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.’ Farqword o

_ The development of the sugar industry in Sri Lanka has taken
msany routes. It has included the establishment ‘of - large state planta-
tions of sugar cene, mostly under irrigation, slong 'with factories for
processing sugar, voluntary cultivatién by villagers and small holders,
the establishmént of rnucleus plantations supported.- by "out growers’,
and by privatisation. ‘ : ' g R _

_The present study covers the Sevanagala ‘plantation established
25 years ago by the government, and its environs. It examires. also"
how staté intervention in land 'development: affected the lives of -the.
villagers, whose paddy and chena lands ‘were “invaded by the "development™
lmperatives as seen by the government. 0 o o

JP

R also raises questions ‘regarding the impact of the transter -of
land from food production to a cash crop, on the well-being and life’
style of those affected by the transition. ' . ‘

The study 'higﬁl}ghts the need for Dbetter project planning and
implementation particularly in the matter of land preparaticn ‘for a
crop that was to be rendered irrigabie. This study alsu examines the
inter-relationship between the cultivation of paddy and other food
crops with respect to the allocaticn of time of the farm family.
It also highlights delays in “infrastructuré development, inadequate
planning of extension programmes and poor education, - health .and
sanitary facilities in the project area. It examines at some length
the problems that have arisen as a consejuence of inadequate efforts
by the project officials to develop a positive and supportive reiationship
with the settlers. ’ '

The problem of a private plantation in relation to its oulgrowers
are being examimed in a current study.

AN

———
D.G.P. Seneviratne
DIRECTOR.
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Terms of References -

The following is an extract of the "Loan Agreement” ap ing
in schedule 6, vi. (18) of the Appraisal Report - 1978 (ADB: 19?8?.e

r

*The Borrower shall undertake "an .In-depth evaluation of - the
project on the 4th year of its implementation with particular attention
to its sociological and ecoromic impact on all the farmers and

croachers living in the project area before the start of Project
execution®. , o

Undertaking of an indepth evaluation study at mid-project stage
was still impossible, duc to unavoidable reasons that SLSC had under-
gone, the SLSC could not .complete even phase | fully at the time
the swudy was proposed. Therefore, SLSC and ARTI came to a compro-
mised agreement thet ART! could undertake an on-geing evaluation
study instead of an indepth mid-project evaluation of the project. 4

Major Issues related with justification of the economic and sixcial
impact on the smail farmers are {as given in the Appraisal Report)
as follows: :

{1} It was thought that an annual net income of Rs.13,000/= for an
average form household by cultivation of sugar cane and paddy
was adequate. At present, most [armers have wvarious sources
of income in addition to their major occupation in the project.

(2) After completion of the projeci, it was envisaged that it wouid

provide seasonal employment for farmers i.e. sugar cane harvesting,
road construction and meintenance, irrigation infrastructure
maintenance and work  in factories. . It was belleved that youth
in farmer fomilles could develop their own business in various
areas ie. trading, carpeatry and masonry. -

(3) it was considered that all these changes would bring about
economic and social benelits to the -project beneficiaries which
would ultimstely enhance -the living stunderds of the farm
househclds {ADB 1978). ’
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® .
WEIGHTS AND MEASURES -
Coﬁvemion Factors
British to Metric Units B
A 1 scere o R ~ 0.405 hectares (ha)
1 pound (ib) = 0.454 kilograms (kg)
1 long ton (2240 Ibs) = 1.016 meteic ton {mt. ton)
" ! hundred weight k (cwt) "= 50.802 kg -
9 b mile ) = 1609 . kilometres (km}
1 Ib/acre = 1121~ Kg/ha
® | cwt/acre =125.536  ka/ha -
I pint . - = 0.57 litres
" 1 imperial gallun C = 455 litres
Metric to British Units
1 h_éctare = 2471 acres
1 kilogram © = 2205 s
1 mt tone (1000 kg} = 0.984 long ton
1. metre v : " 3.281  feet
1 kilometre ’ = 0.621 mile
. 1 lire ‘ = 176 pints = 0.219 imp. gallong
1 kg/ha : < 0.892 Ih/acre
Paddy/Rice ‘Convessions
3 1 bushel of paddy (46 lbs} = 20.87 kg
1 mt. ton paddy = 47.92  busheis paddy .
= 0.7 mt. ton rice

