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FOREWORD
At the request of the World Bank and the Ministry of Plan Implemen-’
tation, the Agrarian Research & Training Institute undertock the
evaluation of the Kurunegala Integrated Rural Development Project
(KIRDP) . The evaluation plan conSists of & baseline survey to analyse
the pre proyect situation and several indepth and management oriented
studies. Some of these sthdies are directed ‘towards major ‘project’
components w1th a view to aSsess ‘their performance from: time ‘o . B
time dhring the prOJect period e’ study on Development of‘Eoconut
Cultivation 14 one SSE CEHemL Lo T TR hEn L : '
Under the Kurunegala Inteorated Rural Development Project a total-hh

sum:6f Rs.8I. 75 million .was allocated for coconut development. This

. component had.three:major objectives : JI) - Increa51ng ofyproductivity

of mature plantations through improved husbandry practises, particu—
larly increased fertiliser applications 2) rehabilitation of neglected
plantations by ;stepping .up replanting/underlplanting_and_removal_of
senile palms 3) intemsification.of: used coconut lands, through '

inter-croppingg PR A S P

ER B R A

The real benefits of" results of these development programmes ‘would
be seen only after a long period of time. It is estimated that even
at the end of the project period the expected benefits will be only
about 25% of the full development benefits. However, as the project
director felt that ‘the serv1ces and fac111ties offered undér ‘the
project were not being utilised by the beneficiaries as envisaged,

this study was undertaken to find out the reasons for - stich short falls.

The study highlights some of the difficulties prew'lent in the district

which hampers coconut development. The performance of the coconut

‘subsidies programme and the coconut fertiliser credit programme are also

critically examined., The researchers have made ‘some recommendations

to correct the situation:-in order to.put the programme on proper: lines.

Mr.G.M.Henegedera, Research & Training Officer was respon51ble for

i ki

this study. .In- ‘the initial stages, Mr.S. M P. Senanayake, Research &
Training Officer functioned as the Co—ordinator of the pro;ect 1Bqt
after his ‘leaving the Institute Mr. Henegedera had totEar the entirev,
burden... My -thanks are due o him and the Deputy Director of Production
Economic & Extension Division who guided him in the preparation of the

report for making this publication possible.
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"WEIGHTS AND MEASURES

Conversxon Factors

1 acre: = 0.405‘hectarés (ha)
1 pound (1b . = 0.454 kilogrammes.(kqg) .. . . ... ... . .
"1 bushel. of‘paddy | =20.87 kg - ... .
(46 ip) ‘ ’ 3
1 mile = 1,609 kilometrés\iﬁmi

Metric to ‘British Units

1 hectare .-
1 kilogramme.

1 kilometre

1 US Dollar

1 Rupee

ARTI =

CCB =
CDhO =

KIRDP =

KVS

PB =

2.471 acres.
2,205 1b |
0.621 mile. - . .o v

CURRENCY UNITS

around 20.00 Rupees (Rs)

i

~around 0.05 US Dollar (Ué $)

ABBREVIATIONS

Agrarian Research & Training Ihstitute

Bank of Ceylon

Coconut Cultivation Board

Coconut Develqpment Officer

Cultivation Officer

Kurunegala Integréted Rural Development Project

Krushikarma Viyapthi Sevaka (village level extension worker)

People's Bank
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INTRODUCTION

A. THE PROBLEM

‘The development of coconut cultivation constitutes a major componentA
of the plan of investment under the Kurunegala Integrated Rural .
Development Project (KIRDP) which has been in operation since 1979 Of a
total investment of Rs 465 million, about 18% is allocated for the _
coconut development programmes, ie., Rs.81.76 m. Under the programmes. of
development of coconut cultivation, the project has given special
attention to the upliftment of the living conditions of the small holders-
with holdings of 25 acres or less, by proViding for the increase of
coconut product1v1ty, as well as for sources of employment,_in the
Kurunegala district In addition, its aim is to deve10p coconut ,
cultivation as a whole in the district by imolementing coconut expansion
programmes of rehabilitation, replantinq, under planting, new planting ‘
and intercropping. Various subsidy schemes, credit programmes, extension
services, and other supporting services have been introduced to achieve

these targets.

Emphasis on development of coconut cultivation was Justified in the
context of declining productiv1ty in the district during the recent past
{Hussain et al. 1978). This decline is attributed mainly to factors such
as the low use of fertilizer (particularly by small holders), ageing of
the coconut palms coupled w1th inadequate levels of replanting, low .
adoption of soil conservation methods, poor input supply and lack of o

marketing services for the cultivators.

Therefore, the investment,programmes(for ooconut development in the

district under KIRDP are aimed at increasing productivity by

(a) encouraging farmers to use more fertilizers

(b) rehabilitating the neglected coconut lands through the promotion -
of new programmes such as replanting, under planting and soil

conservation and also through 1ncreased subscriptions to thel

subsidy schemes 1ntroduced by the government L - ,f{wO/QX3@
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(c). strengthening of service support to cultivators, by introducing
'a coconut fertilizer credit scheme; 5§:providing for quality'.
seedlings, by setting up eight new coconut nurseries,>by upgrading
the services of the existing two nurseries, by ensuring an efficient
supply of fertilizers, by providing'storage facilities at approprlate
places, and by providing transport facilities to the extension

personnel.

These proposals are being implemented through the Coconut Cultivation
Board (CCB). The two banks (Bank of Ceylon and Pe0ples Bank) are
responsible for the Operation of the special credit scheme. According to
official records, the performance of most of these schemes have been more
'than satisfactory. By the end of 1981 the prOposed eight new nurseries
had been established and the two old nurseries upgraded. By the end of
1982, 1213 thousand seedllngs had been 1ssued to cultivators. Under-
planting and/or replanting have been done on some 8056 acres, and 45931
acres of coconut lands have been rehabilitated. By the end of 1982, the
two state banks had granted loans to some 2000 coconut'cultivators
emounting to Rs.‘12 million. Out of the 45 village level -fertilizer
storesvproposed} 44 have been completed and work'is in‘progress in the

'
]

others. o L o i

The Agrarian Research & Training Institute (ARTI), is entrusted
w1th the task of monitorlng and evaluatlnq the benefits of the pr03ect
The present study forms part of this evaluatlon exerc1se. Tnls study
will examine the 1mpact of coconut development programmes on the produc- _
tivity of ococonut lands, as well as on employment and on lncomes of the
target group beneficiarles, ie., the small holders.

B. THE OBJECTIVES ' B |
The specific objectives of the present study are:
(1) to study the e<fectiveness of the operation and utilization of the

various subsidy programmes in theé coconut develdpment project

(2) to.identify the constraints in the use of fertilizer - in the

project area

(3) to examlne the plantlng ‘materials distribution programme, the quality

of planting materlals and ‘the subsequent mortality ‘rates



{(4)° to analyse the effect1Veness of the exterision, promotion, publicity

_and follow—up act1v1t1es, relating to the coconut development

programmes S

(5) to assess the impact of the development programmes on coconut - .

productivity, employment and farm incomes; and

‘' (6) to assist the management of the project with suggestions for
remedial action for any shortcomings that may come to light as a

result of these studies.

C. THE METHODOLOGY

The methodology of this study consisted'of,two approaches.. Firstly,
information was gathered from available literature,~official records; and
also by interviewing officials of government departments and other rele-
vant institutions. Secondly, a questionnaire was addressed to a sample of

- coconut: cultivators: in the district. . There is a wide variation of the
agroclimate in the district, and the report‘of_the study was confined. to
the most important agroclimatic zones. The characteristics of the agro
¢climate -are outllned in Annex 1. However,_DL1 was excluded as the N
act1v1t1es there were concentrated mainly on new plantinas.;xﬂ.

Altoéetper 12_Cooonut Deveiopment Office (CDO) areas were selected in

proportion to the extents cultivated within the remaining four agro.

; ecological zOnes. The selection of CDO ranges within an agro-ecological

; zone was undertaken at random. Twenty one (21) farmers from each CDO

-g,range were selected, -out of whom 14 had made use of, at least, one of the
i coconut deveiopment programmes introduced under the project, (ie., credit
'f for purchase of coconut fertilizers,-subsidies for replanting/underplanting/

. rehabilitation). The other seven.(7) had not benefitted at all. The

'selectlon of the farmers, ‘who belonged to the former group, was - done at
random from lists obtained from the Coconut Cultivation Board and the two:
banks. Respondents of the latter group were selected in the field
identifying a matching farmer for every second farmer in the list. The
dlstrlbutlon of the sample, according to the agro-ecological zones, .was as

;follows-—



N "
& oo b AGRO ECOLOGICAL' ZONES
: o ' T
ILi IL2 WLZ WM3 DF1<
Total number of CDO .. |... = T : .
ranges. 25 N 5 C 2 ‘ 1 1
Nﬁmber of CDO ranges
selected o 8 2 1 1 -
. .
' Total number of bene-
ficiaries selected 112 28 14 14 -
Total number of non- o
bgneficiaries selected 56 14 7 T -
: T@tal number of. respon- |- . o ; .
dents in the sample 168 42 21 21 - =232

_Actual number of respondents interviewed,,élassified according to

the CDO ranges, are asdéfollows:-

CDO RANGE .. Agro dli:@ “g,Total co- -No.of»farnﬁfinterviewed
: . matic conut mers re- non-recei-
zones acreage ceivers vers
kurunegala : "»'ILl e .. 2595 . 14
EIbbagamuwa : ‘ILl 6100 .1 14 |
Potuhera . IL, . 11022 o 14
Dambadeniya ILl . . 7816 . 13
Dodangaslanda | IL, _-;§83§, 13
| . Bingiriya . ILl: 23283, . .- 14 -

o]
™

Kuliyapitiya | .: 1 5605.... . 14

,_Het;ipolq.,ﬁxﬁ,1 ILin- 14030 .-} . .15,
Ganewatta. - . IL, 23887 .. |..:14.-
Wariyapola 1L, 15525 . |- 14
Polgahawela WL2_, 410143 - 1. 14
Mawatagama WM3A‘ L7756, . .14

Total (252) - 167
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A team of speciaii&xtrained investigators was employed for distribu-
ting the questionnaires to the respondents. The selection of the farmers
for the sample was done by the Researchers themselves with the help of
Coconut Development Officers, Cultivation Officers, and Krushikarma
Viyapthi Sevakas1 (KVS) of the area. Supervision of the investigators

was done by the Researchers themselves.

LIMITATIONS

Since the selection of respondents was not done in proportion to the
extent of coconut lands in each cﬁo range area, no attempt was made to
calculate any estimates using the sample parameters. However, the find-
ings can help the management of'the project to get an indepth understand-
ing of the variables considered and, therefore, can be,used for effecting

changes in the existing programmes.

1. Vvillage Level Extension Officers.,
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~are the main variables considered in this chapter.

Chapter 2

THE SOCIO-ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE HOUSEHOLDS

In this chapter an ettempt is made to compare the‘socio-economic
characteristics of the beneficiaries with those of the non-beneficiaries |
of the coconut development programmes. Such an analysis was considered

necessary for the purpose of identifying>the possible associations of

vthese variables with the utilization and non-utillzation of the facilities

prov;ded by the KIRDP to the coconut cultivators. Demographic characteris-

tics and activity status, employment, sources of income, and land tenure

" The 167 beneficiaryrhousehoids'interviemed consisted of 1291 members,
of which 699 (54.2%) mere males. The average size of a household was 7.7
of which four members: were males. Thus, the male-female ratio was almost
1:1. The average size of the non-beneficiary households was 5.0 made up
of 2.7 (54.7%) males and 2.3 (45.3%) females, Here the male-female ratio
averaged to 1:0.85, There was a total of 435 members in the non-bene-

ficiary households of whom 237 were males.

However, when all the families are considered'together, the modal

family size becomes 5.6. The CDO range-wise distribution of family size

.in the sample is given in Table 2.1. It may be;obsermed that Potuhera,

Ganewatta, Bingiriya end.Mawatagama have lergerifamilies than in the other
CDO ranges. No reasons for this variation be given because such detailed

analysis do not fall within the scope of the present study.

The percentage dlstrlbutlon of the members in households by age groups
and by the lrreSpectlve dependency rates were worked out and the results
presented in Table 2..2. There was no marked dlfference between the

beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries interviewed with regard to the depen-

~dency ratio. The dependency ratio of the beneficiaries was 36 8 while

that of the non-beneflclarles worked out to 33.2. Here again the small
difference may be attrlbuted to the larger size of the households in the

beneficiary group. .. .. ... . O



TABLE 2.1 . ' SIZE OF HOUSEHOLDS ACCORDING TO CDO RANGES

FAMILY MEMBERS | Kirunegala ];_l)ba'gax_i:uwa I Potuhera :Dan__nbad.eniya Bingiriya Dédangaslanda (Kuliyapitiya

No. % |No. -% [No. 3| No. s | No. % | No. s |wo. 3
ST 3 w2 |1 47 |2 95l 2 -o9s]| 2 9.5 4 19.0 | 3 14.2
3.- 4 - 10 a7 | 7 . 333 |s8. 381 5 238 9 42.8] 7 333 |5 23.8
5 - 6 ‘05 23.8 10 47.6 | 5 23.6] 11 52.3|- 9 42.8) 7 33.3 |10 " 47.6
7 - 8 03 14.2 ] 2 .9.5 | a4 19.0] 1 4.7 -~ -1 2 9.5 | 3 14.2
9 - 100 |- - - - 2 9.0{ 2 9.5 1. a.7) 1 a.7 | - -

over 10 |- -l a0 - - - e I B
CTotaL . |21 - 100.0. | 21 100.0 {21 100.0f 21 ° 100.0| 21  100.0|-21  100.0 |21 100.0

Y + - . h Y »



r's [ 4 L
Hettipola WGanewatta -»Wariyapola ‘Polgahawela \Méwatagama Total
" No. Lo No. % No. 3 No. % No. % No. %
4 19.5 2. 9.5 2 9.5 1 4.7 1 4.7 27 10.5
9 42.8 5. 23.8 5 23.8 5 23.8 4 19.0 79 30.9
7 33.3 7 33.3 9 42.8 10 47.6 9 42.8 102 40,0
1 4.7 5 23.8 5 . 23.8 19.0 3 14.2 33 12,9
- - 2 9.5 - - - - 4 19.0 12 ° - 4.7
- - - - - - 1 4.7 - - 2. . 0.7
~ 21 100.0 21 100.0 21 100.0 21 O 100.0 21 100.0 21 100.0
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TABLE 2.2 .
' GROUPS AND DEPENDENCY RATIO

o

DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS BY AGE

!t

i
Age Groups ! fBeneficiaries (%) Non-Bénéffbiaries (%)
0 - 15 .f.  19.0% . .. 18.4%
15 - 65 ¢+ | 75.2 % o 73.2 % 2
. 66 and over E 1 ‘5.9 % '; . 8.5 %
Dependency raﬁié‘i ‘ 36.8 % 33.2 %

~ |

& éver 100

| i . f
Dependency ratio =-Age ‘Group0-15 + Age Group 65
: : Age Group. 15-65

P

Similarly, with reg&rdftb the proportion of the ecénomically active

population, there was no hiffkrence either between the two categories of

. , i , : : o
households, or between males and females in the sample..

presented in Table 2.3.

e

These results are-

| TABLE 2.3 ECONOMICALLY ACTIVE POPULATION
Male Female Total

-Category e : ' -

No. . 0% No, % . No. 0%

\ , B TEFR T v TT i B "
Beneficiaries 520 ©  74.3 450 76.0 | 970"  75.2|°
Non-beneficiaries 1682i_; 70.8° 150 - 75.8 ;318  73.2
All. 688 | - 73.5 600 76)o 11288 74.6.

