5. 1 Introduction

5.1.1 The most important impact of creation of an irrigation facility
such as as tank is' to bring about increase in agricultural production
through more intensive us e of land and change in cropping pattern.

5 .2 Impact on irrigation

5.2.1 In Mirzapur the construction of tanks was undertaken in four
, years from 1978 to 1981 and, therefore, an intertemporal comparisol) for~

change in irrigated area is possible. Analysis of increase in irrigated
area for these tanks built over different years reveal that the percentage
incre'ase in the irrigated area was 19 in 1981, around 25 in 1979 and 1980
and 30 in 1978.

5.1 Area Irrigated Before (B) and After (A) FFvV
by Consignee areas.

Area Year Total cropped Total Irri- Irrigated Difference
area (acres s) gated area area as% (6)~ (5)

of cropped
area.

B A B A B A
------------------------------------------------------ ---------,~.----

Mirza- (I) (2 ) (3 ) (4 ) (5 ) (6 ) (7)
pur 1978 1374 1368 308 709 22 52 30

1979 2745 2872 752 1490 27 52 25
1980 3798 3995 1101 2184 29 55 26
1981 8057 8264 3874 5527 48 67 19

Total 1978-
1980 ,7917 8235 2161 4383 27 53' 26

Maria-
sbad 1980 247 242 195 231 80 95 15
Magj-
hai 1980 409 424 192 303 47 71 24
----~--------------------------------------------------------------~

5 .2.2 Thus, the maximum increas e in percentage irrigated area is in
2 years. As such only tanks built in the period 1978-1980 ( i.e, 25 out of
total of 37) are aggregated for the analysis in regard to increased irrigation
and resulting additional output. These tanks have generated additional
irrigation for 2369 acres in the region.
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5.2.3 Total cost for 25 tanks built in the three years i. e. 1978,
1979 and 1980 comes to 3943000 kg equivalent of Bulgar. Cost per acz-e
of additional irrigation, thus works out at 1664 kg equivalent of Bulgar.

5 .2.4 It is obs erved thatpaddyand wheat are the maj or crops in Kharif
and Rabi seasons respectively. Major part of additional irrigation has been
claimed by these two crops. The other crops put together in the two seasons
have got a small share. As such, for purposes of analysis of allocation of
additional irrigation, Kharif crops are divided· into two categories namely
paddy and other crops. Rabi crops are similarly categorised as wheat and other
crops. The results are presented in table 5.2.

5.2.5 Additional irrigated area per beneficiary during Kharif in Mirzapur
was 1.87 , 2.91 and 4.03 acres for the tanks built in 1978,1979 and 1980
respectively 0 Out of this 1.58, 2.34 and 3.36 acres were paddy. On overall
basis, combining the three years, of 3.09 acres of add itional irrigated area
2.55 acres were under paddy. For the region as a whole, additional irrigated
area is 2.29 acres of which 1.89 acres were under paddy. The other
crops got only 18 percent of additional irrigation, though their share in
total cropped area is· nearly 52 per cent. Total additional irrigated area in
the region for the tanks built in three years works out to 1241 acres •.

5.2.6 In Rabi, majority of additional irrigations has gone unqer wheat.
Additional irrigated area per beneficiary for three yea.rs 1978·,1979, and 1980
for Mirzapur are 2.69,2.33 and 3.44 acres out of which 2.39,1.82 and 3.04.
acres respectively were claimed by wheat. Combining all the tanks built.over
three years and built in 11ariabad and Ivlajghai overall additional irrigated
area is 2. 10 acres out of which 1.81 acres have gone to wheat. Total works
out to be 1127 acres.

"



5 02 Irrigated Area per Beneficiary Before .~,- After FFvV by Crops
(Acres)

1978 1979 1980 Total 1'v'1aria bad 1\1 aj ghai Overall
Tv1irzapur 1980 1980

B A B A B A B A B A B A B A
-.. ~~.

KHARIF
Paddy 1.42 3.00 2-4060 4.94 3.45 6.81 2.65 5.20 0.69 0.86 1.. 63 2.46 2.14 4.03

Others
Kharif
Crops 0.29 ,0.58 0.12 0.69 O. 33 1.00 0.24 0078 0 035 0.46 0.23 0.63

Sub
Total 1.71 3 058 . 2.72 5 ••63 3 078 7.81 2.89 5.98 1.04 1 •32 ~ 1 0 63 2.46 2.37 4.66

I /

RABI
'f1/heat 1.27 3.66 2.47 4.29 3 031 6.35 2.51 4 0 94 0057 0.65 1 0 57 2.58 2.01 3.82

, Other
Rabi
Crops 0.52 0.82 0 0 14 0065 0 050 0 0 90 0.36 O. 7 ~) 0.20 O. 17 0 0 10 0.10 0.30 0.59

Sub
Total 1.79 4.48 2.61 4.94 3.81 7.25 2.87 /5.73 0.77 0.'82 1.67 2.68 2.31 4.41

\

B: Befor e FFvV A: After FF"\"T
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5.2.7 Data for irrigated area for non- beneficiaries' is recorded only
for 1982. As such changes in irrigated area for non- beneficiaries cannot
be measured. The non- lbeneficiaries have during Kharif, respectively
for Mirzapur, Mariabad and l\1ajghai . 18.8, 1.81 and 42 per cent of total
cropped area as irrigated area. Corresponding figures for Rabi season are
24, nil and 49 per cent. Overall, for both the seasons, thes e figures
are 21.1 and 45 per cent.