" 68.46 bushels paddy -
1.43 mi. ton padd_y
51.55 kg, paddy/ha

1 mt, ton rice

i

H

1 _bushei paddy/‘acre
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CHAPTER ONE
Introduction

One of the priorities of the agricultural developmient programme
of the government  since - the advent of the open economic policies -
in 1977 was to increase the acreage under domestic sugar cane culti-.
vation and expand the sugar industry.” Undér this programme several
multi-national organizations have already built factories and started
sugar cane cultivation, ‘and production of sugar’ has been- in progress

for the past 4-5 years..

S

13

The Sevenagala Sugar Development Project is located nigarly 160
km from the city of Colombo, at the Left-Bank of the Walaweé’ Ganga
(river) and below the Udawalawe reservoir. - The project - is"irigated
by .the Udawalawe reservoir, under the Left-Bank main' canal lof “the
Udawalawe Hhrigation Scheme. The project is located at the junction
of three districts, i.e. Ratnapura, Hambantote and Meneragala, The
closest town centre is Embilipitiya, where the District Administration,
Health, Police and Judicial institutions are located. : .

The Sevenagala Sugar Project began'in 1968, with' 220 ha. culti-
vated on the banks of the Walawe Ganga by the Sri Lanka Sugar
Corporation. The strategy of developing local sugar- industry under:
this policy was evolved in 1980 with 13,000 ha. of land on the left
bnak of the Walawe being cultivated with sugar cane under . rainfed
and irrigated conditions under the Sevenagala Sugar Deveiopment
Project. The project area, prior to its initiation, was ogéﬁ’@ied by
2,600 families, with an estimated total population of about 10,000,
illegally , settled on the land. Most of these families had ‘been living:
in and around the project area before ' '1970. These -original settlers
have cultivated approximately 8,000 ‘ha. of undeveloped land " with
paddy and Chena crops. The total annual production was estimated
at about 3,000 tons of paddy from lowlands, about 4,500 tons of
banana from highland (rainfed) plots, and approximately 1,000 tons
of other crops grown in Chenas (ADB : 1978).




The average farm size In the pre-project stage was between
1.5 to 2.0 hectares. The farm population in the pre-project stage
was basically subsistence’ oriented, with only a small surplus which
was mainly due to the adoption of poor farming practices and low
crop yleids. The net family incomie was around Rs.3,000/= per year,
and all the villagers belonged to the poor strata of the population.
In addition, they had no access to social services and other facilities
such as schools, clinics and water supply (Ibid, 1978; UC, 1980). At
the planning stage of the project, the appraisal mission envisaged
that with the modernization of the farming community, there would
be a change in the existing low living standards of the farmers to
that of a middle class urban community. The strategy was to moder-
nize the community by supplying irrigation water for sugar cane culti-
vation, improving cultivation practices, creating. jobs in the sugar
industry and improving infrastructural facilities such as transport,
" roads, schools, clinics, co-operative shops and marketing facilities.

Primarily, the Sevenagala Sugar Development Project (SSDP)
‘aims (i) to increase the country's sugar production by 37,000 tons
through efficient utilization of the upland soils of the project area
(i) to expand the paddy production primarily for subsistence require-
_'ments through better irrigation and cultivation of the low land soils
“to the project area, and (iii} to settle the present encroacher popu-
lation of the project area and the additional workforce to be employed
by the project in an organised manner (ibid; 1987), ’

“The project was formulated on the basis of an integrated rural
development programme, covering aspects of agricultural, infrastruc-
tural, agro-industrial and institutional development. In general, it
was thought that integrated development would raise sugar and paddy
production, generate employment, improve the economic and soclal
conditions of ‘the settlers and the workers, and help save scarce
foreign exchange resources of the country. ° ’

This study was initiated on. a request made by the Chairman,
Sri Lanka.sugar Corporation (SLSC) for a Mid-Project Socio-Economic
Survey on the Sevanagala Sugar Development Project {SSDP}, which
is funded by the Asian Development Bank (ADB). The overall objec-
tive. of the study is to undertake a mid-project evaluatioln with
_particular attention to its socio-economic impact - on all the settier
families and encroachers living in the project area.