Economically Active Populatibn'= The total population within the age

group 15 65

‘It may be observed that about 75% of the total- sampl

\

e cons;sted of

the .economically active populatlon. ‘The' act1v1ty status of the members

of the sample households is given in Table 2 4. The unemployment rate

‘between the two categorles of households did not.shqw a.s

ignificant"

difference, the respective rates being 9.2% for beneficiaries and 9.9%

for non-beneficiaries (approximately 10% ‘for both groups).



. ev1dent from Table 2.5,

11
TABLE 2.4 ACTIVITY STATUS OF SAMPLE HOUSEHOLDS |
 Type .of . ... .1 . Beneficiaries. . Non-benefi~... . . ... .Total
Activity .. . | . .- . .- cilaries o
No. % . No. . o No. %
Government - - ‘ - ‘
employed 109 12.8 41 . 9.4 150  11.6
Private sector . _ ' L ‘ S
' employed 31 3.6 19 4.4 50 3.9
Self-employed | e ’ o T
(farming) | 162 18,9 87 20,0 249 . 19.3
Family helpers : '
(without employ- IR _ B
ment) . 35 4.1 . 15 3.5 50 3.9
Unemployed (seek- ' \ : ' _
ing .employment) ..|. .79... . .9.2 .. ....43._:...9.9. 122 .- 9.5
Students 251 29.3 111 25,5 362 28,0
Household helpers 114 . 13.3 67 15.4 - 181 . 14.0
Ghers : 75 8.8 . - 52 11.9 127 . 9.9
TOTAL : | 856  100.0 435  100.0 = 1291  100.0

A notable feature in both categories of households is that a fair
pr0port10n of the economlcally active population is employed in the govern-
ment sector; here too, it was higher in the beneficiary group (13%) than
in the non-beneflciary ‘group (9%). _Another 1mportant point is that about
'14% of members 1n the benefxciary households, as well as in the non-bene-
fic1ar1es' households, have glven the1r act1v1ty status as unpald household
helper. When these:ﬁgures are added to the group of unpald family helpers,

. perhaps in the farms, there 1s a large number of persons underemployed It
is 1nterest1ng to note that full-time farmers are only about one-fifth of
" those ‘employed in both categorles of households 1nterviewed This is
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TABLE 2.5 MEMBERS OF THE HOUSEHOLDS -
: ‘ CLASSIFIED BY EMPLOYMENT

e e .. .| ... Beneficiaries = .Non-beneficiaties '
Type of ' Employment — .

e No, % . . No. %
Farmer . o >3_129 B 31.5 o 49 35.0
tabour . 25 6.1 12 8.6
Business . S " 38 9.3 - 15 10.7
Landlords (planters) ’ 44 . 10.8 13 9.3

'_Salarled (white collar) | 139 34,2 38 27.1

Salaried (blue-collar) 18 4.4 09 6.4
Self employed : 14 3.4 4 2.9
Other (not specified) - - - _ t-
TOTAL : - 407 100.0 ' 140 100.0 -

Thus, we may conclude that the maJority of - the other respondents are
engaged in farmlng as part-time activity or are only landlords. Here again,
51nce most of the coconut palms in the Kurunegala district fall into the
productlve age group, ie., between 7-60 yvears, the involvement of this :
category of respondents in activities leading to higher productivity ln
coconut, would be marginal. To them the income from coconuts takes the

form of 'a side business.

‘Table 2.6 depicts the level of education of members in the households
interviewed, The_percentageiqf members who had no.schooling-in the two
sampies is almost,eQua;. About 40% had schooling upto Grade 10. There is
virtgallyfno @ifference between,the.two types in the sample as far as the
education 1eve1 is concefned,. However, a higher percentage had schooling

in the beneficiary group (29%) than in the non—beneficiary group {25.5%).



\gﬁmﬁn@w A?

L RasY
13 ' :
{ p,v
| g
TABLE 2.6 MEMBERS OF HOUSEHOLDS CLASSIFIED BY LEVEL OF EDUCATION - S
Level oOf Beneficiariles Non;begefi- | Total
Education ciaries
o NQ{_a. % No. % No. %
No schooling 98 11.5 59 3.5 157 12.2
Upto Grade 5 172 - 20.0 89 20.4 _“261_ - 20.2
Grade 6 and above S _ o v L | S
not passed GCE (OL) 323 38.0 " 172 © 39,5 495'  38;3
GCE (OL) or higher | 234 27.2 . 107 © 24.6 341 -26:4
Graduates 29 3.3 - 08 1.8 37 2.8
TOTAL: - 856 100.0 - 135 - -100.0 - 1291 - 100.0
As for the tenurial'sté£u§ of the cultivated land, about 2/3 of the
land is solely owned and operated by the reéspondents themselves. However,
it was found that 1/3 of the land was under joint ownership. This joint
ownership could have exerted some influence on the adoption of development
programmes for coconut, as the tenancy status does not provide an incen-
tive to the cultivator. The details of the ownérship pattern of the
cultivated land are given in Table 2.7. o
TABLE 2.7 CLASSIFICATION OF OPERATED LAND BY TENURE AND
TYPE OF LAND :
o Highlénd Lowland Total
No, Ext. {No.. Ext. No. Ext.
. of (ac- % of  (ac- % |of (ac- %
farms res) farms res) farms resy =
Solely owned 342 1412,5 61.3 | 157 279.0 74.0| 360 . 1682.2 62.7
Kattimaru Q2 3.0 0.1 1 10.0 2.6 3 13,0 - .4
Thattumaru 00 - -2 3.0 1l 2 3.0 .
Other pint - ‘ R s
ownership 57 837.2 36.3 25 65.3 . 17.3 63 912.1 34.0
LDO/Government 28 49.7 2.1 6 4.0 1.0 27 . 53.7 2.0
Encroachment 02 1.5 .0 4 2.5 .6 5 4.0 .1
Leased 00 - - 8 12.7 3.3 7 12,7 .4
TOTAL : 431 2304.0 100.0 {203 276.8 100.0} 467 2680.8 100.0

22054



‘Chapter © 3

PERFORMANCE OF THE SUBSIDIES PROGRAMME .

Slnce coconut is the major plantatlon crop in the Kurunegala dlstrict,
the IRD project has given hlgh priority for the development of thls crop. :
As Kurunegala is the leading district planted with coconut, the develop‘
ment of thlS crop will have a significant influence on the country s
economy. A survey done by the Ministry of Finance and Planning in 1977
empha51zed the immediate need for a coconut development programme. This -
survey identified the main ‘shortcomings of the coconut cultivation in tbe

Kurunegala district (Hussain, 1977). These included:

(a) . About 80% of trees in the district fell withln the productive
. age group of 7-60 years. About 10% of the palms were over
.60 years and. the balance consisted of immature plants as they

were -mostly underplanting;.

{b) Low diffusion of intercropping technology; ie.,ﬁonly about”

50% of the cultivated area had been”utilized for interplanting;

(c) The planting material consisted almost exclusively of local
tall varieties and the seedling distribution programme was

inadequate to meet-local demands; . - - -

{d) Poor fertilizer application‘- though some of the'larger holdings
applied adequate  ferilizer doses,- smallholders hardly used

sufficient féertilizer;

(e) Ilow level of adoption of improved cultural practices - most
cultivators did not follow cultural practices continuously. Even
occasional weeding and cutting drains were adopted only by a

very few farmers;
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{f) Low coconut productivity - the’ average annual productivity of the
district was very low compared with that of other districts such as
Kalutara (1532), Galle (1849) and Matara (1672) (Silva et al., 1978).
In 1977 the average yield in the Kurunegala district was only 1022 -
nuts per acre per year, The low yields were mOStly due to adverse

‘weather conditions and reduced fertilizer application.

In order to overcome the major constrains to the development of
coconut cultivation and to upgrade the coconut industry in the Kurunegala
district, ‘the KIRDP1 introduced a number of subsidy. programmes in colla-
boration with the Coconut Cultivation Board (PCB) Althouqh the CCB had
already implemented an island-Wide subsidy scheme for the development of
coconut cultivationz, the KIRDP tried to strengthen the then existing
subsidy schemesnwith~afview-to rehabilitating the coconut‘industry..'The
CCB coconut_subsidy schémes then in operation comprised the following six
Prog_rammes;:?‘z: L : |
if :cOconut rehabilitation

; Repianting/underpiantinq_
. New planting.. -

2
3
4, Interplanting with other crops s g o T
5.‘ Pasture development

6

. The subSLdy for smallholders of less than one acre in extent

According to official records theredis a significant'achieuement in
f}rehabilitatlon .and replanting/underplanting programmes in Kurunegala,
:under the progect compared with.other subsidy programmes launched by the
CCB. .. - v o
The adoption of appropriate policies for the expansion of the coconut
rehabilitation programme throughout the Kurunegala district in keeping
with pro;ect targets and financial allocations,was the main thrust of the
KIRDP. On these lines the KIRDP has implemented important programmes such

as:

Loy .

1. Kurunegala-Integrated:Ruradl Development Project..

2. Please refer annex:2 for further details’ of t+he coconut
subsidies programmes.

3. The KIRFP emphasxzed the programmes of coconut rehabllitation,
intercropping and underplantlng/replanting.

~
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1. The setting up of eight nurseries, in addition to the two.

-nurseries at Ibbagamuwa and Hettipola;
2, Introduction of a fertilizer‘credit:scheme;

3. EnhanCing of 1nfrastructure fac111ties

4, Supplying of vehicles and other equrpment*
5. Strengthening of all subsidy programmes already implemented by CCB;

6. Increading of staff involved in coconut cultivation of the district,

It has been observed that thlS scheme, has contributed to the deve-“

el
i

lopment of the coconut 1ndustry 1n the district 1n two ways-

1) Direct stimulus;—;The~subsidy policies'implemented'throughout the : .
© district since:1979 have directly :influenced the éxisting coconut
~cultivations by way of rehabilitationtprogrammés,'intercropping,
strengthening of infrastructure facilities and office services etc:
Also under the subsidy scheme Hr pasture and smallholdinqs (of less
than 1 acre), significant expansion has taken place as compared w1th

other cultivated districts, as an indirect ‘effect of the KIRDP

2) Indirect stimulus - Most cultivators in the district have benefitted
indirectly from the IRDP coconut deve10pment programme - for example
large extents of landwhave been brought under new cultivation since
1979 on farmers' own initiative. '

EERVESIESSNES SPEUN B e SUBAE WP

Table 3. 1 summarises the distribution of the subsxdies programme since
1979, The rehabilitationrprogramme included cutting of drains, removal of
excess palms, filling of vacancies etc. During the project period the
KIRDP aimed at rehabilitating 60,000 acres, and by mid 1982 more than
50, 000 acres were successfully rehabilitated Table 3.1 further outllnes
the progect targets and their achievements during the three years, from ‘

1979 to end of 1982

Since the implementation of the project, the targeted acreages for
above mentioned subsidies programmes, have been exparided according to the
requirements of the district:i’ As-far’ as-disbursement of the subsidies are
concerned, . the available statistics show. that the project has achieved its
targets, - Although the progect target for rehabilitation for the first
three years was 30 000 acres, perFormance was 45, 991 acres, . and the CCB

was able to achieve its four year target within three years.




2 ' TABLE 3.1

REHABILITATION

Project target
Performance .

uAchlevement

REPLANTING/UNDERFLANTING

'“”Peiformance 1sthpayment

CI
'Y
L
D.
E.
»
[

5

2nd payment
3rd payment
4th payment
Achievement o 1

INTERCROPPING‘
1. Coffee
7 'Project target
Performance lst payment
' 2nd payment
"3rd payment
_ 4th payment -
Achievement of 1st payment

2. Pepper
Project target
Performance ist payment
2nd payment
3rd payment’
Achievement of lst payment

3. Cocoa )
Project target
Performance 1st payment
2nd payment-
3rd payment
Achievement of 1st payment

NEW PLANTING

CCB target’

Performance 1lst payment

' : 2nd payment -
3rd payment
4th payment

Achievement of 1st payment

PASTURE

CCB target :

Performance lst payment

: 2nd payment
Achievement of 1st payment

17
TARGETS AND PERFORMANCE

1982

1983

94s%

250
322
128%

200
107

53%

100
49

'49%

500
455

- 91%

200

657

958

328.5%

‘At the time of the study.

10000
18029
180, 2%

3000
3132
188
43

104.4%

625
622
13

99.5%

+ 250
238

95.2%

125
17

136.8% -

500
766
12
4

153.2%

400
. 462
- -154

115,5%

15000

18969
126.4%

4500
3044
321
141
17
67.6%

1400
415
63

37.7%

300
88

29.3%

200

48

24%

500
1155

46,

231%

1000

5000

600

200

100

1000

10500
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Figure 2 -_Ta:geta_and,Pertormance
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Though at a glance, it appears that there-has‘been'sufficient
achievement in the replanting/underplanting programme, yet it has been
successful only at the 1st payment stage. The CCB has managed to effect
replanting and underplanting ofb8056 acres by the end of 19@1, out of a
total target of 15,000 acres. The progress by the variouslsubsgdy schemes
during the last few years are given in Figure 2.

Significant achievements can elso-be seen‘in the new planting pro-
~ gramme. Although special attention has not. been given by the KIRDP for
the new cultivatlon programne, the _Coordination Committee1 has decided to

include this aspect too in the subsidy programme.

To get a general picture of the distribution of subsidies, the data
derived from the sample survey were analysed separateiy. We interviewed
168 farmers who had obtained various forms of subsidies under this pro-
gramme. According to Table 3.2; farmers have developed about 715'aeres
under the subsidy programme, which represents only about 40% of total
cuhivatea coconut area of the sample honseholds, suggesting that the major
part of the area has not been developed under this scheme. The utiliza-
tion of the subsidy programme varied from one ecological zone to another.

For: example, in WM3 about 75% of total cultivated coconut lands has
been brought under the scheme, whereas in the IL1, only ‘about 31% has come

under the scheme.

There is wide variation with regard to the imp}emenﬁation of;the
dlfferent programmes within the scheme. A'large number of farmers who
obtained subsidies under the rehabilltatlon programme haVe given ‘priority
to the cuttlng of contSur drains. .However, remOvab of excess palms (thin-
ning out) and filling of vacanc1esphave~been glven ;ery low .priority. The
farmers in the sample, reported that they have rehabilitated 461:55 acres

(65% of the total acreage) and obtained Rs., 102,702.00 as subsidies. a1l

1. This Committee consists of district heads of government
departments- involved in the IRDP programme. It is chaiged
by the Pro:ect Dlrector. -



TABLE 3.2

‘i

DISTRIBUTION OF USE OF SUBSIDIES ACCORDING TO AGRO-ECOLOGICAL ZONES

% E

IL

1

1L,

WLy )

WHy | TOTAL .

“Acre-
age

Subsidy

Rs.. Cts.

" Acre-

agex

Subsidy |
 Rs. Cts;

‘Acre- Subsidy |

rage

Rs. Cts.

Acre- :Suﬁéidy

age ‘RsiiCts{ age

. Acre-"

Subéidy- f

Rs. Cts.

Acre-
- age "

Subsidy!