5.3 Cropping Intensity and Cropping Pattern

5.3.1 There is a close relationship between extent of irrigation, cropp-
ing intensity and change in cropping pattern. Increase in irrigation facilities
is normally followed by more intensive cultivation of land • The higher
the irrigation intensity the greater is the shift of bajra etc to crops
requiring intensive irrigation such as wheat, paddy and sugarcane .. Increase
in farm income is expected fo follow thes e changes becaus e the crops in
whos e favour the shift takes place are. also high value crops I

5.3.2 There is a marginal increase in cropping intensity (Table 5.3)
compared to substantial increase in irrigated areas. Increase in area cropped,
area irrigated and output are given in table 5.3. However I in case of
'1978' tanks surveyed in Mirzapur the gross cropped area decreased
by 7 percent compared to 109 per cent increase in irrigated area. Figures
for percentage increas e in cropped area and irrigated area fare 10 and 107
for 1979 tanks: 67 and 107 for 1980 tanks and, nill and 42 for 1981 tanks.
Figures in respect of same for Mariabad are 4 and 30 and for Majghai
4 and 51 res pectively. Total cropped area per beneficiary in the .region
increased from 19.• 64 acres to 20.90 acres.

5 .3.3. \fVide variations between non- beneficiaries of three areas
and between a beneficiary and a non- beneficiary in a .p:l rticulararea in

. res pect of total cropped area are obs erved. Cropped area for a non
beneficiary is much less in Mirzapur and more in Mariabad and Majghai
as compared to beneficiary. Total cropped area for a non- beneficiary for
Mirzapur, Mariabad and Majghai are 3.37 5.09 and 15.73 acres .
res pectively •

5.3.4 There is evidence of shift in cropping pattern for both the
crop seasons namely Kharif and Rabi.. The analysis is presented seperately
by seasons both in respect of three areas and for tanks builtin different
years for Mirzapur.

5 • 3.5 Padd y is the maj or crop in all the three cons ignee areas for
both time periods. The shift in cropping pattern has taken place in
favour of paddy, an irrigation - intensive crop. This is reflected from
the data given below for tanks by year of construction.



5.3 Area Cropped and Irrigated and\fl.ue of Output per Beneficiary:
." Kharif and .Ra bi .

IvIirzapur IvTariabad Majghai Overall
B A B A B A B A

Cropped Area (Acres)
Kharif 13.64 13.76 1.37 1 0 43 3.52 3.66 11.04 11.45
Rabi 10 G 31 11.38 0.90 0.81 3.41 3.53 8.60 9.45
Total 23.95 25.14 2-.27 2.24 6.93 7019 19.,64 20,90
% Increase (5.0) (- 1 • 3) (3.8) (6.4 )

Irrigated Area (Acres)
Kharif 4.65 7.68 1.04 1 0 32 1.6,3 2.46 3.98 6.48
Rabi 4 0 24 7.44 0.77 0.82 1~62 2.68 3.59 6.22
Total 8.89 15.12 1.81 2.14 3 025 5.14 J 7 .57 _._._-}-~:.~?_~~-)
%of Irrigated ,,_...--..---- c..

Area 27 60 79 96 47 71 39 61

Value of Output
(Rs )
Kharif 10436 12965 1515 2479 1926 2999 8680 10843 \
Rabi 8950 12019 937 1237 2403 3359 7392 11706

1

i
Total 19386. 24984 2452 3716 4329 6358 16072 22549 f

Value of Output /Acre
Kharif 765 942 1106 1734 547 819 786 947
Rabi 868 1056 1041 1527 705 952 860 1239

1

Per Acre (Rs) 809 99:1 1080 1659 625 884 818 1079 i-

B= Before FF'.\T A= After FF"\'f
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5.4 Changes in Cropping Pattern in Kharif
(Area in Acres)

Ot her Kharif Crops Under Paddy

Area Year B A Change B A Change

Mirzapur 1978 8.29 7.70(-)0.59 3.21 3.74 0.53
1979 11.32 11.67 0.35 4.'94 5.68 0.74
1980 14.43 15.01 0.58 6 .. 76 8.08 1.32
1981 15 0 97 15.96(-) 0.01 7.96 8.29 0.33

F 71 ---
Mariabad

C". ~~~./ !J_7z

1980 1.37 1.43 0.06 0.82 0.86 0~O4

Majghai
1980 3.52 3.66 O. 14 2.60 2.92 0.32

5.3.6 Increase in area under paddy has been contributed by two factors:
(a) Increase in cropping intensity and (b) shift in cropping pattern. The
first factor contributed 49 per cent "vVhereas the shift in cropping pattern
in favour of paddy from other less profitable crops contributed 51 per cent
of total increase in area under paddy ..

5 .3 .. 7 Beneficiaries, on overall bas is, had 48 per cent of total cropped
area under paddy during 1982. Compared to this non-beneficiaries had
49 per cent of total cropped area under paddy in Kharif.

5.3.8 Arhar, bajra, jowar are other Kharif crops. Area under these
crops is reduced becau se of its shift in favour of paddy. However, the
percentage irrigated area to cropped area for these crops has increased from
15 per cent to 2'9 per cent ..

'5.3 .. 9 Cash crops like sugarcane and cotton are not grown in any
area except in Mariabad where 20 per cent of area is under sugarcane. In
Mariabad, 95 per cent of the total cropped area is irrgated (after FFW) ..
Al most complete basence of cash crops in other two areas may be because
of 'lack of as sured irrigation ~

5.3. 10 Non- beneficiaries in the three areas have cropping pattern
almost similar to that of beneficiaries for Kharif season with the exception
of Mariabad. Mariabad non- beneficiaries grow only two crop;s namely
paddy and arhar. The other two areas grow paddy, arhar, maize, bajra
and jowar. '
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5.3.11 \JVheat in Rabi season occupies the same status as paddy
in Kharif. Percentage area under wheat increased after PP\JVP. The whole
.of increased area brought under cultivation in the region, bec aucse of
increased irrigation~has been claimed by this crop.

5.5 Changes sin Cropping Pattern in Rabi
(Areas in acres)

Und erother Rabi Crops Under '~Theat

Year B A Change B A Change

Mirzapur 1978 7.32 7 .85 0.53 2.77 4.26 1,49
1979 8.15 8.70 0.55 4.61 5.12 0.51
1980 11.76 12.54 . 0.78 5'~40 7.13 1..73,
1981 12.40 13.14 0.74 7.46 8~38 0 •. 92

Mariabad 1980 0.90 0.81 0.09 0.63 0.65 0.02
Majghai 1980 3.41 3.53 0.12 2.50 2.88 0.38

5.3.12 Gram is the second prominent crop in 'the area in Rabi season.
The impact of FFV.,rP on percentage area under the crop in three areas is
marginal. Barley is grown in two areas viz 4 Mirzapur and Mariabad. Other
crops account for nearly 10 per cent of the cropped area.