1.1 OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY

In general, the prime aim of the project development was to
uplift the poor peasantry living in the region and to provide them
a stabilised and commercialized farming system which would facilitate
the people to raise their living standards. On the other hand sugar
can be produced as an import substitute; thereby saving vast foreign
exchange spent on sugar import. The principle behind the develop-
ment programme was totally based on our own resources, As Ponnam-
balam highlighted "The ending of dependency involves of necessity
restructuring production in order to achieve seif-reliance. Self-reliance
means self-sufficiency in meeting the peoples' basic needs for food,
clothing, housing, health and education. There should be no dependence
on the outside world ‘in regard to meeting these ~basic essentials.
Self-reliance does not, however, mean isolation. It is merely a convic-
tiion that development must come from within the country, and be
founded on the nation's own resources, natural and human, in accord
with the ethos of the people” (Ponnambalam 1980: 186). The question
s that whether we could have yet::developed the necessary partici-
patory development administrative physiology of our own to cater
for achieving the above goal. Still we have management problems
involved in more complex industrial management spheres. _

The study focuses on three major objectives, namely;

(i) Description of sugar cane production and marketing activities
of the settlers and the circumstances faced by them in erganiza-
tional and other activites;

(i) The extent to which the activities of the project have deviated
from expectations, and :

- (iti) Identification of the major problems and shortcomings, which

have hindered the achievements of the project objectives.
' .

1.3 Sampling Procedures

Taking into consideration the issues and characteristics existing
in the project area, the sampling methcd used was a stratified, simple
random sample (Appendix i & ii). The number of settiers was 2397
and all of them have been allotted homestead land: out of these only
520 farmers were given lands for sugar cane cultivation at the time
this study commenced. Therefore, the settlers can be divided into
two categories; those who hve been aliotted land for sugar cane
cultivation. ’
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Project programmes, economic and social indicators which are
evaiuatively assessed, and data and information {collected) are indica-
ted in Appendix i. The farm survey, collection of data, establishment
of information links with farmer committees and rural level project
officials were done in March 1988. The exchange of correspondence
‘and Information with Committees ended in December 1988. These
committees assisted the ' researchers throughout the mid-profect
* evaluation programme, and heiped in data coliection and Interpretation
. of data, The information, data and the correspondence provided by
the farmer committees' were' collected and assessed in order to be
used for on-going project:evaluation: purposes.

1.3 Data Base

. Bulk of this study data were gathered through a farm level
survey, which was conducted in May {988 using a structured ques-
tionnalre. Secondary (supportive) data and iInformation were gathered
In informal discussions with farmer committes, officials and other
interested intelectuals in the study area.

1.4 Organization of the Report

.An attempt is made to discuss and examine: the existing project
infrastructural facllities, farm facilities, employment and labour force
in" Chapter Two. Chapter Three analysed the: role of three principal
areas le. {i) systems of cuitivation, (ii) land utilization and cropping
pattern, and (iii) role of irrigation, in the case of sugar cane culti-
vation in the project area. Chapter Four gives an account of culti-
vation techniques and farm practices used by the settler farmers
in the study area. It also discusses the existing extension and
delivery system in support of sugar cane cultivation.