Rs, Cts|

DI SRS, B N V)
[ ]

Rehabilitation -

i. Contour -
drains

ii. Removing of
seniile trees

Replanting/
underplanting

New planting
Pasture

Others

Total :
Totai:culpiva-'A
ted coconut lands
% developed -
acreage. -

1318.3:

318.3

70897.0

70565.0

 15f30i

3.7,
1.5

14805

332.0

93515.0 -

©3434.0
600.0

168446.0

1322.5

36.3

70.0

70.0

28.0
7.0

105.0
189.0

55.3

17153.0

17153.0

. 9448.0
9734.0

36335.0

49.0

1 49.0

30.7
‘5.0

84'2
'201.3

42.0°

*10099.0

110099.0 -

~ 8400.0
3465.0

121964.0

24.2

12a.2°

4884.0 -
4884.0 | 461.5 -

S ; . 215f7 -
| 4403.0

D

9288.0 - | 714;5

1771.8

40,3

461.5

35.7. -

103033.6

102701.0
332.0
11363.0
21037.0

600.0

| 236033.0

. 64.5

© 64,5

©30.1
5.0
0.2

1:100.0

43.6
43.5

0.1

.

47.1
8.9
0.2

100.0

07
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farmers had completely negiected the removal of excess trees except in IL2
area where it was reported that only 60 senile trees were removed under

the rehabilitation programme. There were severai;reasons for giving high’

priority to the laying of contour drains under the rehabilitation programme.

1.  "All farmers were convinced that cutting of contour drains

~ prevented soil erosion

2. The financial subsidy for this purpose was obtainable within

a short period and in one instalment

S 3. It provi&ed employment for family labour which was otherwise

unemployed during the off season.

Most of the farmers did not pay much attention to the removal of
excess palms because of the possibility of declining family income in the
short run and, abdve'éll, they were not convinced of the benefits that
would result from the removal of excess trees.’ However, the achievement

appears to be better in the replanting and underplanting programme as

- compared to the other Subsid§ programmes, such as new planting, the pasture

subsidy and the subsidy for extends of less than 1 acre. According to the
survey 215.75 acres have been replanted, and this extent was 46.64 percent

~of the target for replanting/underplanting.

Very few farmers, in the sample, had obtained subsidies for new cul-v
ﬁvationl. None of the sample farmers had obtained subsidies for extents
1eSS'tﬁan“one acre. When we consider the performance of the shbsidy
programme in the different CDO mnges, a significant achievement in
rehabilitation, is evident in the Kurunegala, Ibbagamuwa, Potuhera and
Polgahawela CDO'ranges. Replantlng/underplanting also appeared to be
satisfactory in the Kurﬁnegala, Ibbagamuwa, Dodangaslanda, WériYapola apd

Polgahawela areas,

1. Please note that the DL, area whose activities were mainly
concentrated on new plantings were excluded from the present
study, because of the low priority given to this component
by the KIRDP.
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TABLE 3.3 : DISTRIBUTION OF THE USE OF SUBSIDIES
~ ACCORDING TO SIZE OF HOLDINGS

IS T - S RIS IR

SR Rehabkilitation: Underplanting ... New.Planting.
| . Bolding }———————————— . — —
' size | ‘No. of "Acreage  No.of Acreage “No. of Acreage
far- far- far-~
ners ‘ mers . - mers
<1 - - 04 2,0 o e
t- 5 f.49 1010 47 3.7 . 06 7.0
5 - 10 30 115.,5 12 33,5 05 8.2
10 - 25 19 140.7. 1377 et.2 02 3.2
25 - 50 . .iwédV o -“ﬂeg.o :ﬁﬁf 01"'7‘7”3.6:H$1 01 S 5.0
Over 50 04 30.0 02 © .20.0 01 5,0

- "According to Table-3;3:most of the .project benefits have .accrued-to.
farmers who owned 1-10:acre size holdings., This shows a realisation.of .
expectations - since KIRDP has-given priority to .smallholders of below 25 .

-acres, Less bencfits have gone to large,landholdersfof,above 25 acres.

Our-survey indicated that ﬁostAof;the;cultivators had not continued
their work on cultivation to be eligible for: the second or third instal-
ments under the repianting subsidy schemes (Refer Table 3.4). According
to the information cathered. in the field survey, out of 168 farmers '
interviewed, only 17 farmers had obtained their second instalment and . :.
only three farmers had, received their £hird instalment. In an earlier
sectiqn, it was noted that there was a satisfactory disbursement of sub-
sidy funds; but since: the achievements o7 fnr 23 subgeguent instalments
are concerned,-are rather poor,, it becomes ﬁecessary to examine whether

the funds-that were disbursed were actually put to productive use.
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farmers had completely neglected the removal of excess trees except in IL-2
area where it was reported that only 60 senile trees were removed under
the’rehabilipation programme. There were several reasons for giving high

priority to the laying of contourndrains under the rehabilitation programme.

1. All farmers were convinced that cutting of contour drains

prevented soil erosion

2. The financial subsidy for this purpose was obtainable within

-a short period and in one instalment

‘3,‘ it provided employment for family labour which was otherwise

unemployed during the off season.

Most of the farmers did not payAmuch attention to the removal of
excess palms because of the possibility of declining family income in the
shortlrun'and, above all, they were not convinced of the benefits that
would result from the removal of excess trees. However, the achievement
appears to be better in the replanting and underplanting programme as
compéred to the other subsidy programmes, such as new planting, the pasture
subsidy and the subsidy for extends of less than 1 acre. According to the

survey 215,75 acres have been replanted, and this extent was 46.64 percent

of the target for replanting/underplanting.

Very few farmers, in the sample, had obtained subsidies for new cul-

.ﬁvationl. None of the sample farmers had obtained subsidies for extents

less than one acre. When we consider the performance of the subsidy
programme in the different CDO mnges, a significant_achievement in
rehabilitation, is evidént in the Kurunegala, Ibbagamuwa, Potuhera and
Polgahawela CDO ranges. Replanting/underplanting alsa appeared to be
satisfactory in.the Kurunegala, Ibbagamuwa, Dodangaslanda, Wariyapola and

Polgahawela areas.,

1. Please note that the DL, area whose activities were mainly
concentrated on new plantings were excluded from the present
study, because of the low priority given to this component
by the KIRDP. : :
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TABLE 3.3 DISTRIBUTION OF THE USE OF SUBSIDIES
ACCORDING TO SIZE OF HOLDINGS

S Rehabilitation = = Underplanting. . New Elanﬁing
Holding — ‘ ' — — ‘
Size ‘| No. of = 'Acreage No.of "~~~ Acreage No. of - Acreage {:
~ far- far- far-
. mers mers mers
<1 - - 04 2.0 . = .. -
1- 5 | 49  __wm1o1,o a7 73.7 06 7.0
5-10 | 30 = 115.5 - 12 335 05 g2
10 -'25 19 140.7 13 1.2 02 T 3.2
25 - 50 047 i oAtiggo- it Q1T L 3,07 01 o 8.0
Over 50 . 04 : 30.0 02 = 20.0 R o ) M Y o 2

According to Table 3.3 most of the project benefits have accrued to
farmers who owned 1-10, acre size holdings. This shows a realisation.of
expectations since KIRDP has given priority to smallholders of below 25 .

-acres. Less bencfits have gone to large landholders of above 25 acres....

Our survey indicated that most of the cultivators had not continued
their work on cultivation to be eligible for the,seconqur third instal-
ments under the replanting subsidyvschgmes (Refer Table 3.4). According
to the information gathered in the field survey, out of 168 farmeﬁs
interviewed, only 17 farmers had obtained their second insta;ment'énd.,;
only three farmers had received their third instalment. ‘Ih an earlier
section, it was noted thgt;there was a satisfactory disbursement of sub-
sidy fundsj; but since.thedachievehents'az far ns suhgeguent instalments: .
are concerned, are rather poor, it becomes necessary to.eﬁamine~whethe§,h

the funds that Were disbursed were actually put to produgtive use.
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TABLE 3.4 REASONS FOR NOT OBTAINING SECOND
B ANDTHIRDINS‘I’ALMENTS :

"REA S-0 N--~.~ . Those,whoiobtained Those .who obtained
TR ist instalment = = 2nd 1nstalment
Work not completed in time | . 10 - 28.5%: . = .04 44.,4%
Lack of knowledge . 04 11,48 ot L 0211 22.2%
Not interested because the
payments are inadequate . | 09 . 25.7% -
Hope to obtain subsidies .
in the near future 06 17.4% 02 22.2%
Legal problems ~ TP 04 11,4y 0 T TTTLTT
R .. e B o [ R J’!.'i'_ :
Inefficiency of officers e = T e e QL 11,1 8
Lack of time o 02 5.7% -
TOTAL : . 35 . 09

]
‘According to Table- 3.4 most cultivators could not obtain the second
and third instalments ‘mainly due to two reasons:
1. Work not completed in time '

2. Not interested

It was quite apparent that most of the farmers ‘have not completed

the work prescribed by the CCB 1n order to obtain their second and third

Ainstalments, 51nce ellgibility for second and third .instalments. requlred

the adoption of cultural practices as recommended by the CCB?. These

practices 1nclude fertilizing, maintaining of fences, watering and

e e e e

Cultivators appeared”to be nnable'to adopt these cultural practices
in time, due to lack of interest. And farmers also did not appear to be
much interested in obtaining the second and third instalments as they were
not so attractive as the first instalment. However, the poor attention
paid by cultivators to their dantings was the main reason for the low

rates of payment of the second and third instalments.

1. See Annexe 2,
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Recently the CCB has 1ntroduced a: new,_programme to encourage cocanut

cultivators under the existing subsidies system. Under this programme

fertilizers were issued by the CCB, in lieu of financial aid, making up

the second and third instalments.

This scheme ‘commenced as from June 1982

on an experimental basis, in selected two CDO ranges and significant

results have been achieved under

this new system. " Table 3.5 gives 1nfor-

mation on quantities of fertilizer lssued by the CCB during 1982/83 Maha

season, in lieu of financial ‘instalments.

TABLE 3.5 o ~ QUANTITIES OF FERTILIZER ISSUED (KG)

Type of fertiliser
cutl
CUé
S CRT AB) o e e
YPM °
“polamite
TOTAL :

Kurunegaia. Kuliyapitiya ;Total
- 12200 112200
161975 197000 358975
e e e 7700.- - -27700
33605 37835 71440
7850 37400 ' 45250
1203430 202135 - '495565

Source : Coconut Cultivation Board

As outlined in Table 3 6 lack of 1nterest ‘has been the main ‘reason

why the non—beneficiaries have not made .any attempt to obtain subsidies.

Low levels of extenSion effort could have been the main contributory

factor, for the. .low interest env1nced by farmers, in subSidy programmes.

While some farmers indicated their w1llingness to obtain subsidies in the

near future, certain others were

generally frustrated on account of

bureaucratic attitudes and land dispute problems.

-
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TABLE 3.6 - : REASONS FOR NOT OBTAINING SUBSIDIES,
BY THE NON-BENEFICIARIES

Reasons k No. of responses %
Waste of time - - " : o 307‘i39ﬂf“. 7.6
) Expecthtd'obtain sgbsidiés . Jﬁi?fg - 20.8
Lack of owner's interest 29 31.8
Land disputes .07 1.6
Lack of finance | A 12 13.1
‘Lack of-know-how ... . = _ 09 . 9.8
-- Smallholdings : : : 06 : 6.5
Lack of facilities - o 02 , 2.1,
CTOTAL : . N e I 100.0
“TABLE 3.7 - S PROBLEMS FACED IN OBTAINING SUBSIDIES
Problems No. of responses %
Officer's inefficiency 14 24,4
.“Delay in payments Coos b g T 50,9
Problems of obtaining . seedlingsﬁ 06 . . 10.9
Political influence ~ 03 : ' 5.4
>£ack of anﬁ-hbwtn o : .03 S 5.4
-Unavailability of suitable :: : '
seedlings , | 01 1.8
ToraL : . 55 100.0

* One respondent was free to indicate more than one reason.

It is interestlng to note that those who had obtained subsidies, had
to face numerous problems, 11ke not getting the payments in time (Table
~{3\7). In fact this may . have been a contrlbutory factor as.to. why some
~farmers did not participate in the_scheme.at all. This may also have been
a reason why they were not able_to.attend:to.the cultural:practices, in
time in order to get thé‘subsequent-instalmepts.anble 3.4). Awareness
of—these_problsms by the officials concerned, will. greatly hslpin-the

spread. of the subsidy. schemes, among a larger number of farmers. . ...
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AGE COMPOSITION OF PLANTATIONS, LAND UTTLIZATION PATTERN
AND PLANTING MATERIAL DISTRIBUTION.PROGRAMME :

4.1 COCONUT CUiTIVATION AND AGE COMPOSITION

Age comp051tlon of coconut trees is one of the most 1mportant factors
which 1nfluence coconut product1v1ty The 1mpact of age on productivity,
- varies w1th the varlety. The average productive llfe span of a coconut
tree is normally calcolated atv60 years. Well grown tall varieties start
to bear fruitS“between“5”7~years;M Whereas, short varieties bear as early
as in 3 years., The hlgh productlvity perlod of the tall variety is
between 15 to 50 years. After about sixty years the palms gradually pass

.

to a state of senility.

TABLE 4.1 'COCONUT CULTTVATION AND AGE COMPOSITION ~

-
. . . \ )
: With Supsidies . . | Without Subsidies
BGE No.of © No. of - %" { No.of . ° No.of
: (Years) . farmers trees _ farmers trees
<1 - 13 1111 1. 02 . 335 1.4
-7 63 22099 22.6 12 1998 8.6
‘g8 -15 . . |...31 - 7837 7.7 | 15 . 621 1.1
16 -30. . |. .47 . 8421 8.6 | 32 - 4838  20.9
31 - 60 124 36927 37.8 72 13530  58.5
over 60. - | 68 21485 . 22.0 25 2141 9.2
TOTAL: . 346 97580 99.9 .. 158 23463  99.9

Accordlng to the present survey a large number of trees (60 percent)
helong to the age group 8—60 years (see Table 4. 1), of the’ remalnlng, 20%
is in the age group 1-7 years and another 20% of the’ palms belong ‘to the
age group of above 60 years. However, between the 2 samples, the percentage
of plants of more than oO years of aqe was hlgher in the sample ‘which

obtained sub51d1es (22%) when compared ‘with that of non-berieficiaries (9%).
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Categorigation of coconut farms into bearing and. non-bearing croupsmga:
shows that 92% of the total ‘extent of ‘farms belongs to the bearing group.
In this category, about 68 of the farms were productive, while 19 of»;he
farms, "as well'as'of»the acreage, was above 60 yesrs;.anduﬁeie showing a

“declineein_productivity.J (See Table 4.2). It was further revealed that .

less than 13% of this extent was replanting and so non-bearing.