5 .4 Yield per Acre

5 .4 , 1 Yield per acre for important crops have been analys ed s eperately
for the three consignee areas. In Majghai the highest increase in yield rate
of paddy was noticed. This increase was about 36 per cent as 'compared to
24 per cent in Mariabad and 14 per cent in Mirzapur. For the non-monsoon (
(Rabi) crop of wheat, increases I although of much smaller order, maintained
the relative position of the consignees as in Khatif. Increase for ~1ajghai

was about 13 percent: for Mariabad 10.5 per cent, and for Mirzapur 5 per
cent.

5 .•.4 .. 2 • oo~"t!r" and in two cas es, negative I growth in yield tate was'
noticed for arhar and gram. This is, as already noted, due to the shift
of irrigated land in favour of paddy and wheat.

5.4.3 . Overall, impact of irrigation in terms of yield rate was
noticeably higher in Maj ghai and Mariabad because (a) average land
holdings in these two consignee areas are much smaller and (b) the
ratio of irrigated to cropped area is much higher ..
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5 Q 6 Changes in Yield per Acre for Maj or Crops
(Kg/Acre)

Mirzapur Mariabad Majghai
B A B A B A

Kharif
Paddy 666 759 698 865 441 598

(14 • 0) (23.9) (35 ~ 6)

Arhar 450 459 468 515 381 377
(2 0 0) (10.0) (-1~0)

Rabi
vVheat 735 772 749 828 549 620

(5.0) (10.5) (12.9)

Gram 498 478 443 596 442 445
(-4.0) (34 .5) (0.7)

B == Before FFW
A= After FF\"/

(Figures in brackets indicate % change)
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6 • Beneficiaries' Perceptions of pp"V'Irprogramme

6.1 Introduction

6. 1 • 1 The survey instrument was utilized to elicit opinions/ perc,eptions
of beneficiaries in regard to various as pects of the programme which included
the effects of FFvVP on their income and addition to personal ass~ts .Ques
tions were also directed at assessment" in very broad terms I of the
secondary' benefits that may have accured I such as changes in consumption.
patternj and ability to discharge social and economic obligations. Towa
rds the end, some observations on profile of tanks are also presented.

6.2 Asset Formation

6 0 2.1 There are variations in beneficiaries I opinion about impact of
FFWassets from region to region. The question to them was whether they
could add to their assets because of FF\o\r programme. Purchase, extension
and renovation of house, purchase of agricultural land and implements I

cooking utensils, . mUch cattle, jeTrvellery·etc. was considered as
as set .. formation. The beneficiaries reporting positive role of PP\Af progra
mme in terms of asset formation were 64 per cent in Mirzapur, 44 per cent
in Mariabad and 28 per cent in 1\lajghai.

FF\J\TP Role

Positive

Nil

No opinion

Total

6.3 Discharge of Social/Economic Obligations

6.3. 1 Table 6.2 (a) pres ents the perception of beneficiaries on the
role of FFVV programme in better discharge of social/economic obligations
in terms of going for pilgrimage, celecration of festive occas ions and .
have more social contacts etc I by beneficiaries. It is observed from this
table that the percentage of beneficiaries reporting positive opinion for
better discharge of social/economic obI igations was as higher as 80 per
cent in Mirzapur I followed by S5 per cent in Mariabad and 51 per cent
in Majghai. . .
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6.2. (a) Distribution of Beneficiaries by Opinion
on Role of FFvVP in DIscharge of Social7
EconomiC Obhgatlons

(in percent)

Role of FF'\NP Mirzapur Mariabad Majghai Overall

Positive 80 55 51 75

No effect 20 45 49 25

Total 100 100 100 100

6.3.2 Going into the details of the nature of social/economic
obligations discha rged it is seen from table 6.2 (b) that the beneficiaries
of :r'/Iirzapur and Mariabad and almost similar distribution but different to
that for IvIaj ghai. 47 per cent of Ivlirzapur beneficiaries performed marrIages
of their dependents, 29 per cent re-payed old debts, 14 per cent could
celebrate festivals, and 3 per cent went on pilgrimage. Of Mariabad
beneficiaries 34 per cent performed marriages of dependents, 22 per cent
re-paid old debts and 37 per cent celebrated festivals with ease. About
54 per cent of Majghai beneficiaries were able to repay old debts, 28 per
cent could arrange the marriages of their dependents and 6 per cent could
celer-rate fes tivals ..

6.2 (b) Distribution of Beneficiaries Opinion.do. ,',
!fature of Social/Economic Obligatiort Performed

Marriage of depend ents
, Repay old Debts
Participation in Festivals
Pilgrimage
Others

Total

(in 'per cent)

Mirzapur Ivlariabad Majghai Overall

47 34 28 44
29 22 54 30
14 37 6 17

3 5 6 3
7 2 6 6

100 100 100 100

6.4 Nutritional Intak.:s
\

6~4 ... 1 Table 6.3 (a) presents the opinion of beneficiaries about improve..;.
ment in nutritional intake ~ The percentage of beneficiaries reporting (
improvement in nutritional intake resulting in ,lesser incidence. of illn~ss
and normal growth of children were 48 in Mirzapur, 47 in Mariabad an1
31 in Maj ghai.
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6 • 3 (a) Dis tribution of Benoficiarios by Opinion

on· Role of FFv\T in Improving Nutritional
intake

(in per cent)

Mirzapur Mariabad Maj ghai Overall

Improved
. Not improved

Do not know

48
47
5

47
43
10

32
62
6

47
48

5

6.4.2 Information relating to effects of improved nutritional intake is
presented in table 6 0 3 (b). ·Of all the beneficiaries reporting improvement the
persentage mentionir:.g less incidence of illness was 52 in I\Airzapur I 79
in fvlariabad and 36 in 'I\1aj ghai. The percentage. of 'beneficiaries reporting
better gro\vth of children were 4·5 in Mirzapur, 18 in Mariabad and 64 in
~Aajghai.