-Farm labour utilization patterns in the study area are discussed
in Chapter Five, and a, discussion on income distribution patterns
is' included in Chapter Six. Cost of production. and income levels
in-sugar cane cultivation is analysed in. Chapter Seven. Chapter Eight
provides summary, canclusion and policy implications, ' _
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CHAPTER TWO
b ISR S B Bt ;";)J,': A

FARM FACILITIES, EMPLOYMENT AND LABOUR FORCE

- In this chapter, ran attempt -is made to examine the  existing
project infrastructural facilities, including housing for allottees, and
other basic civic amenities. Demographic, employment and other
labour force data in the Project ares, are also presented. '

2.1 Project Management and Administrative Resource '

The project management is currently undertaken by the SLSC,
through the Residentlal General Project Manager (RGM) who has been
involved Jp similar projects in the past. Three Resident Project
Managers  assisted by a number of subordinating officers work with
guidance from the project management committee chaired by the
RGM in the project area.’ ) B

2.2 Physical Infrastructures
2.2.1 Spatial Organisation of the Project -
. Different Types of Infrastructures
The development components of the project. are as follows:

(i) The sugar cultivation in the SLSC managed "Plantation Sector”
{rainfed), ' '

** (i) Fectory Manager (ii) Manager, Sevenagala Sugar Plantation’
Project - Settlement and Extension; (iii} Manager - Plantations
(rainfed sector, plantation estate directly managed by the SLSC).
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(i) The sugar cane cultivation in the irrigated settlement sector,
and
(i} The sugar factory development (ADB, 1978; 58, 59, p). .
The most prominent feature in the Master Plan is the develop-
ment of land for irrigated sugar cane cultivation end irrigated paddy
cultivation, It is clearly evident that a considerable portion of the
prime of project life has been spent on land and Iirrigation develop-
ment (SLSC 1985 & 1986). = = ,
Land area (approximately) - land available for utilization as
per Master Plan:
o o .'l‘able.z -A - AT
Utilization/Construction Components ., Hectares . ]
l. Rainfed Al‘eq PUotminiaa iy B ann “uw‘zy’?gs':oﬁ‘ NN
L2 lrrlgated Area.(Total cane cultivation area) 2,000.0 B
"‘(To!kl qane q.ultivar.ion area) .. L 459800
3 nd " ' 7 L8050 T
C4n Settlement Area - Homestead etc. ... - 6000 .
5. Pasture Land e - 3420
6. Forest Reservation _ 150.0
7. Area covered by Factory, Buildings, Roads =~ =~
‘ and unsuitable land for any of the above = 4,180.0
Total Development area . 403750
" Source : (ADB, 1977, 1978)
.D-e’ta‘ails of“ thé achievefnents in the séﬂlerﬁcnt secto?". and v
revised plan schedules are given in Annex I, provided at ‘the end
of this chapter.' 4 et amine .

.
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2’.2.2 Work Accomplished and Shortcomings
Objectives of investigations in this part are:

() to investigate the progress of infrastructural development ‘and
farmers' response to such developments, :

(ii) to examine the work accomplished and shortcomings,
(ii1) to investigate the maintenance and operation of 'irrigatlon in=

frastructure of the project; and farmers' attitudes " and their
participation in maintenance activities.

A preliminary field investigation and farmer interviews in the

project area revealed several management difficulties. The survey
information has confirmed the same. The major drawback of- the

project was stated to be delays in overall implementation, in the com-
pletion of the infrastructure components and land alienation for
cultivation. This includes (i) construction of ‘main canals and field
canals; (il) levelling and developing sugar cane land; and (iii) land
alienation programmes for sugar allotments and paddy lands among
the settlers.

Discussions with project officials reveated that delays in the
implementation of the project according to schedule was due to the
time spent on awarding contracts for infrastructure and land dcvelop-

ment.

The actual cultivation of land by farmers commenced only in
the latter part of 1986. At the time of the survey, May-Oct. 1988
only 520 farm families had been given sugar cane land and only 20%
of the farm households were directly involved in agricultural activities.