"7 TABLE 4.2 CLASSIFICATION OF FARMS ACCORDING TO
- - BEARING AND NON-BEARING

~

A

Age 6f Number of farms Total acreige
“(izzzz) Total 3 _ Total . % .
Non-bearing 07. 1.7 23.50 13

N | | , |

1 - 7 44 10.9 120.50 6.6
penring N o e
8-15 | 2. - -17.0 166.55 © 9.1

16 - 30 57 14.2 | 167.25 9.2
31 - 60 . 189 47.0 964,75 53,0
over 60 77 19.2 379.25  '20.8

4.2 PATTERN OF LAND UTILIZATION

When considering the extent of lands according to the pattern'of
cultlvatlon, 1t was found that whlle a large proportlon was under plantings,
only 22% of the total cultlvation was under new plantlngs. Though the
prOJect has not empha51zed the new planting programme as an important
component of the distrlct coconut development programme, yet it has expan-
‘ded supscentlslly within the:;ast three years. But very few farmers
obtaiﬂed_subsidies fo;‘thisvpurpose,

Table 4, 3 shows the extents of lands. in terms of the number of treés-
under varlous patterns of cultivation.  One salient feature was that while:
the benef1c1ar1es ‘have concentrated on the underplanting, non-benef1c1a—
ries were 1nc11ned towards filling of vacancies. This shows that for a " ‘-
planned programme of underplanting, there is. the need for a subsidy
programme. It appeared that there is a remarkable dlfference between the
two cateqgories of households interviewed in respect of patterns of

cﬁltivation.
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TABLE 4.3 " 'EXTENT OF COCONUT LANDS, ACCORDING TO PATTERN OF
’ CULTIVATION KURUNEGALA DISTRICT &Lq,.ILZ, WL, WM3) ’
With Subsidies | Without Subsidies ' Total
Age of No.of No.of o No.of No. - | No.of . No.
far-  of % far- of % far-  of %
" mers trees mers trees mers trees
Replanting 09 243¢ 833 0 .0 .0.00]| 09 2430 8.0
Underplanting 86 14653 50.27 | 14 678 21.21 | 100 15331  47.0
New planting | 47 6470 22,19 06 795 24.87 | 53 7265 22.0
Filling of . [. = o » . |
vacancies - 107  -5595--19.19 | 58 1723 53.91 | 165 7318  23.0
TABLE 4.4 . AVERAGE NUMBER OF COCONUT PAIMS PER ACRE
ACCORDING TO THE SIZE OF THE HOLDINGS
Holding Size 11, IL, WL, WMy Overall
. . )
<1 47 = - 53 45 48
1 - 5.99 53 . 51 58 37 52 -
6 - 10.99 53 39° 40 28 49
11 - 25.99. .83 . 76.. .57 ... 46 52
Over 25 45 - 52 - 47

The average number of coconut palms per acre according to the size of

the holding is also an important variable that has t6 be studied.

In this

sense, it has been identified that the average palm populatlon per acre is

around 52.

acre, recommended by the CRI.

-ing to the size of the holding.

adequate management practices for their lands.

‘and fllllng of consequent vacancies had’ not been properly done.

' However, it is very low when compared w1th the rate of 64 per
‘The average palm p0pu1atlon varled accord-

Most'of these farmers had not adopted

The removal of senile trees

This is .

one of the reasons why the palm’ populatlon of the district remained at a-

low level.

Although the plcture of the zones IL

1 “and WL

2

appeared to be

satlsfactory, it is ev1dent that ‘the farmers in these areas have hardly

practiced the recommended plant den51ty of 64 palms per acre.
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4.3 DISTRIBUTION OF PLANTING MATERIALS

--Supplying'of~coconut-seedlings is one of the major -components of .the
coconut development activities implemented by the KIRDP project,since.~
1979. Till 1979 lack of high quality seedlings has been oné of the biggest
problems in upgrading the quality of coconut plantations in the district.
In order to»inérease the supply of high-quality seedlings for.the whole
disﬁrict,,the KIRDP proposed‘tqlset up 8~new-goconut,seedling nurseries,

. in addition to the two existing nurseries at Hettipola and Ibbagamuwa.

The project is expected to achieve the following objectives:
1. To supply'adeQﬁété séediings to‘méet the»increasing demand’
2. To distribute high quality seedlings S

By the. end of 1981 the project had set up the eight nurserzes and had
commenced the distribution of planting materials. At the same time KIRDP
took over the two existing nurseries for further dewelopment. The distri-
..bution of .the seedlings by the nurseries,.during the last three years .

.are:-given below.

- TABLE 4.5 ' PLANTING MATERIAL DISTRIBUTION
Location 79 Maha 80 vala 80/81 81 Yala 81/82 - ‘82 Yala
Maha : S
‘Wariyapola 1 - 33712 © 39385 024951 27255 - 25237
Nikawerativya o - . 22409 ..23085 26441 .. 13948
Dodangaslanda 11364 23732 . 41433 -+ 28092
Polgahawela : 16198 28073 34393 16477
‘I Gannoruwa . | . 38450 20765 34393 . 31025
" Kuliyapitiya S 40500 - 41046 ~ 20497 - 41636 . 34306: -
Bingiriya T 22058 18365 ~ 34363 - - 34168
'Kandetiya Lo 21246 . 31329
Hettipola 1 : . 37351 . 32326 -
. Ibbagamuwa o P ... 159033 : = 68566."
= ol S

LY
LPJ»\‘ 4

1
..

63
<3
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Coconut seedlings are being issued from these 10 nurseries to meet
the demand of the subsidy permit holders, home garden cultivators and
other non-project benéficiaries_withingthe;distriCtau If there was: an
excess production of seedlings, they were made available to other

districts.” Coconut ' Development ‘Officers ‘have been entrusted ‘with the

' respon51b111ty of" dlstributlng seedllng materlals.

It was repertedﬁtﬁat'a‘Hféh'mbrtaifty rate of ‘coconut ‘seedlings
existéd 'in Kurunegala district’” (Bussain 1978). - One Of the aims of the
'KIRDP was to reduce this' hlgh mortality rate of seedllngs. ‘Table 4.6
shows’ the perlod i’ which plants ‘start’ to get damaged R

TABLE 4~6,,,.”, .AGE OF SEEDLINGS' AND MORTALITY RATES ACCORDING
TO AGRO-ECOLOGICAL ZONES (NUMBER OF “FARMERS
REPORTING). - S R o
*Period (from IL1 IL2 WL WM TOTAL
:the time.the - S ST
garmer receives K . o ‘
No. : :+ .+ Now ir .= No. .+ - No. ::  Nog--
th: Pla§§lng of % of % of % of % of g
-materia “far< - ‘fare - ogar- - - far=- far--
mers.i-. . _ Mers. .. .mers . mers . mers.
Less than 3 months| 22 32,3 2 12,5 1 14.3 “5750.0"30 "29.7
3 to 6 months 24 35.3 47$: 43, 7 r'4 57.1 3 30.0 “392,37.5
6 to 12 months 15 22,0 7 43.7 2 28.6 2 20,0 28 25,7
12 to 24 months | 7 103 - - - - - -1
No. of farmers: T B Y S S
reported - - 68 16 7 - 10 95

.. ecological zones.

i The plants are dlstrlbuted to farmers after a nursery period’
of.'8~12 months.. : : .

-According to Table>4;6 there 'is some relationship.between the age of
seedlings and the mortality rates, depending on the. aéto—ecology of the
areaﬁw In general, the highest mortality rate was durlng the period less
than 'six months from transplanting, 37 percent of the farmers reported. that
the damage was greatest during the period between 6 ana 12 months.. As .
shown ‘in Table 4.6, significant differences existed between the agro- -

”WM3 and IL, zones had consicerable damage in the period




of less than 3 months, while 1n_IL1, IL3 and WM3 zones the damage was
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greatest during 3 to 6 months and in IL3 during 6 to 12 months.

-

Table 4.7 shows the reasons for the damage of the seedlings. They
are mostly damaged on account of insufficient avalability of water (61%)

and also by pests and diseases (18.8%).
animals such as ‘cattlé (9,5%), and water logging {4.3%).

Other causes of damage are

Howéwer, of the

natural factors, drought was the most .important cause of damagée in the
~district. -This high incldence of seedling damage could have been reduced,

if farmers ‘had paid

early stages.::

TABLE 4.7

' REASON .FOR SEEDLING DAMAGE = -

wore attention to irrigation of ‘the plants in the' -

IL1 ’ ' ILé WLZ' WL3 TUI‘AL ‘
R-E.é»s_q N No. = .. No. . .No, No. . No. "'f
’ TeT 4 O e rem 4 T s
por- .- ‘por- por- pox= porsl
— | ting ting _ting £ing _ting
Inadequate . .|
availability =~ » i _
of water ey 48 58.5 10~ 66,7 0§ 71.4 08:- 66,6 71 61’2
‘Pest damage ' 15 '18.3 02 ‘(3.3 ot 14,2 03 150 21 18,1
Incorrect plan- o SR I S ‘ \
ting method - e = - c01 1402 0 2 - 01 0,8
Destructiom =u. | .+ ol e o
by cattle |10 12,2 01, 06,6 - - - - 11 09.5
Water logging | 04 4.8 .01 06.6 - - .- - 05 04,3
Others - o5, .6.1 01 066 .- ~  Of 8.3 07 06.0
TOTAL, : 82 100.0 15 100.0. 07 100.0 12 100.0 116 100.0
respondents S 14 07 11 . '103 .




Chapter 5

FERTILIZER CREDIT SCHEME -

?ertilizer credit,prograﬁhe for:oooonutloultivation‘ls.one of the
major development efforts for upgradlng coconut cultlvation in the -
'dlstrlct . Under favourable weather condltions and w1th regular fertilizer
rappllcatrons, one could expect a yield of 2000 3000 nuts .per acre

{(Gunaratne 1982) The project enV1saced the provision of credit fac111-
ties, as one of the means of solving the acute financial problems, faced
by the coconut small holders.v In fact,. lack of financial resources was
identlfled as the: major reason for 1nadequate fertlllzer usage in the
district (Hussain 1979). The KIRDP 1mplemented the credit programme in
collaboration with the Pe0p1e s Bank and ‘the Bank of Ceylon." T

) Ih order to increase the fertilizer use of coconut, small holdings,
financial facilities were provided by the Bank of Ceylon and the People's
__Bank. These two banks provided loans to small holders to obtain their
’fertilizer requirements for coconut from the government fertilizer stores,
or from authorized agents. 640 1lbs was recommended as the maximum .
quantum of fertilizer per acre per year, and it was valued in terms of
prevalllng'market prices. This amount of fertilizer was 1ssued, on the
basis that one palm required 10 lbs of fertilizer per year. The credit
scheme-for small holdings under the coconut development project was
.implemented to benefit all the coconut lands, ranging from % acre to 50
acres. The banks allowed a two year grace period, and loans were to be
repayed within 5 years. - During this grace period the borrower had to pay
interest every two months,_at the rate of 9% per annum.- Borrowers had to-
'furnlsh two guarantors in the form of two government officers who earned
a basxc salary of at least Rs. 520/- per month, or two income tax payers.

- - They  were alsomborroweduihter-senguaranteeing,~e-».'w-u»_w

Although the project aimed at promoting the appllcatlon of fertili-
zer in 50 000 acres, w1th1n the project period, by providing loans upto
Rs.40.5 million; the Bank of Ceylon and the People's Bank had lent only
about Rs.11 million during the period January 1979 to 30th July 1982.
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TABLE 5.1 THE TOTAL DISBURSEMENT OF FERTILIZER CREDIT IN THE
KURUNEGALA DISTRICT FOR THE PERIOD 1979 TO 30TH
JULY 1982 '
' Bank of Ceylon . .. . People's Bank . ... -
- : . ‘No. -of - Amount '%* No. of Amount T %*
loans. . (Rs) A loans (Rs)
‘ Ty N S
Kuliyapitiya 94 370777 201 791510
Narammala 1 16 - 88960 S § & | 432185
Hettipola 07 17120 73 207902
Ibbagamuwa " ' 28 196710
i Potukiera. - o P o 49318°
| Giriulla 101 . . . 189776 .. 63 . . 444015
| Bingiriya | 178 493152 142 250871
Kurunegala - : . g coo 44 340665
Bazaar Branch 44 160905 -
Maliyadeva Vidiya 21 185283
Dummalasooriya © 2197 25004890 - : RS
Ridigama . 31 77255 10 65439
Makandure ’ _ © 29 98966
Welpalla =~ = - 128 164454 -~ = B
Kobeigane _ » ‘ 04 - 21750
. 3084614 86.23
TOTAL : | 818 6567289 . 88.37 729 30846
. ’ ‘Isz
A Wariyapola | 51 175343 15 74770
S Nikaveratiya' 55 123382 N 20 ' 51578
Hiripitiya 1 14 137340 :
Melsiripura ” 05 58795 .
ToTaL : | 494860 - 6.60 35 126348 . -3.53
' . WL1 T "‘:'.f»L{v:‘-:l:.<f- 4 B : .
~ ' Polgahawela : 210 275174 : 53 .., 457433 -
| alawwa _ .20 58440 _ a4 154860
TOTAL : 230 333614 4.48 . 94 +212293 5.94
Mawatagama 15 35023 30 144256
TOTAL.: - .15 35023 0.48 . 30 144256 . 4.04
DL1 ] _
) Maho ' . . 04 9435
*. TOTAL ¢ (TR 04 9435 0.26
. SUB TOTAL :  [1188 7430786 100 883 3576946 100
GRAND TOTAL : L 11007732 .

* As a & of  total for region.
1. A.S.c.- L

Source: Bank. of Ceylon and People's Bank.
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Likewise;'the Banks have made various“arrangementS’to diffuse the credit -
‘"programme throughout the dlstrict, by providing lﬁééﬁéives as well as
banking facilities. Although the scheme has undoubtedly increased the use
of fertilizer application in the district;“itS”aotualﬁeffectiveness could
be gauged, only by considering the increaae_inﬁproductivity and the total
production of the district. An effort to'improve production could be
undertaken at a latter stage. It is difficult to examine the position
regarding loan-recoveries, since repayment of the loans takes effect-only"
after the two year grace period. Only a small amount of money was

recovered by the banks, within the last two and a half ‘years.

Table S.insummarizes the fertilizer loans granted;by;tnefBank.of
Ceylon and the People's Bank for the entire district. The Bank of Ceylon7
has played a more orominent role in the fertilizer credit allocation than
the People's Bank. The Bank of Ceylon accounts for 69% of the total
amount of loans granted, while the-residuai 31% was issued by the People's

'Bank. The Bank of Ceonn has widened its credit proéramme successfully
. throughout the district, with the help of the bank branches.attached to

the Agrarian Services Centres (ASC).

‘ Accordlng to agro—ecological zonesthe area IL1 has obtained the
" largest amount of credit granted. There is a very poor dissemination of
-credlt in the area DLI' Only 0.08% of the total amount of loans granted
was issued to the Dry Zone because of low diffusion of coconut cultivation
in the Dry Zone areas. It is clear that the use of bank loans is mainly
dependent on' thé development potential of -the coconut lands and the income

status of the cultivators.

- Table 5.2 shows the number of borrowers, the amount borrowed, and
the source of credit of our survey sample. Acoording to this Table, the
non-institutional credit sector was not an important source for obtaining
loans, for purchase of fertilizer for coconut plantations. The banking ‘
" sector has provided the largest amount of credit for fertilizer, and’ the
amount provided by the Bank of Ceylon and the .People's. Bank. accounts for
96% of the total fertlllzer credit borrowed. The co-operatives played
'éhly'a'mihof'foié (4%). Of the sample prOJect benefic1aries, only 40

farmers (16%) utilized loans for fertilizer applications, while 8 others



consxderation to small holdings of less than 10 acres. Our survey data
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’

obtained credit for other purposes such as buying rice mills, trade, land.
development and: paddy cnltivation: Of these 48 cultivators only 30 persons
made some sort of repayment. These figures indicate that only about 24%

of the project beneficiaries obtained fertilizer credit

In the feftffiiér _credit programme, banks ﬁave'diveo the highest

shows that 72,5% cultivators belong to the group under 10 acres, while

40% of the borrowers belong to the category owning 1-5 acres.‘ There were

also 12 . 5% cultivators in the group above 25 acres, who came under the

scheme_and obtained loans. The highest category of cultivators, of the

;groupm1-5~acres, obtained only 16.5% of- -the-total .amount.of.money granted

s loans (See Table 5.3). o L

TABLE 5.2-.°. - - THE . INSTITUTIONAL CREDIT SITUATION-ACCORDING.TO
_ LENDING SOURCE FOR ALL PURPOSES PERIOD 1981/82.