6.3. (b) Distribution of Beneficiaries by Opinion on
effects of Improved Nutrition (in per cent)

NIirzapur Mariabad Majghai' Overall

Less Incidence of illnes's 52 79. 36 .55
Improvement in the Growth
of children 4,5 18 . 64 42
Other benefits 3 3 3

. Total 100 100 100 100

6.5 Consumption Pattern

6.5 • 1 Beneficiaries were asked whether there was any' change in'"
.consumption pattern becaus e of implementation of FFW programme in terms
of consumption of food, inilk I clothes .etc. Table 6.4 (a) pres ents the
percentage of beneficiaries reporting change in consumption pattern", It
is seen from this table that the beneficiaries reporting positive change
in the consumption pattern because of FF'V'! programme were 57 per cent
in Mirzapur,. 50 per cent in Maria.bad and 31 per cent in Maj ghat •.
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6.4 (a) Distribution of Beneficiaries by Opinion on
The Role of FFWP on changes in consumption Pattern.

( in per cent)

Mirzapur Mariabad Majghai Overall

Change 57 50 31 54

No Change 38 40 60 40

Cannot say 5 10 9 6

Total 100 . 100 100 100

6.5.2 The details of changes in consumption pattern .of beneficiaries
are pres ented in table 6.4 (b). In all the 3 areas, the beneficiaries
reporting change in terms of more food were highest: 42 per cent in
Mirzapur I 6.0 per cent in Mairabad and 55 per cent in Majghai. Those
reporting change in favour of more clothing were 31 per cent in Mirzapur"
20 per cent in Mariabad and 36 per cent in Majghai. Also, 26 per cent
of beneficiaries in :NIirzapur I 20 per cent of beneficiaries in Mariabad I

9 per cent in Majghai reported consumption of more milk. Only one
per cent of beneficiaries in Mirzapur did not know about nature of
change in consumption pattern.

6.4 (b) Beneficiaries' Opinion on Nature of Change in
Consumption Dattern.

No. of Beneficiaries
(%) reporting Mirzapur Mariabad Majghai Overall

More food 42 60 55 45'

More clothing 31 20 36 30

!'t1ore Milk 26 20 9 24

Cannot say 1 ..:.

100
~ .'.

Total 100 100 100
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6.6.1 Table 6.5 (a) to 6.5. (c) present beneficiaries' perceptions:in
regard to increase in income due to FFWprogramme. More than 90 per
cent of the beneficiaries mentioned that they ex~erienced an increase in
their income on account of FFW projects. About 5 perc"ant beneficiaries in
Mirzapur and 9 per cent in Majghai reported no impact of the programme
on their incomes. HO\"lever, 4 percent beneficiaries in Mirzapur and 10 .
per cent in Mariabad could not say whether their incomes have increased
because of FFW programme.

6 .5. (a) Beneficiaries J Perception of Increas e .
in Incomes due to FFW

No. of Beneficiaries
(%) reporting

Increase

No Increase

Cannot say

Total

Mfrzapur

91

5

4

100

f\1ariabad

90

10

100

Majghai

91

9

100

Overail

91

4

5

100

6.6.2 As regards beneficiaries' response to the extent of increase
in their incomes 1 87 percent in Mirzapur, 85 per cent in Mariabad and
53 per cent in Majghai mentioned that their incomes had increased by
more than Rs. 600/- 'per month. About 10 percent beneficiaries mentioned
that increase in their income was between Rs. 201/- to Rs. 600/- p.m.
16 percent of beneficiaries in Ivlajghai, 4 per cent in Mariabad and 2 per cent
·in Mirzapur reported an incr':~sebetweenRs. 101/- to 200/-permonth.
Thus a substantial increase in income was reported by the beneficiaries
of Mirzapur and Mariabad as compared to that of Majghai. .



6.5 (b) Beneficiaries I Opinion on the Extent of Increas e in

of Increas e in Income with FFW
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(Beneficiaries in %)

Income in, Rs • Mirzapur Mariabad Majghai Overall

Upto 100 2 22 3

101 ~ 200 2 4 16 3

201 - 600 9 1 1 9 10

Above 600 87 85 53 84

6.6.3 Ask,ed whether there was an increase in income from off-farm
activities after the completion of FF'.V Projects, 4 per cent of the benefici
aries replied in the affirmative. This shows that construction of tanks not
only helps agriculture but also makes some contribution to off-farming
~ --:t~,;'~t~·..~s •

6.5. (c) (Beneficiaries' Perception :>f Income
Increase in Off-Farm Activities of FFW ,,'

(Beneficiaries in %)

Mirzapur rvlariabad

tricome increased 4 5

Not increas ed 88 92

No opinion 8 3

Total 1 00 100

6.7 Suggestions for Improving FF..,," Programme

Majghai

6

100

Overall

4·

89

7

100

6.7.1 'Respondents were asked to give suggestions for improving the
effectivenes s of Food For Work Programme. A large number of beneficiaries
did not respond to this, their percentage being 84 in Mirzapur, 83 in Mariabad
and 80 in Majghai. This shows that, by .. and large, the programme in its
present form is acceptable to the beneficiaries.
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6 iJ •.2. Of those suggesting improvements/change several said the
·tank should be made of stone', the percentage for this being 14 in Majghai,
10 in Mariabad and 8 in Mirzapur • The beneficiaries suggesting raising
the level of tank were 3 per cent in Mirzapur I 2 per cent in Mariabad and
3 per cent in Maj ghai. Two per cent of the beneficiaries in Mirzapur I and
3 per cent beneficiaries· in Majghai wanted 'one more tank'. 5 per cent
beneficiaries in .Mariabad and one per cent in rvlirzapur suggested to
link FFVi! programme with grant of loans for pumpsets.