The allotments of the sugar cane lands to the other 2100 farmers
was hindered due to contractual delays In the laying out of the irri-
gotion system. The farm families are pald a subsistence allowance
of Rs.350/= per month for the first year, and Rs.250/= per month
in the following years. This allowance continues until the first harvest.
Expenditure incurred in 1986, 1987 and 1988 was Rs.7,500,000/=,
Rs.6,500,000/= and Rs.5,000,000/= respectively. This has been spent
as subsistence payments to the farmers who were settled in the .
project land but not allotted with plots for sugar cane cultivatiorn.
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Even the paddy lands were not allotted to the settlers until
late 1988. As far as the farmers were concerned, it was a heavy
loss to them in monetary terms (Rs,10,400,000/=) as paddy production
could not be realized In the project area.

Despite the lagged progress in project implementation, the far-
mers who cultivatd sugar cane lands and harvested their crop have
obtained satisfactory yields.- In certain project villages the yields
obtained are higher than the tragetted. .

Due to the delay in settlement of the farmers. and cultivation
of cane land, the factory is operating only at 50% of its capacity.:
We believe that the most effective ‘way to meet the- requirement
of the factory would be to encourage outgrowers in lands adjacent
to the project area, until the project. lands are ready: for cultivation.
It has been envisaged that the project would be conipleted during
1980-1991 with the factory running at full capacity and all settlers
cuitivating both the sugar and paddy lands. ' o '

2.2.2.1 Land Development : Rainfed Sector

Land preparation activities (levelling and preparation) for culti-
vation of sugar cune were initiated, as early as 1982. = Obviously
the development plan and the cultivation plan fell short of the
targetted schedule; nonetheless the project could have developed and
planted sugar cane in 1,396 ha. by 1985, which would have brought
the total extent under cultivation by mid 1988. According to the
SLSC sources, the extent of land in the rainfed sector (Plantation
sector) was developed by the Corporation, and the shortfall was due
to the shortage of machinery, skilled labour and the unfavourable
weather- conditions that prevailed (SLSC, 1985, 1986, 1987). A shortage
of machinery for land work was constrained; thus, three coniractors -
were employed to’ complete the preparation of land. However the
contractor could not complete the task according to the schedules
and work was finally completed in 1988. o




10
Table 2 B

The Extent of Land Developed Agriculture Non- agricultue Purpooes
and Value of Production by Agriculture Sector
(in rupee as at 31. 12 1988) o

Area Fallow: as land was not -
. -cultivated -with sugar .cane loss

Area .under crop . Val f -of production ..as at, . lIst
e L alue o harvested. season ;in ;1988 ,
Hectares Production . - -

) Rs, .. . Heqta;;es{; !mput;e.d Value o
: Ll of Loss. of. Proﬂ!uc-;

-tion- Rs. oy

{. Plantation Sector
Managed by
SLsC - 1383.0 27,660,000 - : 900:0.:....18,000,0007= . = * .«

2. Settlers Se.ctor.
(Alottees Sector) o »
Irvigated culti-.. . P T
vation . - 780.0 35,100,000 1045.0, . 4_7,025,000[5.,‘

3. Area covered by i Cn :
bulldings, housing
complex, main : : Pttt
roads highlands : Lo IR
etc- ’ - 6]3,0 b Cae

4. Allottees Paddy o S
land (irrigated) = - . 611,0 .. 12,220,000/«

5. Area covered by A T
field roads,

channels
drainages etc. - 812.0

6. Total land area

as at '
31.12.1988 - 2975.0 62,760,000 2556.0 77,245.000/=

* In terms: of existing market prices for sugar cane and paddy
Source : Socio-Economic Survey, 1988, ARTIL
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Tble2-C

Extent Cultivated with Sugarcene in-the Ratnfed Sector

Programmé- " Progress ‘ . Shortfall

wi1 Year (ha.) ma) - - (ha)
1983 5000 208.0 '292.0
1984 800.0 _ 503.0 297.0
1985 810.0 . 685.0 125.0
1986 400.0 T 32000 - - 80.0
1987 5000 g0 20 .
1988 400.0 4000 . - =
Totdl area 2, 596.0