Source | 'No. of * Amount ":‘1Pur§ose"' " Amount No. of
- Institutional | borro-  borro- repaid :repay-
wers  wed ‘ / ers
"People s Bank 2537£?1146§13‘}”°”Special gértilizer’ ‘31646 16
ST e ) e wre a0 reredit s o s
) e - 01 : -10000- To buy rice mills - .. 7000. . O1
' 101 50000 ' . Tradeé . .. 3000 - 01
| Bank of ceylon| 14 © 60147 Special fertilizer
e BRI SO .- ecredit S ..o 8538 QFsis
02 :. :3000.  Land development. : 550 - 8L =
01 .. 1250  : Paddy cultivation . . 350-: .01
01- .. -50000 - - To buy rice mills 9000 - 01
Co~operatives o1’ 4000 = Fertilizer (other o
: ) crops) 2600 01
o1 1000  Land development ~:_: 550  Olv:
TotaL : | 48 275310 . 63234 30

Total number of responses :: 48 | s Co Ty
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" 'NUMBER OF BORROWERS “ACCORDING TO HOLDING
SIZE, UNDER THE FERTILIZER CREDIT SCHEME

Holdinc Size Number of res- % Amount %
o ‘ponses ... . . ... .Jporrowed

<1 01 2.5 750 0.37

12 509 16 140.0 33794 16.47

6 - 10,99 12 30.0 39711 19,36
11 - 25.99 06 15.0 40985 19,98

" Above 26 05 12.5 89900 43.82

TOTAL : 40 100.0 205140. 100.0

It was identified that the use of fertilizer and the obtaining of

credit facilifies gradually declined on account of factors such as the

hlgh prices of coconut fertillzer, low pub11c1ty, low prices of coconut

that prevailed at the tlme of the survey, and non-avallability of

. fertilizer.

An attempt was also made to identify the reasons fdr ;ke.high number
of project beneficiaries who did not obtain bank loans,; Nearly 39% of
the responses were indicative of the technical difficuléies,in obtaining
loans as the main reason, while 30%
nearly 20% of the responses indicated the difflculty of finding guarantors.

Although the banks had adopted various pollcies

felt that loans were not needed, and

to popularlze the credlt

scheme among the farmers, the operatlonal guidelines of bank branches

and rigid procedures adopted by ‘some bank managers with regard to agricul-

tural credit, may have become constraints to farmers.

guarantors was the main problem faced by the farmers.,

FERTILIZER APPLICATION °

It was.reported that fertilizer application'in_the district was very
low before 1979,

bility of fertilizer (Hussain et al.

Finding suitable

This was mainly due to lack of finance and non-availa-

1879). 1In Order/toiouercome these

* The People's Bank commenced a model village credit programme on an

experimental basis in the Kurunegala district in late 1981.
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bottlenecks identified in the Hussain report,'the KIRDP 1aunched a large
programme in providing loans and improving fertilizer availability. Our

effort is to evaluate this programme.

Data relevant to fertilizer use on coconutrlands, during the period
1980-1982 were collected through the present survey. There are large
differences among the ‘holdings of various sizes with regard to fertilizer
application. Though the large number of farmers belonged to the category
of 1 - 5,99 acres,.the largest quantity of fertilizer was consumed by the
farmers, in the 6' ~ 10.99 acres category- during the 1980/82 period (33%
of the total quantity) On a per tree basis, the application was’ highest
in the 6 - 10.99 acres category (this corresponds with our ‘earlier finding
of quantity of credit disbursements) and the lowest was in less than one
‘acre -category. However, during 81/82 period fertilizer consumption drop-
ped in the 11 - 25 99 acre category -and the highest application was in
the 6 - 10.99 category (see Table 5.4). There is alsa eVidence to show\
that most of the farmers generally decreased their fertilizer application

during this period, mainly due to high fertilizer prices.

of the 252 farmers interViewed, only 56 had used fertilizer regularly.
About half of the farmers who were interviewed had not been .applying
. fertilizer at all. Most farmers who had discontinued the practice has
done so due to escalating fertilizer»nrices. In fact, fertilizer.prices
almost dqubled in 1981, compared with 1980 prices. :

As was indicated in the survey, most of the farmers mentioned lack
of finance as the main reason for not using fertilizer, and it is surpri-
Singihat even those who were eligible to get subSidized fertilizer loans
had also given this same answer. This suggests that most farmers were
ignorant of the scheme as well as of the: value of. fertilizer use in
increasing production. In fact apart from-the cost factor some farmers
in the Kurunegala;district showed a ldck ofﬂinterest in fertilizer and
held the view that fertilizer was not negessary C It was to overcome the
cost factor, that: the government implemented this credit programme for
fertilizer. But farmers were not sufficiently responsive to this credit
scheme, nor. did they try to use organic mamire like cowdungi Since, the
.coconut palm yields a certain amount even without any.cultural practices,
some farmers'haveftaken this for granted and have not'used fertilizer at

all, or tended to'apply dosages below what was recommended. The majority



TABLE: 5.4

| FERTILIZER USE UNDER THE SCHEME BY BENEFICIARIES 1980/81 - 1981/82

YEAR  1980/81 - - YEAR  1981/82 .. ]
Holding Size * ' No, Te- Qty Oty. No. Aver- | No. .. .To- Qty Qty. No, “Ave-
Acres - -of © tal - - of ona: - of . age .. of tal - fer-. on of rage
: ' ‘far- . acre- [ fer- . % of . tre- gty. { far- acre- - tili- as tre- Oty.
. mers age . tilizer to- . - es per - |- mers —age © - zer to- es per
Do K/g. tal - tree S KR/q. tal © tree
Léss than 1 04 - 2.6 2,60 . .24% ° 0161 .01 04 2,50 ' 2.10 03 161 .01
1 - 5.99 40 . 81.0 277.9 2%6%. . 5129 .05 23 79.1 175.1 233 4703 .03
6 - 10,99 08 © 77.5 . 355.1 . "33%. 4529 1.07 | 05  40.5 - 156.8 25% 2529 © .06
11 - 25,99 | o2 39.0  208.0 - 19% - 2150 09 } o1 5.8 6.1 01% - 350 . .01
26 - 50.99 02 ©90.0 235.0 - 22% - 4970 .04’ 02 90.00 279.0° 45% 5000 - .05
over 51 - - - - - - - - e - - -
TOTAL : '1078.00 619,71
® g 4 -

8t
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of the cultivatars gave lack of:money-as -the rootucause for:the insuffi-
cient use.of-fertilizer. Table :5.5 gives theethex-reasons, .

- H T S M S
Y s : - S I S AN A I
(RS Isia . LoLEE LTS .

TABLE 5.5 ... ... REASONS FOR INADEQUATE FERTELIZER USE

i--Reasons . . = .: - - { With sub- . Without
. a | sidles  subsidies
Lack of money " B L e 33 ) . 21
" Low productivity S .Y - ot

- Relianceé on manure - | 05~ 01

ResTdull ¢ffect of inter
cropping and other

activities PR " B ._..v.+,.Q,2
Unavailablllty of fertllizer" o1 N 1”j_fﬁQ$_ '
Thought unnecessary 0 o3
Lack of interest 02 0z
Other 02 -
“rotal number of responses : 52 35

One xespondent was free to indicate more thaw one reason.

The return on investment from fertilizer application comes rather
late in the case of tall variety coconut, since this variety takes 10-15
years to come into full bearing (People's Bank, 1980). As the bulk of
the cultivated palms in the Kurunegala district belong to the tall variety,
thisg latg_maturlng character would have been a crucial factor why a
substantial number thought that fertilizer application was not necessary.
Soﬁe of the other macro factors that accounted for .the low fertilizer

application during the 1ast few years, were as follows:-~

1. Drought : Although this was not prevalent throughout the whole
district, some of the areas of the Dry Zone were
seriously effected by it. Ganewatte, Wariyapola,

Galgamuwa, Maho are some of the areas so effected.
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2. Low Price .: Price of coconuts dropped slightly during the last

LIOE,

“few years, ‘éxcept in-late 1983, This ‘effected total

production in the céuntry and was the result of demand/

qa5supp1y conditions 'in the foreign market. There was

prlce escalation from 1979-1980 due to low production .

~---—- --levels in the country. This resulted in- farmers -obtain-
.,_“;lng Rs. 1300 -~ 1200 per 1000 nuts. But ‘the prlces
--dropped drastlcally to Rs. 750 - 650 per - 10060~ nuts in

f 1982, These prices were totally insufficidnt.ito: ,cover
the cost of production. Hence, most of sthe: farmérs
_were not interested in applying regular: fertlrlzér

i

dosage under those fluctuatlng price condxtions.§
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Chapter 6
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OTHER CULTURAL PRACTICES & SUPPORTING SERVICES
el PR . P TR NN o8 A S
LU I

CULTURAL PRACTICES

T . P reres

. Adoption of certain: cultural practices could be considered-as an

essential factor that determines the productivity of coconut plantations.

However, compared.with other main plantation crops like tea and rubber,

oniy a very limited number of cultural practices afé pursued in coconut.

cultivation.

Since coconut is a perennial crop. with an average productive life-

span of around 60 years, planting is a one-time operation. Some of the

few routine cultural practices adopted for coconut cultivation are as

follows::

1..

Activities related to, holing;'féhcing and p;anting,“

Activities related to land preparation such as. removal.of senile
trees, and scoil and water conservation measures viz: ploughing .

and harrowing of.land, making contour drains, bunds and terraces,

. and burying husks, etey,

Crop care acéivitieS’such as fertilizer application, controlling
weeds, pest and disease control, irrigation and replacing the:

senile palms,

"Activities related with harvesting,

Hussain (1978) identified that in the district of Kurunegala, adop-~

tion of these cultural practices for coconut cultivation was entirely

inadequate and that some cultivators had hardly practised any cultural

practices.
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The variation of produetivity is a direct function of the adoption of
these cultural practices. Most of,the cultivatore in the district who had
not adopted these.cultural practices during the last decade are now
seriously faced with low production‘ievels. This has implications on the
proguction in the district. From the point of view of subsidy allocation
for cultural practices, it is observed that some of the important cultural

' practlces like cutting dralns, removal of senile trees and fertillzer
applicatlon were subsidLZed under the progect programmes for goconut

development (See Annexe II).

The findings of the present survey clearly show that, when compared
to nOn—beneflclaries, the' level of adeption of- cultural practices was
very much’ hlghér in the beneficiary group (See Table 6.1)%: ' In the non-
benef1c1ers group, only weedlng was'done to a substantial level (31.7%

: of ‘the respondents) but these too havé not been adequately attended to,
“and have not been*attempted at all in holdings of less than oné acre.
This clearly shows that the opportunity cost of labour vas much higher
in&this'dateQOry‘than‘using'it on weeding. However, larger holdings have

the advantage of: hlring in labour for these- purposes.~- : R

' Among the cultural practices that are practiced by the beneficiaries
cutting of drains, planting and weeding have been very popular. Other .

- practices were'acne”only hy few respondents. This situation is flurther
aggravatea by - the: poor pub11city and lack of know-how. 1In fact, lack of
know-how has been: the main reason for thxs poor adoption of cultural

'practices, by the small holders. Apart fromvplantlng, the ‘adoption of
cqltural practlces have been rather poor in the holdings’ of less than '

1 acre (See Table 2). Also, owners of small holdlngs of less than one:
aqre areinct:in a‘poeitégnﬁto adopt. cultural practices because of problems

like land fragmentation. and land disputes.

The ea511y practicable cultural practices, ‘like weedlng and cutting
oﬂ dralns, have been followed in other size groups with a view to being
reclplents of KIRDP incentives (See Table 6.2 for detalls) But here
agaln, practices 1like plantlng, harrow1ng and removing of trees has been

¥ i

very poor in larger estatea.

Hence, in conclusion, one could say that KIRDP has had a very good

impact in the adoption of certain cultural practices. Although, 'in general,
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TABLE 6.1 ADOPTION OF CULTURAL PRACTICES
BENEFICIARIES NON~BENEFICIARIES
{Eu Ada 'Inadai? Not % res- %Zres- f ﬁda"ﬁna{f- Not % ies- s respon-~
: done pon- pondents, da done pon- dents not
dents not ! dents done
done done . done

Cutting drains 114 13 - - 37 77.4 22,5 | 5. 5 75 11,7 88,2
“Bunding 5 2 157 4,2 95:7 | 1 4 80 © 5.8 Q.1

Removing -tyees 17. . 3. 144 12.2 87.8 ¢ | - 1 .81 . 1.1 - 98.8

Planting ° 90 7 67 59.1 20.8 ' |4 a 77 9.4 90.5

Burning husks 22. 10 132 19.5 80.4°.013-> 0 32 . 3.5 96.4

'Harrowing’ 9 1 154 6.1 939 ":f1 o 8 = 1.1 98.8

Weeding: "% 75 - 27 62 - 62.2 37.8° ¢ |19. 8 .58 - 31,7 64.2
i 1 1 ' ) .

OTHER _ 5 - 159 3,0 9.9 _ | - - 85 - 100.0

- ~ . -

“'No. of respondents’ : :

ST L, * o | .

....Beneficiaries . 164
Non~beneficiaries 85
. Ada . Adequate .
Inada

Inadequate

£y




- TABLE 6.2 ‘ ADOPTION. OF .CULTURAL PRACTICES BY. SIZE..OF. HOLDING

. - Beneficiaries 4 . Non-beneficiaries
Size of holding (acres) . Size of holdings (acres)

(NN

Method used - = 1 7 1-5.99 6-10.99  11-25.99 26 1 1-5.99 6-10.99 11-25.99 26

pasnduy

L a .- {,50.00 72.0  91.6 85.0 72.7 -, 14.5 - .33.3 -
Bunding - 2 2 - 3 - 3 - - 1
RN -+ 21 5.5 - 27,2 | = 84 - o - o333

Removing trees i - 13 1 ¢ 2 4 B
; S 13.9 ' 2.7 10.0 36.3 | . ¢ - - Lo 33,3

Planting S I 54 20 11 9 2 6 1 o 1
; ) 7501 . .s8.0 55.0 55.0 81.8 | - . 9.6 100 - < . 35.3

Burying husks Sl 12 5 9 5 - -
ST ¢t lgs0elt Lo12,9 . 13.8 45.0 45.4 £ 1.0 2000 - - oo =

Weeding : N | 1 I 54 e 25 14 - s oo . Lo L
; IR 2510mw;,__".58.0 .. . 69.4 ~70'Q-~-“ 72,7 ) 6ov4.2....-33.8. 0 40,00 . 33.3 . ...

Other - -~ A S T:;”lfﬁh o 'v.'..-z. - o | .