6 .8. Some 0 bs ervations on Tanks

6.8.1 A majority of beneficiaries considered that the water supply
from'tanks was adequate to meet their requirements.

6.8 ~2 Almost all beneficiaries used a pumpset to draw water from
the tank and put into ~he channels leading 1 to their fields. Since these
pumps usually belong to one or tvro persons I others hire them.

6.8.3 Almost all respondents considered that the vvater seepage in
the chcirtnel was normal and vvas not a source of worry;

6.8.4 In large majority 'of cases the location of the tank was
recommended by Pe.nchayat Samiti/Gram Panchayat. Only in some cases
was location of tanks decided on the recommendation of local social
workers.

6.8.5 At present there is no regular maintenance of tanks. The
maintenance is generally carried ,)ut vvhen required.

6.8.6 Sometimes tanks go dry because either rainfall is below normal
or the available water is utilized in the first few irrigations. For "this
reason I some of the beneficiaries said that tank water was not always
available to them.

6.8.7 There were a few complaints of silting of water tanks.

6.8.8. A few proj ect holders experienced labour shortage during
consutruction of tanks.

6.8.9. In case of 6 out of 37 tanks some delay in receipt of FFW
commodities in the course of construction was mentioned. For this reason
the v..rork on the proj ect had to be suspended for sometime and taken up
later.



Annexure 2. 1

Proj ectwis e Earth~Nork Done I Additional
Irrigation· Planned, Mandays Utilized and
Num£)er of Beneficiaries!Non- beneficiaries

Mirzapur Cons ignee

------~~----~-----~---~---------~----~---~-------~----~~-~~----~--~-----

S.No. Project Code Earth work Planned Mandays Benefici- Non~beIle-

done Addition Utilised aries ficiaries
(in cu·- bic to irrig-
meter) ated area

(acre) (nos) (Nos) (Nos)
1 2 3 4 5 6

Tanks: 1978
1. A- 3/87 - (78) 31500 140 48744 21 10
2. A- 3/82- (78) 36000 150 55656 25 13
3. A- 3/85- tl8) 39375 170 58104 17 10
4. A- 3/83- {J 8Y 37500 160 58104 25 10

Tanks :197 9
1. A- 3/7 2- 0 9) 39200 150 60912 25 12
2. A- 3/59- fJ 9) 38400 140 57600 30 15
3. A-·3/71- fJ 9) 37500 130 58032· 21 15
4. A- 3;G 0~(7 9) 38400 140 57600 18 8
5. A-3/70- (79) 44800 150 69336 25 18
6. A- 3/58- 09) 43200 160 66916 22 13

Tank£i1980
A-3/115~ (80)1. 60000 250 93240 12 25

2. A- 3/37- (80) 25000 125 38520 20 15
3. A- 3/38 - (80) 27000 140 41760 25 20
4. A- 3/41- (80) 27000 140 41760 25 14
5. A-3/40- (80) 28400 150 43920 26 15
6. A- 3/39- (SO) 25000 125 38520 25- 10
7. A- 3/36- (80) 17300 liOO 26764 12 5
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1 2 3 /.q- 5 6..

•
Tanks: 1981

1. A-'3/69- (81) 40000 175 61920 30 20
2. A- 3/66- (81) 61250 300 95040 22 15
3., A-3/76-(81) 35378 160 54720 27 11
4. A-3/75- (81) 30856 140 47746 1'3 14
5. A- 3/64- (81) 23000 115 36360 23 16
6. A- 3/68-· (81) 37500 150 58320 28 18
7 • A-3/71-(81) 35378 160 54720 22 9
8. A-3/72-(81) 30856 140 47746 27 15
9. A- 3/67 - (81) 46400 200 72000 26 10
10. A- 3/75- (81) 30856 140 47746 20 12
11. A- 3/65- (81) 45000 200 79840 19 11
12. A-3/70- (81) 30856 140 47746 27 15

Mairiabad Consignee

1. A- 3/31-(80) . 5024* 7200 19 9
2. A- 3/31- (80) 6028* 7200 21 21
3. A- 3/31- (8·iO) 10047 it lZOUO 35 10
4. A- 3/31- (80) 3511* 4800 16 8
5. A- 3/31 ... (8 ·1) 3349~ 4800 17 9

Majghai Consignee

1. A- 3/52- (80) 7850* 7200 15 9
2. A- 3/53- (80) 23328* 9600 21 11
3. A~ 3/129- (80) 12200* 9600 23 10

• '1

~. Earth work done was not available from records for these tanks.
It was estimated by the data collectors.



GLOSSARY
(of some of-thetermsused in the text)

Irrigation tanks

Beneficiaries

Non- beneficiaries
or

Control Group

Off-farm activities

Marginal farmer

Small Farmer

Other farm ers

Ku tcha Hou s e

The tanks which were built under food fQr
work programme and are being used for ih-iga
tion purposes. On the average these are
about 300 ft. in length, 200ft. in width.and
8 to 15 ft. in depth. These generally have
mud walls with 20 to 30ft. bas e width taper
ing to 5 to 10 feet at the top. No bricks or,
cement are used. Three sides are higher with
fourth side providing inlets for water. The
water is lifted with the help of diesel driven
pumps over the tank wall into the channels.

The farmers who are -getting benefits or
irrigation from tanks, their lands being •
located near the tank. '

Farmers having similar socio-economic condit
ions but not getting irrigation facilities from
the tanks. At the same time their lands are
adj acent to those of the beneficiaries ..

These are agro-based activities like dairy
farming, cattle farming I poultry I vegetable
growing I bee-keeping I fishing etc.. In certain
context some of these activities are also 
understood as II On-fam" activities. For
purposes of analysis here" On-farm"
activities are defined as only those which
are related to raising and harvesting of 'crops
and their marketing etc.

Having les s than 2.5 acres of unirrigated
agriculture land or 1.25 acres of irrigated
land.

Having les s than 5 acres of unirrigated
agriculture land or 2.50 acres of irrigated
land.

Having more than 5 acres of unirrigated
agriculture land or more than 2.5 acres of
irrigated land.