PO

= - Construction was going on

Source: SLSC, Anmnual Reports and Annual Progress Reports 1983-_1988

2.2.2.2 Land Development - Irrigated Sector

Land’ development activities In the lIrrigated settlement sector
also suffered the same fate. The contract LDI-C7, which was haunded
over to the Sri Lanka Engineering Corporation (SEC), was not cumple~
ted satisfactorily and as at 1985 only a part of dtie C 7 -canal was
completed. Subsequently the land work  in the’ remaining. command
area of about 900 _ha. of the above canal was completed by the River.
Valley .Development’ ‘Board (RVDB) in 1985. Further 1200 ha. . under
the same canal, given on_contract No,, LD/2 to.Morapana Tea Co,
Ltd. was completed more or less on time In spitc:of the field difficul-
ties encountered by the mechanical staff of the company. At the
time, a -considerablc extent In this part of the project had been
cncroached upon and cultivated with paddy and other cereals. The
encroachers were evicted in 1986 .and this extent of lend was developed
by using Corporation machinery in 1987. ’
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- 2.2.2.3 Public Road Net-work

The construction work of the public road network (main roads)
in the project area, which approximates to 30 ‘km. was completed
by 1986. The total road network, Inclusive of field and village roads
covering more than 200 km. in length, was completed in 1987. Most
of these are gravel roads, running mostly on irrigation channel bunds.
Specifically, the field roads constructed for transporting farm inputs,
as well as sugarcane to the factory, are in & poor state dus to the
lack of maintenance, and some of these roads cannot be used during
the rainy season.’ :

 2.2.2.4 Buildings

Construction work of bul'ldings for offices, steff quarters," village.

centres, schools, health facllities and stores for. fuel, fertilizer and
other agro-inputs were completed by 1988.
2.2.2.5 Settlement and Facilities o

Settlement of small holder farmers in the newly planned. village
clusters was done from the commencement of the profect. At the
commencement of the project, there- were 3051 encroachers in the
project area. Of the encroacher families, about 2460 familles were
selected for the allocation’ of ‘cane -land and the other femilies were
resettled on highlands along the Tanamalwila trunk road, outside the
project area. These activities were completed by 1986.

il piiste L

Progress of Settiement as at 01.01,1987 Annual _ Total _
1. No. given homesteads as at 01.01.1983 954 1579
No. given homesteads in 1983 =~ 615 -~ 1579
No. selected in 1983 for allocation”of lands 885 :
2. . No. given homesteads s at 01.01.1984 1579
No. given homesteads in' 1984 (not settled) 1579 -
. No. selected .in 1984 for allocation of fand 885 -
3. ' No. given Homesteads as at' 01.01:1985 . 1578

No. given homesteads:in 1985% . - s21 . 2100
No. selected in*1985 for “allocation of -land - - 364 C
4. No. of homesteads allocated for farmers, o
es at 31.12.4986 . . ... . . - 2464
Source : SLSC; Annual Reports of 1983, 1984 ‘and 1985
Settlement & Extension Division, Progress Reports, 1986-1988.

L)

«\
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The allocation of homesteads was suspended in 1884 as the cane
land was not ready, due to the delay on the part of the State
‘Engineering. Corporation :to complete. the irrigation network:. and iand
" - development activities. ~Thus, “once the homesteads werehanded over
‘to the farmers, the Corporation was obliged to pay esch -settler-a
_subsistence allowance of Rs.350/= per month till the land was ready
for sugarcane cultivation (SLSC; ibid). i

i

Table 2 -E B L Jt s

)

19851986 © 19871988

Other settlement octivities o

No. selected for enimal husbendry ol e 1030 02

Sy

No. selected for -ellocation of trade sites 06'--

" No. selected and settled in highland
settiement scheme 635 - _ e

Source : Settlement Division - Provisional Reports, ‘lA988.