No.of farmers (responded), 4 93 36 20 11 7 62 10 3

KA

In-paranthesis as a%.of the number of.xespondents in-'each land size. -
No. of respondents ~ Bene. 164
Non-Bene, 85.
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adoption was poor in small holdings, certain operations are hardly done
even in large holdings.
6.2 EXTENSION SERVICES
“'Mahy benefits wére expected from the extension‘service that were -
proposed under this project. Since exteénsion service 'is oneé of the-
shortest ways linking policy makers and project bqneficiers, KIRDP made
a significant effort in building a strong extension programme. In order
‘to ﬁé@f—the*ﬁrgent'neéds of the project, it launched a ﬁnified’thénsion
service pfébramme*iﬁ"1979; Although, over i34 years have elapsed sincé
the implementing of the unified system of‘éxtension, yet there are many
insﬁances where the extension services have not been added upto the
objectivésﬁéét‘bifxiRDP This study has ideéntified the benéfits obtained
from the existlng éxtension system (See Table 6.3). .

“TABLE 6.3 - '  BENEFITS OBTAINED FROM THE COCONUT EXTENSION -
... SERVICE, ACCORDING.TO BENEFICIARIES OF THE
sussmy SCHEME .

No. of res- % of to-
ponses from tal benef-
BE NEFIT beneficia- itted
ries : farmers
Advice on using of new technoldgy ' B 63 ' 37.0
Advice on obtaining high production 43 . 25.0
Obtaining higher yields from the land 4 24.0
Getting instructions for replanting
and underplanting ! e e 08 ©48.0
Studying pasture and inter cropsg 06 b 04.0
Advice on obtaining finahcial fabilitiesf ..o.88 - 1':52,0
No. of responses : » - 130

One respondent was free to indicate more than one redson.’’

Taile 6.3 indicates that farmers have benefitted from the coconut
extension services of the CCB. Out of - 130 responses’ from beneficiaries,
- 52% answered that they obtained advice on how to obtaln f1nancia1 facili-
ties to upgrade their cultlvatlon. 48% of the responses\wgre that they
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got advice ffom the extension services on how to obtain high yields from
the land, whiie 25% of the beneficiers answered that:theyihad;leagnt‘new
technological innovations. Although there were variations in responses
areeiwise, proieqt.beneﬁipiaries_utilizedjhe_eervices of the CDCO. to be
greeter extent than the non-project beneficiaries. g
) The study also identlfied .xeasons for: the slow diffusion of .the
:prqposed unified extension programme. .. They. were malnly lack of communi-
cation between the responsible departments and 1nstitutes, -absence of
skilled ‘man-power, and poor\puh11c1ty
" . : T MR S R L i S S SNFEL RO VL TR PR
_ML,H@heAinadequate pe:fq:mence,gf;ghe extension services is blamed, to
a great extent,on the poor adoption of the proposed .coconut. development
prdgramme at the grass root level. Table 6.4 shows the reasons why any
extension services were not . avalled of for coconut.cultivation, The~lack
of communidation between "the farmer an bff;eers_ls‘one of the major
" reasons for the poor performance of the exéension services, Some culti-
.vators.have reported that officers' inefficiency had affected the diffu-
sion process 'of ‘the extension servicés.

5

. TABLE 6.4 "REASONS FOR NOT SEEKING ASSISTANCE OF THE :
S ~ “EXTENSTON “SERVICES BY" THE‘BENEFICIARIES, S
FOR cocowr CULTIVATION o

fﬂﬂ?ﬁﬂﬁ1;('ﬁte‘
REASONS % ' N&. of 'Farmers" respon—:f’“'”
‘ SRR RS dlng

Officers® inefficiency % S D e 13
Inability to get instructions T B T T
leflcultles in carrylng_out in. Yy

Anstructions . 07
Lack of mouey,, . e e . PN e e . ».....\_A. ] t...__,,._._,.._, PR RPN 12. -
Extension off;qexs',failuxe.to S T I
meet farmers 45
Farmers not being able to meet o )
any officers - : R T R T -
Ne.iéf'respenses s o} o 70
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Under the unified extension service, the Krushikarma Vyapthi Sevaka
(KvS) of the Department of Agriculture is expected to give extension advice
to farmers on all crops. The findings of the present survey (given in o
Table 6 5) however, show that only a few farmers (15%) obtained extension
advice on coconut, from these officers. These officers seem to be pre— |
occupied with extension activities on paddy cultivation. Hence, all the
important tasks connected with the coconut development extension services
programme had to be carried out by the coconut development officers._ The
assistance given by Cultivation Officers to the CDOOs in this regard is
~‘commendable.” It was also observed that some CDOOs lacked technical train-
.1ng, whilst others possessed Diploma Certificates in Agriculture. The
latter group. was.more. competent. to,advice~farmers. The -training of-the e
former group of officers should be given high priority in the man power

development programmes of the CCB

TABLE 6.5 ' TYPES OF OFFICERS FROM WHOM EXTENSION
ADVICE WAS SOUGHT' .

Officers instructed - -~ | Né. of 1
farmers
cpo | . 165 - 65.4
xvs , .38 .15.0
Cultivation Officer Z 79 31.3
Minor‘érops Extension . & _ ;;il - m
Officer 12 4T

No. of responded farmers - 252

o . L CoT _
Although KVSS played a prominent role at village level with regard to
paddy cultivation, their involvement invthe coconut development programme
was relatively negligible. It may be'necessary to clearly demarcate the
specific responsibilities of the. several government institutions involved

in this task

6.3 SOURCE OF WATER

The coconut crop depends mainly on rainfall for its moisture require~
ments. Hence, the pattern of distribution of rain greatly influences the
output and the adoptation of managemept practices. Since a large area of

the Kurunegala district is fed by the south-west monsoon, there is no lack
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'of'éround water.

But a failure of the south-west monsoon could adversely

affect the output, whlle a delayed monsoon causes 1mmature nut fall, In
'addltlon, the varlatlons of the rainfall in the district has caused
signlflcant variations in the coconut output in the past.
TABLE 6.6~  ° SOURCE OF WATER FOR COCONUT PLANTS
IRy Aby Wy M, szgto:i;ict
- N ~Total ® of
A S ; : . e No.of the
1 2 1 2 12 1 2. e ;Z;fl
. . ‘ ’ ding ple
L o . - farmers - ‘
Rain . 134 78,3 29 82.6 19 82.6 19  82.6 201  79.7
'Wells.- 34 019,805 - 14,2 03 ,,,.13..0__.,.‘“‘03 ...13.0 45 17.8
Tanks' 01 0.6 701 2.8 T a 02 _6;7
| streams’ | e 0.6 o 4.3 . .. 02 0.7
Pumping | 01 0.6 o1 43 02 0.7
AN ' |
171 100.0 35 99.9 23 99.9 23 252 ¢ 99,9

1. No. of responded farmers

>2. % of"the respondedearmers _‘

Table 6.6 shows the available water sources for the cultlvatlon of

coconut in the district. - The necessary ‘level of water varies from area.

to area in the same’ dlstrlct ‘because . of thé diverse ecological zones. |

DL1

I%,, WL

‘area 'is seriously affected by’ drought.

5 and WM3

avalable but 1nsuff1c1ent.

of water.

Although the etological zones
have- adequate water “levels for cultivatlon, IL2 water is

Table 6.6 shows that rain is the main source-

A small number of farmers have used other sources of water such

as wells (for small plants and grass), tanks, and mechanlcal sources, such

as water pumps.

e L
LIBRATY

!

@0 R
T
L}‘iu - ¥

h e L e - ) R

»
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TABLE 6,7 REASONS FOR NOT USING IRRIGATION SYSTEMS
AGRO ECOLOGICAL ZONES

IL IL WM District

WL

REASON No. ) No. % - No. % No. ' % No. %

Thought to be '
unnecessary .. | 44 . 69.8.,:11- 52,3 .09  50.6.,.06. 66,6 .. .70  63.1

Not available| 12..19.0, .07. 33.3 .04 22,2 02 -22.2. 25,  22.5
High cost .. .| 06, 8.5. 03 14.3 .05 27.7 01 11.1  15.. 13.5

Not conside-
red a signi-
ficant

factor. . . |01. 1.6 .- - - = mpass = el 0.9

TOTAL : .. |63 100 21 100 18 100 .09 100 111 100

SNV E 0 SN SR S R R

. The project has already identified pitcher irrigation system .as a .. .
. good source of irrigation water, in addition.to the existing major and
minor irxigation projects.

Table 6.7 indicates the reasons why irrigation systems are not made
use of coconut cultivation. Some farmers who have not used any irrigation
methods have given as the reason that they did not consider irrigation
to be necessary, while isome others have pointed out that they could

not meet the high cost .involved.

&



“Chapter 7

-MARKETING

Marketing of produce is an important factor which affects thé - =
income of smallholders and hence their efforts to'increase;produotiOh.
Therefore, it is necessary to analysé the existing marketing struoturé““
in the district to evaluate the project benefits of KIRDP. -

Marketing channels utilized by the respondents'comprised entirely
.of .non-institutional.sources..such. as. v111age traders,. out,of the. village

_.traders and trade agents.A Table 7 1 shoysmthe nature of the present
sales systems available to the producers. It is clear that Co-operatives
and Producers' Societies have not been used by the respondents in the
sample, as a marketlng outlet 82 2% cultivators sold thelr produce to
v111age traders, and 18.6% sold to outsxde traders.

TABLE 7.1 MARKETING CHANNELS FOR FRESH COCONUTS
- ‘ o - -(NUMBER OF FARMERS) : :

' sales Systems ° | No. 'of responded Zg‘

: N farmers:. - -
Co-operatives - e e
Village traders . 189 " 80.4
Out of the village ) |

traders 43 18.3
Trade agents 03 1.3
Total No. of respon- 235 B 100
dent farmers

There is also evidence to show that- farmers with larger holdings did
- not have to depend on village level traders for sellinﬁltheir coconuts.
They, in fact can by-pass those traders, and are able to establish direct
links with exporters or large mills, Therefore, it is for the small

/-
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producers that institutional {eqg., Co-operative) marketing arrangements

have to be developed.

San ne

‘It was found that channels of marketing in the district were basical-
ly influenced by 50c1a1 parameters like attitude, kinship, friendship,

neighbourliness ‘and’ various other obligations. Since Kurunegala district
is composed of” many ‘traditional villages, most ‘of the cultivators still

prefer to resort’ td informal transactions. In the context of low income
levels and present galloping inflation, the “farmers have to borrow from

L Usually the village trader also acts as the money

village money iendetd
lender of: the Village. ﬁence, the Village trader has conSLderable in-
fluence in controlling the coconut market of the village. He manipulates

the prices of coconuts to his benefit. Most of the farmers (about 42,5%)
stated that village traders usually offered unreasonable prices, compared

'to the prices they could obtain from other non-institutional marketing

sources. But because of loan obligations, the small producer has no

alternative but to sell to the village trader.

It is very important to identify the existing marketing problens that
affect the district's coconut industry. Table 7.2 shows four main reasons
which seriously affect the marketing of produce. 77.5% of the farmers

who responded, mentioned non-availability of opportunities to obtain a

' reasonable price, as the main marketing problem. Some of the cultivators

also mentioned transport difficulties, non-settlement of the transaction
in time.and exploitation by traders, as other marketing problems in the
district. A new system for marketing of coconuts, to break the existing

near monopolistic marketing system at village level is one of the long

. felt needs of the coconut development programme. Competition in the

marketing system, at the village level, is almost absent. This results

in a low bargaining power vis-a-vis the traders.

TABLE 7.2 PROBLEMS OF MARKE'l‘ING
Problems .| No.. %
Not getting reasonable prices 62 77.5
Transport difficulties - 09 11.2
Not settling the transactions in time 02 - ) 2.5
Exploitation by traders 07 ' 8.7
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G Fn

Although KIRDP has launched various 1ntensified programmes for

upgrading coconut cultivation in the district, the marketing aspect has »
not been given due consideration. There are hardly any marketing policies
1mp1emented under the KIRDP It appears that ‘most of the small holders

in the district are adversely affected by the lack of appropriate o

marketing opportunities. Even 1f a small cultivator increases his pro-

duction using subsidies available under the KIRDP there is no assurance

that he could market his produce at remunerative prices, because of the .
deficienc1es in the existing markets system._ ThlS s1tuation poxnts to an

important gap 1n the KIRDP strategy to develop the coconut 1ndustry.

[ 3
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- Chapter 8

PRODUCTION, EMPLOYMENT AND INCOME

-

In order to assess the performance of the Coconut Development -
'Prqgramme of the KiRDP, it is imporﬁant to review some of the benefits ‘
de:iveé from such programmes as for subsidies, fertilizers and extension
services. Thdugh no serious analyses has been done so far on these
aspects of coconut cultivation, mainly due to limited information availa-
ble, we have attempted to analyse the manner in which projeét policies
‘help to increase total production, labour utilization and farmer incomes
in the district. -

" PRODUCTION
| The Pfoductivity of coconut is a function of a number of factors,
and it is difficult at this stage to isolate the contribution each
factor makes towards- production. Siﬁdé KIRDP was started only a few years
ago, the impact on production of the seediing distribution programme etc.,
ca@no; be assessed just yet. Some of the important factors that contri-
: buée to production can be identified és.féllows:-

Variety

.Ageiand density of piantations

Soil and water conservation measures
Fertilizer use

Pests and disease control and

OO N D W N e
[ ]

Availability of soil moisture T

Of the above factors except for soil and water conservation measures
adopted and use ofAfertilizers, all the other factors were more or less
constant in both sample'categories ie., beneficiaries and non-beneficia-
ries. Between these two, some attempt was made to evaluate the impact

- of fertilizer use on productivity. It was difficult to ascertaih the
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TABLE 8.1

COCONUT ' PRODUCTION OF BENEFICIARIES ACCORDING TO SIZE

: Yielé per acre

OF HOLDINGS

\:’

% change

Fa—

Size of holdings

No. of beneficiaries

-

0.9

1979 1960 ~ 1981 1982  1979-1983  1979/80-81/82

Less than . - 4 By 5 _ _. —

1 B TR 3000 2900 2600 = 2600 13 11

1- 5.99 67 1856 2224 2376 © 2496 34 19

6 - 10,99 25 2145 2126 2165 2154 0.4

11 - 25.99 17 1663 1783 1804 1920 15 8
over 26 04 1980 2153 1847 2110 7 -4
overall 2128 2237 2158 2256 6

B. Acﬁéage 904,75

Receivers of subsidies 114

119
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extent of fertilizer use and production, over thefyears, due to recall

problems of the farmers. Hence, the data used were for the years 1981

and 1982,

The data were obta@ned-from farmers who.used‘fertilizers and from
beneficiaries who did noﬁ use fertilizers, during the yeAr 1981 since the
fertilizer takes about 12-15 months to affect productlon. Of the 24
farmers who used fertlllzer on their mature plantations, there was a
51gn1ficant inerease 1n yleld (at low level of signifleance from 2132
nuts to 2310 nuts per acre, from 1981 to 1982. However, in the non-use
fertulzer, sample there was hardly any change .in yield (1897 nut/in 1981
and. 1860 nut/ in 1982),. Hence, we see that although.only about 25% of
the subsidiary sample used fertilizer, the impact en their production
was positive. ‘ '

Table 8.1 shows that there has been a marginal productlon 1ncrease
over the years, - from 2128 nuts per acre .in 1979 to 2256 nuts per acre in
1982. This could be attributed to the develoPment programme. We have
however, to keep in mind, that on the whele, only about 25% of the
beneficiary sample pracﬁised'important cultural practices such as ferti-
lizing. In fact, even at macro level, it was mentioned that only 1/3 of

theitotal_credit granted had been disbursed so far.