House built with mud having thatched
roofs.



Pucca House

Mixed House

Jowar

Arahar

Bajra

Gram Panchayat

Panchayat Samiti

Kharif

Rabi

House built with bricks.

House built partly with mud and partly'
with bricks.

Crop named after millet.

A variety of pulse.

A variety of cereals.

Refers to an assembly of village wise':"
men (generally elected) to whom day-to-day
problems of the village are referred.

A body of Elected members at block level
to deal with all community development
programmes of block with the help of Block
and district officials.

This is local name of the rainy seasons
crops, for which the sowing period is July/
August and harvesting period is September/
October. Few maj or Kharif crops are Paddy,
Com, Millet, Pulses etc.

This is a local name for winter crops for
which the sowing period is November/December
and harvesting period is March/April. Few
maj or Rabi crops are wheat, gram I barley I

peas, mu stard •
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USAID ·Fl::\jlJ E\'ALUATIO~J : BEr\fEFICiARY PROFILE

1.

1.1.

1.3.

1.5.

2.

2.1.

2.2. a)

b)

2.3.

Purticulan; of FFW Projoct (With referenco to which the f)enoficLary hag been

selected for intarvio\'~>"

Name of the consigneo ",. 1.2, Name of the distributor .

Nao1o of FF'lV Project. 1.4. Code No ~ ..

1. oCDtion of FFW Project ~ , .

Profile of the Selected FF\N Beneficiary:
• . 0, ~

Name and address of the selected beneficiary ~ .

02te of actual employment [ if any Jon FFW Project. .

'v'lhether currently working on a FFVt! Project: 1 0 Yes 2 0 No

FF"V Project on which worked durinO preceding 12 calender months: [if any]

-----_._----_._--------------~-------_.---,---

!\lame and addr0r.~ of tho Dote and month r\lo. of days No. of days Distanco
Projoct From To voTor!{od for which from place

paid of IivinO
(inf<m.)

----------_.-._- _._----- _._--._--~,~-_._----_._. __._---_._ •._----- -_ .. _. --------_. - ------

... . .

................ , .

..................

2.4. Sex: 1 0 Malo2·Ll Femnl9 2.5. Age (in completed years) : .

2.6. Education: 1 0 illiterate 2 LJ Literato but no formal education 3 [] Primary

4 0 Middle 5 0 Secondary 6 [] Graduate and above

2.7.' Caste: 1 0 S. C. 2 [] S. T. 3 0 Backward 4 0 Others .

2.8. Religion: 1 o Hindu 2 [j Muslim 3 CJ Sikh 4 0 Christian 5 0 Others

2.9. M1rital Status: 1 0 Mmriod 2 0 Unmarried 3 0 'Nido\',/widower 4 0 Separated

2.10. '!'lhether identified as: 1 0 Small farmer 2 Ll Marginal farmer 3D Agr. Labourer

! 0 Other {specify) ; ~ ..

2.11. Occupation.: t [J Agricultura 2 ~J Agr. Labour 30 Non-ngriculturo labour 4 [J .\rtisan

5 [J Dairy farming 5 fJ Business/Profession 1 [] Service 8 0 Pension 9 [] Stllde~t

100 OtherG (specify) > .

2.12 Approximate monthly Income of the household during last 12 months (in Rs.)

1 lJ 0-50 2051-100 3D 101-200 40201-300 50 301-500 60 501-150 70,751-1000
a{J <:tbOV8 1000 9 [J Wnwilling to disclose/Un~b.le to specify
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~"J 3. Housing. Sanitation nnd Hygiene :

51. Item
No.

1. Water Supply:---_.-.- .._-
Hand pump

"Veil water
Tap water
Canal water
Tank water
Tube well

2. Elcc!ricity .

Available

~-~---:..._-

:nsida Outsido ~I. Item
tho the No.
houso house "---------j.._-----~----

4. .Structuroo { Houso
~

10 20 No hou£Q 1 [J
3D 40 Hut 20
50 60 Kutcha house 3D

·X 7.0 Mixod house 4 Ll
X 80 Pucca house sn
X aD

5. Numbor of Ii"in~ rooms:

10 20 6. S~nit3tion

3. Hou~o

Owned o Yes 0 No

latrine

Bath

o Y~s LJ No

LJ Yes 0 No

3. Fi3mily sizD and Work Force:

---------------------------- ----_._..__.,-~-_.

Family sizQ

\/Vorking r\l1cmbors

Adults

Children

Total

Non-working I\lJomb8r~

Numbers
-~M~al:-e---fom.nJa Total

Adults

Children

Total

4, land Holding : (Acre 00.0)

.............. 111'. .."', .. ,............ . .

...... . .

............... O' ••• • • _; •••• O'''.' '-'. • ••• - - • .

-----------,~--~.

Total Cultivated ..< Irrigated
Pn3sent Prior to FFW :Present p'nor to FF\ii

i)

i i)

iii)

Land Owned

Land leased in

Land leased out

... .,.. . .
' ..

•••••• •••••• • •••••••••••••• o ...} ••• 0. 0 •• 0... .0 ••••••• 0" ••••••

--. ,. .. . .

iV) Total operational holdinn 1 !-2- 3 : .
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Impact ot th~ Proj?ct on Agriculturo (Pre~cding 12 months)

Season Crop

Aroa !'Sown

Irrigated ., U~irrigatl.Jd

' .."

Output
Grnin By Products

<'-,----
Value (fIG.)

Grain By Products

~< harif

Rabi

Others

Total

Ii) Before FFW

........ to •• 'II." .. 'II... ••• • , '"

................... :11 .. ..

................ ,..JI •••••••••••• • ••••••••••• 11..... . .

"" .. " ..

................... . .
.... ••• .. "........ II" 1'1 I I 1'1 I I I' I I

............. 'O'.. ••• • •••••••• I I' ••• •••••• ••• ••• ••• ••• • •••• 'O' •••• I •••••••

••• ••• ••• ••• oL'. ••• • •••• 'O' ••••• 'O' •••••• I I. I" • I.... •• I...... ••• • ••••••• I'. I •• 11 •••

---------------_.._------------_._--------
Area

Irrigatod

So\:vn
Unirrigated

Output---
Grain By Products

Value (fls.)
~---_.