Supply of. drinking water for the settlers was a serious problem
the Corporation encountered at the beginning, and by the .end of
1985, around 90 tube wells were comstructed by the Water Resources
Board (WRB) in the settlement villages, and 80% of these tube wells
have been recommended to be used for. drinking water in ‘teh settle-
ment area. However, the Corporation also encouraged the farmers
to sink thetr own wells wherever possible especielly where the far-
mers evinced an interest to have their own weils in their homesteads.

2.2.2.6 Sugar Factory

Time taken for the conmstruction of the sugar factory and for
the distillery of products has been a crucial factor responsible for
the overall delay of the total project ‘activities of the SSDP. The
factory/distillery construction work was: further delayed until 1986
due partly to the communal disturbances. that prevailed throughout
the country at that time. The construction contract of the sugar
factory, with a capacity of 1250 tons of sugar cane per day :with

" a92.18
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provlslons for expansion to 2000 tons of . ‘¢ane’ p "day, and 8 dis-
tillery with a capacity of | 25,000 Titres, for' rectmed vlrits per day
was awarded to. the K.C.P, Ltd., of M;«xdras, lndia. It was expected
to commission the factory in July, 1985 ‘but the slow progress In
the performance of the contractmg company delayed the commission-
ing until mid 1986,

2.2.2.1 Welfare Acttvltles ‘

Welfare actlvitia for the factory workers as well as for the sugar
cane farmers. were taken into consideration. from the - inception: of
the project. Eleven Trede Unions function in the project area;
spatial arrangements - providing room .. for. offices have been set up
by the project, and the relationship with the management- was appa-
rently cordlal, = Upto 1988, services. such as; two Co-operative .Stores,
a Canteen in the office building site, a ‘Medical Centre with a Medi-~
cal Practitioner (exclusively for families of . the staff of  the project)
were available. The SLSC further provided assistance’ to Viilage
Level Voluntiry Committees for sports, recreational, religious and
library facilities. Four playgrounds in the project area and a Sub-
Post Office at Koulara village .were. constructed in 1988. Land was
allocated in 1985 to construct. four Rural Development Ceptres; the
work of which is still progressing. To cater to the educstional nceds
for the children of the project beneficianes, two more schools were
constructed in 1988. , :

2.2.2.8 Educatlonal Facilitles

The existing levels of educational facilities in the project area
{as at 1988):were. not satisfactory as there were only four schools
{two were Primary: Schools) for nearly 2500 farm I‘amnlles in the
study area. v , .
Table 2 - F ,
Educational Facilities in the Project. Areu . S

School ‘ Staff Strength thal ‘Eg&‘o_‘cment
I. Sevanagala (upto Grade 10) -~ ~ 08 - 10 800 {Approx.) -
2. Koul Ara (Primary school).  ~ 04-06.. 400 ( " )
3. Morakeﬂya (Pu imary school) T 03-02  350( " -)
4. Muthumlnigama (anary school) 03 - 92 210( = )

Source : Settlement Division Provisional Reports 1988,

o
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The students in the higher grades attend the rﬁor schools in
the nearby towns, le.. Ambil pltiyagrand Godakawela. sg_lhere are some

~who cannot afford: to” pay for transport and they stay behind and -
“assist” their -parents in farming. If educational facilities in the project

area ‘are adequately provided, the drop out rate can be gradually

'2.2.2.9 Health Facilities

The Community Health Services available for the population
living in the project area:are presently confined:.to an outdoor dis-
pensary and a maternity clinic to look after the needs of the Corpor-
ation staff. ‘The farm familles go to. the private dispensers in the
Moraketiya town, and in. case of serious illnesses -they attend the

‘government district hospital at Ambliipitiya. ' The -Community -Health

Services for the project population was further improved after : the
completion of . the. proposed  Danduma Town .Centre«in - 1989, where
the Corporation  negotiated with ..the: Department. of Health Services
in this . respect. According to the .project officials, : diarrhoéa and
malaria were reported to be the most recurring diseases in the area,
and a ‘profect .In association  with the Department .of Health was
planning to launch a Community Health Development Programme to
make the po’pu),_at!o_n aware of the preventive .practices of ~such
diseases. . ' S