~In an earlier chapter we mentioned that the aﬁop%ion of many cultural
practices were rather poor in the small holdings. However, Table 8.1
shogs‘that there has been a'graduai ihcrease in production in the small
holdings., This may be some indication that the adoptloﬁ of certain cultural
practices hitherto not adopted, at least by this group Under the KIRDP

:had .some p051t1ve 1mpact on, productlvity. _ - y

It is premature~te draw conclusions regarding thelimpact of subsidies
or other elements oﬁ.the coconut development program@e,ion coconut produc-
tion in the district, although the productivity in?tﬁe district increased

marginally from 1979 to 1982,

This is still more true since the impact ofrfhe’subsidies or. of the
other elements of the coconut development programmes, cannot be measured
successfully as the young palms (replanted/underplanted/new planted) have
- not yet come,into beariné. The non-adeption of recommended cultural

practices also has a bearing on productivity.

»
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TABLE 8.2 NUMBER RESPONDING TO CHANGE OF YIELD
Yield Nuts/Ac. - - 1500 . 1500-2500. ‘Over 2500
“Year Soel 71979071982 1979 1982 1979 - 1982
Non-beneficiaries : | .21 .. 20 .18 . 14 15 20
Beneficiaries : 43  3%. .40 39. . 31 39

_ An attempt was also made to find the relationship between the chango
- in productivity levels and the number reporting so (see Table 8.2).
According to the above Table we see that there is a significant change in
.thﬁyrespohse of the beneficiaries in the category of.less, than 1500, ; '
where the numbers have declined over the years, hut in the category .of
more than22500 the numbers have increased. Howewer, in the case of the
non-beneficiaries there has been a significant decline in the 1500~2500
category but there has been no change in thc less than 1500 category.

EMPLOYMENT

The level.of employment in the coconut industry. is remarkably low
when compared with employment in other plantation crops like tea and
rubber. This relatively low employment level is a result of the low
labour requirements for the crop; for example, it requires only about 0.1
person per acre of cocorit (ARTI 1977, People's Bank 1981). It is a very
low rate compared with 1.25 persons per acre of tea and 0.35 persons per -

acre of rubber.' =

Coconuts occupy about 387,000 acres of land in the Kurunegala“district'
(Hussain 1978). On the estimation of one person for 10 acres, the

Kurunegala district required a labour force of 38,000.*ﬁ55 -

" Increasing of employment opportunities is one-of the basic objectivesg
~of the KIRDP. -The project has implemented several- development programmes'
such as providing infrastructures, setting up nurseties and providing
accommodation for the extens1on staff 1nvolved in coconut cultivation etc.
The 1mpact of such programmes for coconut cultlvatlon 1n the Kurunegala
district has had both a (1) direct effect and (2) an indirect effect.
Consequent to the coconut upgrading programmes in the district, many
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employment epportunities have beenlcreated as a direct result of the
__KIRDP such as the setting up of new nurseries, expansion of coconut. . .
deVelopment ranges’aﬁd“constrﬁction of fertilizer stores.  'In atcébrdance
R w1th the project targets, KIRDP ‘has commenced-eléﬂt"new cocoﬁat‘;;ree;ies
- within the-district; -‘A—large number of people are engaged in- the‘ser-
vices relating to the planting material diétribution'prograﬁqe;5fdf“ .
eXample,iapproximately 150 new vacancies were created by the ‘end of 1982,

. Likewise, soon after implementation of KIRDP, cogonut development ranges:
too increased remarkably (60%), From the 26 in 1979, the nufiber increased
'to '43 by end '6€ 1982, as-the project was expected?tdfextend'its*services
to increasefempleQment opportunities, by adding fiéw’CDO ranges. Construc-
i tonof fertilizer storés and other buildings in respect of the coconut
development ‘programme, also helped substantially to “ifnicrease employment
opportunltles in the district. ' ’

"~ The exterision of*Cocénut’cultivation'programmés lauriched by the
KIRDP has indirectly helped:to increase the labour requirements of the
“industry. Adoption of certain management practices by cultivators has‘
increased significantly after the implementation of the coconut subsidies
programme. Table 8.3 shows labour htilization with increase use of cultural
practices. Other supporting -services 'such as extension services and fer-
tilizer: credit prOgramme have also expanded con51derably.

. . * . )
,TABLE 8.3~ LABOUR USE AND COST OF HIRED IABOUR IN COCONUT
LANDS IN THE KURUNEGALA DISTRICT .

.

Function Cost per acre (Rs) Labour units -(mandays)
Cutting drains ‘ 248 \ 10
Boling ... ., . | . 249 -~ .10
Planting : _ 51 2
Fertilizing = ' R LR 4
Clearing lands - . 87 .. .. 3 <
Plucking ' 63 3
Collecting nuts 29 1
T VAT , - T —733 .

"f These costs are calculated in terms of expendlture incurred for
i a- gingle instante,” ie., for one instance of“dutting dralns for
.one pluck etc. ... s ; : ; :

L T L SRR P - R B

.
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In this study it was very difficult to estimate the cost of labourVA
for coconut cultlvatron, since most cultivators used family labour Some
of them have also used tradltlonal labour transactlon systems such as
'attam and 'EEEXEf Therefore, only the cost of hired labour was taken
1nto account Table 8.3 was computed on the ba51s of cost of hired
labour per acre and mandays per acre. The cost per acre and mandays per
acre, vary accordrng to the location of the land and the weather condltions

in the area. The labour costs per acre and mandays per acre are rather

" high in the agro-ecological =zone of WMS, since this area is mountainous.

 When the cost of production data for small holdings is compared with
that for estate level farms, 1t 1s seen that costs in the latter category

on suhstantlally hlgher, due to better management ‘practices and use of

( different equipment. These data include. indexation of inflation. Prices

of fertilizer are not included in this Table.

TABLE 8.4 - COST OF PRODUCI’ION 'PER ACRE ACCORDING
T - TO ESTATE LEVEL- FARMS

Function - ' ' Cost per acre -
Cutting drains g - RS. 600.00
Clearing lands 7 2 - RS. 125,00
Holing - RS. 448.00
Planting - . RS. 145.50
Fertilizihg (1) Young plants . . RS. 30.00

- (2) Immature plants . RS. 745.00

(3) Mature plants _ RS, 85.00

Plucking : RS. 20.00
Collecting . . .,\;,H_. L .. Rs. 10,00
Insect control . : RS. 20.00
Pencing R Ce e "'_'ks, 441300
Harrowing‘(Using.tractors) RS. 300.00
TOTAL : : N ‘ R - . RS, 2304.50

1. Mutual sharing of labour.
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INCOME

In order to opgrade;the livingvconditions'of theroeople'in'the
Kurunegala district the KIRDP was expected to increase farmer's income
level by rmplementing various other activrtres related to coconut
development. Under these activities the pro;ect has given priority to
increasing productivrty and total production, whilst creating more =
employment ‘
| _Table 8.5 shows the.income Structurewin the district aceording to
main occupation,

TABLE 8.5  INCOME STRUCTURE OF THE SAMPLE IN
' THE XURUNEGAIA DISTRICT

INCbME Agriculture Non-Agri- Government

GROUP o ”cultural' o services

' services‘o — h

NO." % NO. . NO. %

1200 - o e.é?M"'oé e - ",d_l;
© 1201 - 2400 f 30 - 12,6 - 05 - 7.1 -~ 0t- - 1,1
2401 - 3600 | 17 7.2 12 17.1 02 2,2
3601 - 5000 | 18 7.6 05 7.1 04 4.4
5001 - 10000 | 49 . 20.7 14 20.0 , 32 35,5
10001 - 15000 | 34 14.3 10  14.3 15 16.6
15001 - 25000 | 32 13.5 07 10,0 24 . 26:6
£ 25001 '~ 50000 | 18 7.6 05 - 7.0 12 13.3

50001 - 75000 { 07 2.9 03 4.3 - -

1> 75000 - 13 5.5 .03 - 43 - -
TOTAL : . . {237 100.0 70 100.0 90 100.0

From‘theAabove Table, it is seen that the:majoritj'ofithe house-
holders were'occupied in agriculture, as the main source of income and’
in fact the income from agriculture anounted to about 2/3rds of the
total income. From the point of view of income dlstrlbution of households,
nearly 1/4th households comes below the poverty .line of Rs. 3600/~ per

year, showing that income distribution inAthefKurunegala,district was not
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-
TABLE 8.6 ANNUAL INCOME DISTRIBUTION ACCORDING TO CDO RANGEWISE AND INCOME GROUP
T 1/2 173 PYTS 16
C—ii('uruhé‘gala - 'Ibbagamuwa‘ Potuhera Dambadengiya-® Dodangaslanda Bingiriya
KN ) : L1TT 1
Re ; NRe . Re NRe Re NRe Re NRe, - {Re [ NRe- Re .. . NRe.
N IR oy L1
<1200 1’.1',-'32 -I .;LA 3 ) - ) ) B ’.!'.'I_ Wi -3. - -
1201 - 2400 | - o - - 01 - 01 o1 L3 o 01 o1
2401 - 3600 } - - - - o1 - 01 o1 o1 - - -
3601 - 5000 | - 1 :'1 01 - - - o - o1l o2 - o1
5001 - 10000 | 01, O1 01 02 03 02 02 o1 02 01 01
10001 - 15000 | 01 01 01 - 02 02 03 01 02 - 02 -
15001 - 25000 | 02 02 01 02 02 Ce 02 03 01 04 01
| 25001 - 50000 03- 02 04 02 03 o1 02 - .02 02 05 03
50001 - 75000 | 02. .. ...~ .02 01 01 - - - - - - -
75000 - 05 03 __ 03 o1 01 - o1 o1 - - 01 -
14 07 14 07 14 .07 ‘13 . 08 13 08 . - 14 07
* Re - Receiving subsidies -
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TABIE 8.6 (Continued)

‘Kuliyapitiya

A/7 -

V.
. Hettipola

271

Ganewatta'

2/2

Wariyapola

-3/1

Polgahawela

-4/1

Mawatagama

- Kurunegala

District

‘Re

NRe

'Re  NRe

Re.

NRe}i

Re NRe

Re

NRe

Re NRe

Re

%

NRe

103

03
01

102

lo2
03

02
01

02

02 02
Lo01 -
03 o1
: 02 o1
§ 02 o1
]03A: P
o1 . 01

01

02

01
03
04
02

OZIWMM

01
02

02

02

o1 -

02 = 02
02 -
04 03
03 01

01 -
01 =

01

01 °
01
03
05

03 - -

01
01

01

631
01
01

-:01, mJ

01 - -

03 04

01 01

03 01

02 -

03 01

- 02

09
10

08

22
24
34

32

10

1.19
5,38

5.98
4.79

13.17

14.37
20,35

19.16
5.98

©9.58

004
111
07

16
12
13
14
01
07

4.70
1?.94
8.23
18.82
14.11
15.29
”1&.47
1,17
18.23

14

07 -

15 - 06

- 07

1407

14

07

14 .07

167

100.0

85

100.00

9
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quite satisfactory,‘ The Table also shows that there were about 20 house-
holds (8.4%) in the agriculture sector whose incomes were above Rs.50,000/-

per year.x_ ,

The annual income distribution according to CDO ranges and income
groups is indicated in Table 8.6 for project beneficia;ies and non-
beneficiaries. There is no'éiear evidence to show thaf fhere is a signi-
ficant different in income distribution between the two groups. A compa-
rison of income levels is difficult at this stage, since it is still

premature to consider the impact of the subsidy scheme.

TABLE 8.7 ' " SAVINGS ACCORDING TO INCOME GROUPS
Income Group No. of res- .
pondents
£ 1200 - . 06 . 9
1201 - 2400 - -
2401 -~ 3500 24 16
3501 - 5000 11 16
5001 - 10000 08 12
10001 - 15000 06 9
15001 - 25000 07 11
25001 - 50000 04 6
50001 - 75000 - ' -
75000 ’ 01 1
No. of responses: 67 100

The pictdre in regéid to the savings of households appears to be
very satisfactory, aithough the majority of households did not want to
report their savings. It was also observed that most cultivators had
deposited some money in the banks. According to Table 8.7 a number of
farmers who were at subsistence level (below Rs. 3600/- per year) had

however, deposited some money in the banks.
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The KiRﬁﬁ_hasvéiQeﬁ mﬁ¢h_aﬁten£iqn”td'imgiéve>the living conditions
6f~thé péopléziﬁltheﬁéisérictl fhouqh'théfe is sohé improvement iﬁ_pro—
ductivity, yet it does not appear to have helped increase people's income
level fér‘thgwfollqwing reasons:

(a)‘_;nstabélity of xeésénahle pfiééé!ﬁo; fqrmers[ outputﬁ:
(b). . Increasing. of -input prices.- -Prices of -inputs during:the last

few years:had increased considerably :fer-various reasons: .
In order to ensure a reasonable flow of project benefits to the
farmers, as was expected:by the KIRDP, it is necessary to introduce a

guaranteed price scheme and an organized marketing system in the district.
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Chapter 9

SUMMARY: OF FINDINGS: AND. RECOMMENDATEIONS -

This chapter attempts to summarize some of the main findings of the

study, Based on these findings, certain recommendations are made which

"should prove be useful in framing policy implementatiOn programmes for

‘ the development of coconut cultivation in Sri Lanka.:

1.

Out of the total cultivated coconut acreage in the district,
60% is productive land while 20% constitutes new plantings.

r'The balance 20% falls 1nto the over 60 year old cateqory," A

now undergOing rehabilitation.

. From the point of View of the age composition of palms, about

71% of the total palm population belongs to the age group of
7-60 years which are in bearing.‘ While 8% of palms are in
the stage of new cultivation below 7 years, the balance 208

belongs_to age group,ofwover 60.years.__.._ _

_ There is a Significant achievement in the distribution of -

coconut subsidies When compared with the project targets.

Consxdering the prOject targets and performance on an item-

| wise basis, lt is observed that apart from the rehabilitation o

PrOgramme, the popularisatlon of other subsidies programmes

such as replanting, underplanting and intercropping have been

.relatively low, mainly as a result of farmers having to- follow

long procedures before obtaining the first, second and third
instalments. It was observed that although the disbursement

of the first payment was satisfactory, the subsequent dis-
bursements were farnfrom:satisfactory;h, _ et

Slodr o 2T R . '@bﬁ\i’éoﬁ% S

PPN ,,'f‘ RUERE o
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Other subsidy programmes which show relatively low levels of
acceptance can also be expanded successfully in terms of the target

fulfilment, by adopting the following measures:-

i, Procedural requirements should be relaxed, specially with

regard to programmes which are moving slowly;

2 Financial assistanceishOuId‘be*increasedlin'keeping"with

inflation;

3, Farmers’ should be motivated by suitable propaganda Schemes" i

fln order to get them to upgrade thelr coconut 1ands.;"

Although the maj’or:j:.ty; of sma’nhdldiﬂg'sf‘beiiéi{v"“'zls"'adrés‘"iiax}é'béhefit't“éd
to a greater extent, as expected under the KIRDP, the part1c1patlon of
owners of large holdlngs has been negllglble.' Therefore, 1arge land-
owners of over 25 acres must be encouraged to Join the sub51dy scheme.