Grain By Products

. Season Crop

Kharif

Rabi

Othors

Totul

.......... 11 •••• I I" I ••••• 1.1.1. • •• 1111'11' •••• I' I" •••• I 11 •••• 11' ••••• I" I" 1.11 ••••

• • 1 •• 1 .1 ..... I'" 11" .... ••••••••• ... 11 ••• 11' I ••• I...... 11 ••••• I" • I I .... I'll •••••••• 11 I ••

I I' I" ••• 1'1 I" •••• 1.1..... .. •••••• I I ••• I..... • I' 1.1 ••• I •• I I" •••

'O'.. •••••• ••• ••• ••• • •• I..... . I........... . I... ..I ..
~ .. ~ 11" I ••• • ••••••• I ••• 1'1 •••••••• I ••• • ••• 11" 11 11111 • I •

.. 'O''O'.... 1.1 11 11... • ••• 'O'. •••••• • 'O' ••••••

••• • ••••• I" ••• .111 I •••••• I" ••• • •• I I 11 ••••• 1 I ••• I I'll I' ••••••

II I •• I •••• I' .... ••• • •••• , ••• ••• • ••• I.... ••••••••• ••• ••• ••• ••• • •••• I ••••• 11" I ....
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G. Impact on Employment

6.1. Leval of :-Iousehold Emplovment (inmandavn per yonr)

Preparatory Stage Sowing/Transplantation . Irrigation Intar-Cultllfc Operation
Present Prior to -Prosent Prior t.o-- Pre~;ent Prior to -PresenC' -'Prior 'rc;----

FF\N FFVV FF\-V FFW

Sensa n Crop

«harif

............ . ; ..

Rabl

Others

Total

Season Crop

Rabi

Others

Total

Harvesting and
ThreshinQ

Present Prior to
-"., FFW

........................ II' ~::- ...

............... .. .

Transporntion, Storago
nnd Marl(etlng

Prosent Prior to'
FF\N

............... . .
'L

••••••••••••1•••

.'-0'

To til!

Present Prior to
FFW
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62. Do You hire labollr foryour:agr!clIltqro .qp9r[\tions? 1 0 Yos 2 0 No

If yes; For how many nmndnys nnd tor what purpose ?
- { .- - .

Bofore FFW
No. No. of dnys Vvoi-::ec!

Purpose
._._,--_.._-_._---------_.~ .....................~._.¥._------ ------,

F'rticoding 12 Months
No. - No,,: 0 f days_ worked

-------- -------.
1. . ..

....... .
. .

....................................

3. . .

4. . .

6.3. Were any additional employment opportunities created during construction period of

FF\fIj : 1 0 Yes 2 [] No

6.4. i) If yes; natura of employment 1 0 Increased transport 2 0 Shop vending 3 LJ Other

[specify] ' , .

ii) Did you avail of nny of these: 1 [] Yes 2 0 No

iii) If yes; Give Number of days for which availed ..

iv) If not, who availed: 1 0 Landloss.labo.ur 2 0 Artisan 3 0 Local traders 4 0 Other poor

people

6.5. i) Is there any increase in off. fanning activity of your household after completion of

Projf!ct ?;.2_<CN'o

ii) If yes; Give apPfoximateincroaseinincomu·:

Name and Activit'l Income
- Proceding Prior to
12 month FFW'

1. Dairy Farming

'2. Poultry Farming

3. Cattle Farming
!

4. Boel\()oping

5. Vogctablo growing

6. Fishing

7. Others [specify]

Total
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7. Impact on Fnmily Income: (Preceding 12 Calendar Months)

PersonsSource Quantity -If Value of f
!Si~d _ ~ recei~ed _ - col. 4 _ Cash Total

_________;..I_.!..~pe -: :..:..:.~1;:J·L-_ ~-R-S- __ ~~·---l _. Rs~. _

_<_1) <_2_)~1__(3....w.},_~ ~--~--(4-)_" ":.__ -= "-:. - (5) _="-_-"=-_""~_)__ 1-<-7_)_
A. From FFVV

(participatl.;g Self ' 1. .
members)

(T'C""\. Others (1) , ' , ;•....., .

_i_~:-t:::-_::·I O_t_he_r_~_• .:-(~) .~,_.._.._,,_._,,_,,_.._.'1,:':" ••••••• , ••••••••••••• '" ••••••••••••••. i .. :.. ~ '" .

Total

B. OutSide FFV\1
(participntionp Self
membors)

Others (1) . :..............•.r .
_________O_t_he_r_s~(2,..;,)_ '" . .

. Total

C Non-Participuting
members ( 1) .. .

-----~~fo-t-a-, ...,;.(_2)~'-''-"-'•-"-'"_•.•••••••••••..•• ·1-'"-'"..-,,"'-''-'"-"~ '" .-: , ..

G. iotal I
A+B+C : 1- .1 _

'lear Before
_ .._FFW (Total) I

!\lcy;e: : For non-pnticipating members provide relationship in tho space providoangainst (1) and (2)

n. Impact on Employment: (Preceding 12 Calondnr months)

Manday VlJorl<ed

u-,;,-"~-.O-f-th-e-A-ct-iV-jt
Y
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ii)

iii)
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9. (b)

i)

ii)

iii)

iv)

v)

vi)

vii)

viii)

Ix)

x)

xl) "

D. c. i)

in

iii)

10.

7

l'Jlode of Conveying \lVater to tho r-io'(.~ ,

HO','J. is water conveyed fi~m tanl~/darn to your field?
t ~

1 0 Channels, 2 0 Channels and outlets, 3D V'/ell and outlets, 4 0 Hose Pipes,
.. ~ > ...

5 0 Pumpscf and outlefs,'60 Lifting r,,1anuiJl!y, 7 0 Any other spocify '" .. _

Normally how long yQuirrigate y.our field : : hours a day

Normallyhovi In~.~I~ !la~~1 yo_u i~~io~te j'n' ~:day ~ :. '

Did you hire some labourars such as ag~lcultural labourers, landless labourors for the

sarno: ., '1 0 Yes ·.20 No •
If yes, N~~_?!labourers ;.: .

How muchcpo"r porson youpayfor- no day: ;.; (n) Cash (b) Kind '"

lri caso lift Gppliance is used for. availing irrigation wnter :

Does respondent possess a pumpset : 1 0 Diosel 2 0 Electric 3 0 No

If so, is it owned: 1 0 Singly, 2 0 Shared

If shared number of co sharers · No.

H. P. of the enginc J-I.P.

HO'N far is your land from project sito Motors.

Are there" any problems In sharing the pump .

Mode of shadng : 1 [] Order of nearness of lund 2 0 Frequency 3 0 Any othor (Specify)

If not owned, do you hire tho pump: 1 0 Yes 20 No

If yos, Clt what rato Rs per hour .

Is rate in (0 above incluslvo cost of diosel : 1 DYes 2 D No

Are charges 1 0 Roa:mnable 2 0 High 3 D Too High

HOVI channels and outlets aro constructed: 1 0 Part of Project 2 D By Beneficiary

3 0 Jointly by Beneficiaries 4 0 Gram Panchayat 5 0 Anyother [specify]. ..

If mnintona!lCe of tank done by : 1 r.;J Pr~ject holdor 2 0 Joi?t1y by Beneficiarjf)s

3 0 Gram"Pal1chayi1t 50 Any other [spe'CifY]. ..

'Nhother malntenanco is :;t D'J'Jhen required 20 Season-wise 3 0 Annually <1 0 Not. ,

maintaine.~:5 0 Not required' 6 0 Any other [specify] ; .

Impact of'additionnllnCOrha on socia-economic life D.
. '

I) .Has i ncOm2" 'of the rospondontbeon mlsed with F'f\N : 1 0 Yes 2 0 No

il) If yes by how much per yem)" 1 O:Rs. 50 2 0 Rs. 75 3 0 Rs. 100

4 U R~.1ot200 5 0 R~.~2QH-;1PO 610lJ~;40t4<?OO 7 0 Rs.600 above .

lii)'Nith (Htaeqy~c'ouid YO~l ~~~:1;;,YOur ~s_~~ts.:~~ .. 1. D Yos 2 0 No

iv) If yes, whatit~ms ~dded : 10" Exten;lon of houso 2 [j Renqvation of h'ouse 3 0 Purchase

of houEoplot4 0 Purchaso of agriculture land 50 Agricultural Implements 6 D Cooldnn

utensil570 Milch cattle 80 B'lllocks9 0 Jewelfery 10 0 \rVrlst watch 11 d Radio'Tra~
nsisters]20 Bicyclo 13 0 Stove 14 0 Tabla 15 0 Bed 16 0 Others [speci'fy]. .

v) VnluG of assets added: AS.~.f3ts added (1) (2) ~3) :: •.. (4) (~) .

Valuo Rs. (1) (2) (3)~ (4) :.. ;(5) .
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10.2. Could respon'dent porform social functiqnQ !?Dttor with additlonnl income:-..... . : - ... ~

1 0 Yes 2 0 No !. '

10.3. Could rosponde.nt, arranm? .with eGSO : 1 0 Marriage of dependents 2 0 Go on pilgrimage
3 D Repay old dobts 4 0 Celebrate fcsiivH occ!4slQns 5 0 Havo more social contacts

. 6 0 Others' [spocify] .

10.4. I) Does respondent f~ef lniprovementin nutritional Jovel of 'the family· 1 LJ Yes 2 O· No
ii) If yes, how obsorv'ed: 1 o Loss '(ncid'onceof IIInoss '2 0 Growth of children normnl

3 0 Othors [specify] :.. '0'

10.5. a) Do you consIder UV3rc has boen Dome change In your consum ption pattern::

1 0 Yes 20 No

b) If yes; what Is the nature of chang,;} : 1 0 Consume more food 2 0 Use morn clothing

3 [J Drink moromill\ 4 D 5 D .
Assets Ownod .

Does tho worker possons any of these assetS:

livo Stock . Numbers Other Assots

4U

6 Cl
7 '--'.' I

3 ,J

1 i..l

12 U

9

10 U
11 L.;

Radio
Chair

Tuble
Brass/Steel Utensils
Vessels

Sowing Machine

Bed

Bicycle

Wristwatch

Jewellory Gold

Jewellery Silver

.. Stove

. .
t t I , , ••••• II: ~

Cov:s

Buffaloes

Goat/Sheeps

Bullock

Problems of Beneficiary :.

What are the problems of thO' respondont :
Availability of water throughout the Gonnon 1 ·0 Yes 2 0 No

Volume of water: 1 0 Inndeql;Jate 2 0 Adequate

Shortage of diesel: :. 1 D Ye~ 2 0 No
Shortage of electricity: 1 0 Yes 2 0 No
Soepage of water in wator charme!s : 1 0 High 2 0 Normal
Wator wastage In upper reaches: 1 0 Frequent 2 O· Normal
Channels not cleared ,of weeds/grass: 1 0 .yes 2 0 $omotlmes 3 0 No problem
Is lund of the 'rospond'enl al the tall ~ncJ of tho ~hi)nneJs :,' 1 0 Yes 2 0 No
If yes, do you experience any dlifl.culty in ir·rlgating your land:' 1 Ci Yes 2 r! No

. . .
If yes. nature of tho difficulty : .

Any othor observation/suggestion regarding the Programmo : .

. Pigs

Others [specify]...... ~ ..

11.

11.1
I)

ii)

iii)
iv)
v)

vi)
vii)
11.2.
ii)

iii)

11.3.
. _ ~ .
••••• " "" a ••••••••••••••••••••••• ••• ••••••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.••.••

I'Jame of the Raspo.ndent : ..
Name of .tholnvestigator : : ..

Date : : .
Checked by " ..