In the course of the study it was observed that most of the large land-

owners have not adopted any cultural or management practlces regularly.

for want of funds and other facillties. This is so even in the case of

cultivators who own above 50 acres. It 1s felt that the subsidles pro-

grammes can be extended more easily to the large ho&dlngs than to small-
holdings, by provrdlng more opportunitles._: 'f. T

Most of the small cultivatorsuin.the“district:donnot'appear“tomhaVe
taken steps to remove old senlle trees because of a p0551b1e drop in their
incomes. It therefore appears that the ‘removal of senile trees has acted
as a serious obstacle to the extensron of the coconut rehabilltation pro-
gramme. " The removal of senlle trees can be encouraged by enhancrng the
quantum of flnanc1al as31stance proportlonately to the number of trees

removed

Poor incentlves appear to be the maln cause for the 11m1ted success
of all the sub51dy programmes Whlch form part of the Coconut Development

Project. o e
aAlthough, most of the farmers in the district appear to be interes-
ted in the subsidies programmes, the undue delay in the disbursement of

_the second and third instalments seems to have discouraged themn.
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Considering the performance of the whole district, the response for

continuation of subsidies is negligible. e

The ‘survey has identified some reasons for the failure of the.
subsidy programmes on a eontinuing basis, such as the lack of know-
how to maintain lands properly, the poor extension service and the

inefficiency of some officers. '

If KIRDP would make arrangement® to provide fertilizer. in lieu
of financial aid for second and third instelments; then- every farmer
who has obtained the first instalment would.continue to-obtain the

second and third instalments. Relaxing of procedural requirements

will also help increase the demand for the second and third instal-
‘ments. The partiCipation of  farmers in subsidy’ programmes  can. be

:encouraged by providing’ more incentives and by. expanding the existing

extension service. The majority of cultivators in the district have

never heard of either the KIRDP or the Coconut Subsidies -Programme.

' Therefore, every attempt should be made to get non-project benefi-

ciaries to join the Coconut Development Programme by making the
extenSioﬁAServices*more effective.

By the end of 1982 the setting up of eight nurseries in addition to
the two‘eXisting ones had been completed. Although the project was

expected to solve the: problem of planting material in the district,

yet most of the farmers suffered from lack of good seedlings, due to

lack of money. Especially the poor cultivators in the district are
not in a position to bear the high costs of transport and of ‘seed-
lings. This may be the reason why most of the farmers have not bought

seedlings from the nurseries. According to the findings of the sur-

' “wey a large number of cultivators have reported to the effect that

" the cost of-seedling$5Was high. However, considering the‘actual cost

of production of seedlings, farmers do-not have to pay more than:
Rs.,2.25 per seedling, but with the cost of transport it could go
upto Rs; 2.50 per seedling. If there is a subsidized delivering
system, farmers would be able to reduce thieir expenditure on this'

count
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Coconut seedlings, generally in the age group of below 12 months
after transplanting, have been'subject'toudamagetdde:to the severe
drought, poor maintenance andfcaftle'attack. The rate ofmortality
can be reduced by adopting proper management and irrigation practices
within thé district. This applies to plants over 12 months;as well.
Although the KIRDP was &ipected to increase the consumption-of ferti-
lizer by another 50,000 acres, involving Rs. 40.5 million duriing.:the
project period, the actual performance of the fertilizer credit pro-
gramme was far from Satisfactory.‘»Ahhough the Bank:of(Ceylon and the
People's Bank played prominent ¥oles in the distribution of credit
for the coconut fertilizer scheme, yet both banks have granted only
Rs. 11 million by mid 1982 which amounted to only a third of the total

projeét estimate. -The sample survey also showed the same trend. When

_compared with other programmes for coconut development, the achieve-

‘ments of the fertilizer ¢redit scheme are-far:from.satisfactory. This

study'has identified somé:-reasons that have contributed to the poor

‘performance of the coconut fertilizer credit programme. - The main.

reasén is that the majority of cultivators have not been aware of the
coconut fertilizer credit programme; due'to-the‘insuff;cientxextension
sexvice. This programme,can be made more effective by making:the

extension service more efficient.

' The credit programme does not appear to:have reached down to.the .

gfaSsroot level. . There are hardly any government officers who,are

directly engaged in the diffusion of the coconut extension service at

- the village level. The appointment of ektension officers at the

grassroot level will go a long way to make the Fertilizer Credit

Programme popular at village level.

Although the People's Bank and the Bank of Ceylon have issued a large
proportion'bf'credit for the smallholdings of below 25 acres, yet most
of“themfhaye not benefitted much, unlike large holders who, owned

over 25‘acres.: .

The complicated nature of paper.work involved in the granting of
loans by banks has adversely affected or discouraged farmers from
making'loan applications. So most farmers depend on private informal

credit sources. Coconuts normally take approximately 12-15 months

N

-



5.1

69

to respond to fertilizer applications as far as yield is concerned,
Therefore, the majority of farmers do not appeai:tp be interested in A
regular:fertilizer.applicétions;.:These conventional ideas and atti-
tudes can only be changed through mdtivational_pzqg:ammes,h A. suita-
ble motivational programme should be started with the necessary
training and promotional:aspects built into it.

There is'a>clear.ré1ationship between the prices of;fetﬁilize:_anq,
their application.  Many farmers have abandonedvfe:tilize:mapplication
because of the escalation of prices since 1981.: Therefore, any
increase of the price of fertilizer should be.effected on.a reasona-
ble basis with due consideration to the income of farmers. If fertili-
zer prices continue on-an upward trend, it-is likely that the small

. farmers will not be in-a.position to make fertilizer application in

future,  The:study revealed that when fertilizer was used.on mature
plantations it resulted in a significant yield increase.

Hardly any tultivators in the district used natural fertilizer such
as cowdung and compost. In fact, cowdung should be abundantly availa-
ble due to-large: number of livestock that is found -in this district
{Faxrington & Abeyratne 1982). The KIRDP should introduce a scheme
for the use of natural fertilizer which would help to reduce ferti-
lizer costs significantly, - -

Compared with other~plantation crops, adoption.of culturalbp:actices

" in the coconut sector .is very low. Hardly any of the cultivators

have practiced regularly all cultural practices related to coconut.
This was mainly due to lack of broper information which .could be
attributed to the poor extension services which lacked co-ordination,
being administered by different deparfments. Cutting of drains,
planting and weeding have been carried out in large meaéﬁre, because
of the subsidy scheme.

The existing marketing system in the district is mainly in the hands
of private traders. Their transactions are rather conventional being
based on kinship,; friendship and neighbourly relations. Moreover, .

because of credit links the small producer is compelled to dispose

. of his produce to village traders at relatively low prices. A well

organized marketing system is thus a long felt need in the district.
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The membexship in .the existing Coconut.Producers' éqqperative Socie-

ties is limited to.a small .proportion of the total number of cultiva-

torsg. in-the district. e
The yield per acre has marginally increased after thesqommencemeét;w
of the coconut development activities. Although under favourable

weather .conditions the yield per acre in the regularly fertilized -

..coconut lands is about 4000.- 5000 nuts-in Sri.Lanka (Peopleps Bank,

1981) the average ‘'yield per acre in the Kurunegala District.remains.
at-the .range of 2200 nuts per .acre, : -

BN

In'orderuto~developac9conut¢cultiQatipnmin the district, tﬁe3Pere¢t

has-envisagedgvariqgszp;pgrgmmesﬁgimggg@tgincreasiﬁgAfotal production

and=upgradingvfarmersrincomewlevels as.well. as employment opportuni-
ties. But in effeqt, ‘the:.increased. production has not helped to ..
change either the farmers' income levels or employment opportunitles

substantially, mainly due to price uncertainty.. -

The price increase in- coconuts was a very recent phenomenon (late
1983). Howewer, the price increase was no%t a boom to the . farmer o,

since it was-mainly.due to A Severe drop in production, 1In fact,. -
this could have resulted in a drop in'the farmer's .income itself..,

Therefore, to buffer the farmer ffom fluctuating prices and to

~stakilize:or even increase.incomes, a guaranteed producer price, can,

go a long way to stimulate ;the:producers to raise productivity. This
again (like the fertilizer price) is a matter for national policy

and goes' beyond ‘KIRDP ;stxategy.- -
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ANNEXE 1. - e

B g

2. THE AGRO-ECOLOGY

The cllmate of the pro;ect area is trop1cal w1th a minlmum variation
in temperature ranging from 29. 3°C in December to 33. 9°C in March,
January, February and upto mid March which are dry ménths. The relative
humidity is lowest, during thé'dry months (55-60%), and bgildé up again
with the onset of rains. The district receives rain in well defined
seasoﬂs. Maha season rains are received from October to December from
the North East monsoon, while the Yala season receives rains from March
to June from the South West monsoon.‘ The rainfall occurence and drought

expectancy is qiven in Table 1.

TABLE 1 75% RAINFALL AND DROUGHT EXPECTANCY AGRO-
 ECOLOGICAL FEATURES - KURUNEGALA DISTRICT

Agro-Ecological 75% expectancy ~ 75% expectancy of
Zone value of annual dryness for par-
rainfall (in- ticular months.
ches) .
br, . - 30 Jan. Feb. Mar.
- May. June. Aug.
Sept.
' p
DL3 35
bLy 40 .
B =
: WL3 | 60
WLZ 75
B

On the basis of the rainfall expectancy three agro- -climatic zones,

namely dry, intermediate and wet zones demarcated as WM3, WL2, WL3,

™3, o WMy, WL,
east parts aof the district,

and TM. are located in the south and south

ILI' IL3, DL 3



The characteristics agri—climatic“features; soil types and terrain
in the project area are given below:
WM =~ Reddish brown latosolic soils, immature brown loams and red
“_yellow podzolic, so;ls - steeply dlssected hilly, rdlling

and undulating terrain.

WL, - Red:yellow podZolic'Soils;*red'Yellowfpodzolic*sotls'with‘
strongly'mottled subsoils and low humic ¢lay soils = .
rolling ‘and undulating terraini’

WLéi - Red yellow pOdZOllC s01ls with soft and bard laterite,

"rolling"nd undulating terrain.

IM - 'Immature brown loams, reddish brown latosollc so;ls and
reddish brown earths - steeply dissected hilly and

rollingfterrain,-

U IL . Red.wellowvpodzollc?soils with strongly";ottled sub’soil,
low humic clay soils, red yellow podzolic soils with soft
and hard laterite and regasols ‘on old red‘and yellow sands
rolllng undulatlng and flat terrain |

1L - .Reddlsh brown earths, non-calcic brown so;ls and low. humlc
l

clay soils - undulatlng terraln..

DL - Reddlsh brown earth and low humic gley soils - undulating

terrain.,

The:dominant soil group in the project area is red yellow podsolic
soils. A part of the Kurunegala district contains reddish brown earths

while Katuganpola‘and Kuliyapitiya contains latosolio_soils_and regasols.

All these soils are deep good textured and are suitable for growing
plantation crops, semi perennial ¢crops, forest treéé species and pastures.
The soils and climatlc env1ronment is favourable for the 1ntercropping of
coconut w1th mlnor export crops and pastures, as 1dent1fied in the project

proposal. -
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ANNEXE 11

COCONUT CULTIVATION BOARD SUBSIDIES FOR PRODUCTION

SCHEMES

1‘

Coconut rehabilitation subsidy was introduced in 1974, Coconut
growh oh farms from 0.5 acres to SO'acrés‘in'extent with'é'mihimum'
density of 15 palms over the age of one year in each half acre, are

ellglble for assistance, on the follow1na scale:

Operation . _ Subsidy

Ay

i. Establishment of contour Rs. 0.95 - 1.50 per meter

drains depending on soil type
ii, Drainage drains Rs. 0.66 per metre
iii. Fi)lling vacancies _ Rs. 3.25 per vacancy filled

iv. Removal of palms in excess i .
of 64 per acre Rs. 20.0 per palm removed

Underplanting)replanting subsidy was started in 1976. Cééonut growﬂ
on farms between 0.5 - 50 acres in extent, with a minimum density of
15 palms in each half acre with palms of over 60 years of age and an
annual yield of less than 1,000 nuts, are eligible for a subsidy of :

Rs. 3000/- per acre disbursed, payable in instalments.

-Years: 1 - 2 3 . Total

_ Underplanting Rs. 1200 900 900 3000/~
Replanting - Rs.  1200°°° 900 900  3000/-
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Subsidy for new planting

i
/

Potentially cultivable but barren land (0.5 acres or above) situated
in the area suitable for coconht-édifi%ation can be developed under
this subsidy. The subsidy of Rs. 3500/- pef acre is payable as

follows:

Years: 1 2 3 Total

Rupees: 1600/-  900/- 1000/~ 3500/~

The subsidy for plantlng ‘on holding of lessthan 1 acre (1ntroduced

'“ln 1977) is available to qrowers of either prlvate land or Crown

"'1and ‘allotments for a minimum of 10 palms.' The subsidy of Rs. 28 per

seedling is payable as follows-j‘

' Years: 1 2 34

- .Rupees: 10 ' 6 6 | 6

Details .of disbursement are not available. Returns are ‘shown &s new

plantihgé.

Coconut seedlings: Permit subsidy holders can obtain seedlings at

-~ Rs. 2/-:from. specified nurseries. -~ .. i ot T e

The pasture-fodder subsidy scheme started:in.1§73 is available to

U growers:in certain;districté,:with"évenly distributed rainfall to

establish Brachia milliformia.:The subsidy/of Rs. 3000 per acre is

payable in two annual instalments of Rs. 125/- and Rs. 175/-. Total
payments made upto 31st December 1979 amounted to Rs. 1.8 million,

of which Rs. 0.5 million (28%) for 3,700 acres was paid in 1979,

Subsidiéé for pérenniai crops were introduced to help méet:establish-
ment costs of cocoa, pepper and coffee and are available to growers
with more than 0.5 acres of coconut, with a minimum of 30 palms per

acre, in specified districts:
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"

(i)

(1i) -
e * .- payable in three equal annuai instalments. Rs. 290,000

(iii)

75

Cocoe; _ A subsidy of Rs. 1,500 1s payable 1n four equal

L ,annual : instalments to growers who establlsh 290
Vtrees per acre. A total of Rs. 62, 700 has been
dlsbursed all of which was in 1979, in respect

of 117 acres.
Pepper:- -~ The rate of_subsidy;issz,.1,875bper acre,

_has. been paid out, of which Rs. 245,000 was in 1979

for 248 acres.

Coffee: fhe.rate is Rs. 1,375 per acre, -payable in three
annual instalments. Rs. 486,000 have been disbursed
upto 31st December 1979, of which Rs. 277,000 (57%)
for 436 acres was paid in 1979. '

OPERATING THb SUBSIDIES

(1)

(ii)

_(iii)

(iv)

V)

The methods of operation are as follows:

The grower fills an application form which has been

framed to cover all schemes;

The grower submits the application form to either the
CDO, .or to the CCB at one of its Regional Offices (RO)
at its Head Office;

A CDO inspects the applicant's land and makes an inspection
report on the back of the application form. The CDO makes
his recommendations on the form, on what further measures
should be taken, and also indicates the applicant's agreement

to such proposals;

The application is sent to the Regional Office which is
authorised to issue permits. If necessary the CDO may issue
a temporary permit in advance of the formal permit issued by

the RO;

When the various farm operations have been completed the

grower submits an application for payment, to the CDO;
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(.

(vi) The CDO inspects the hoiding and if the work has been
satisfdbtorily completed issues his recommendation for -

. payment of the subsidy

T (vii) The_RO'prepareé a payment voucher which is sent to the

applicant for his signature

(viii) The applicant presents voucher at the RO. for payment.
'An imprest account is kept at each RO for this purpose,
which is reﬁliniéhéd by the/Héad Office of the CCB, on
request from the RO. ' N

(ix) Grants to meet the costs of the schemes are released to

' the' CCB in tranches by the GOSL

RN
P
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