2.2.2.10 vCommunlty Services

Two Co-operative. Stores are functioning in. the ‘project area.
The major task of the Co-operative Stores has been the distribution’
of commodities for food relief stamps for the poor families of the
project area. There are a number of small scale retall grocery shops
and tea klosks operating in Moraketiya, Sevanagala. and Muthuminigama
junction in- this area. According to the project officials, the Danduma
Town Centre would be functioning as the main town centre -for- the .
project area, -the construction work of which was going on at the
time of the study In 1988 and 1989. e . o

2.2.2.1' Farm Machinery and Transport Services

The total requirement of farm machinery and transport vehicles
for the farms in the Project area was provided by the SLSC until
1987. Since 1978, farmers have been encouraged to have ‘their own
transport vehicles; In certain instances to procure such sg!:yl_ces_ on
hire. A few farmers were also reported to have their own two wheel
and four wheel tractors. Since the project area was well served with
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ood road net-work, the Corporation was making arrangements to
'.grogfvlde a bus service »between,p town  centres of gthe prgject area.

Presently the SLTB operates ‘a bus service between the project and
the Ambilipitiya town. Commuters complained of the unsatisfactory
condition of this service, particularly of not running the buses on
schedule. The Corporation's own bus service was criticized for res-
tricting it only to the members of the families of the officials of
SLSC in the project area, '

2.3 Housing Conditions and Related Amenities

The SLSC has granted Rs.1,000/= for each settler to build his
own house in his homestead. With this grant the settlers first couid
build small houses with wattle and daub walls and thatched roofs.
In certain cases, the farmers Imd their roofs tiled. Each dwelling,
built, by the farmers at the inception typically consisted of one room
and-a verandah, and a separated hut to be used as a kitchen. Later
on a few farmers made improvements and extensions to their houses
so that ‘they had two rooms, a living room, verandah and a kitchen.
These houses are of a permanent nature with brick walls and tiled
roofs. Those farmers who pursued non-sgricultural activities during
the past  few years l.e. ‘gemniing, satl building contracts
own new houses’ in the project area. The majority of farmers did
not make any improvements to their original houses. In fact, some
of the thatched and daub houses were In a very poor state of dis-
repair. It was thought that about 150 farmers who sold thelr first
crop would be able to repair their houses in 1978, and the others

in 1989,
' Table 2- G :
‘Distribution of Farm Houses by Number of Rooms

No. of Rooms v No. of houses 'ieported Percentage
. 1. With one room YR 149

2. Two rooms Y o . 47.8

3. Three rooms 36 224

4. Four rooms and above . 24 14,9

Total houses enumerated 161 ' ' 100.0

&



Table 2 - H
Types of Houses According to Materlals Used:

: _ No. of Houses _Reported' * Percentage
1. Floor, 1.1 Cement o 9.7
1.2 Mud 122 ' 80.3.
Total 152 . 1000
2. Wall, 2.1 Bricks [ S - X S
2.2 Mud : w07 o104
ERE Total 152 © 1000
3. Roof, 3.1 Tiles, Asbestos or v . ‘ ' - .
Corrugated Tin 68 S 44.7
3.2 Cadjon or lluk 84 553
'Total 152 100.0

Other 9 houses of the sample were temporar)} houses, made of cadjen
) {temporary huts)

T,

. The Sevenagala Sugar  Deyelopment Project area is supplied with
electricity for the factory premises, the offices, and the staff quar- -
ters, but none of the farm households has  this facility. Firewaod
ijs the only.source of cnergy used for cooking in farm households. .

Approximately three fourth of the sample households were repor-
ted . to be devoid of any toilet facilities. The pit lavotories  appear
to be common among the farm families in the study area. ‘ Drinking:
water for the. farm households was provided by means of tubewells:
provided by the Corporation. Two minor ‘tanks fed by the LB channel’
of .the Uda Walawa reservoir, the LB Channel and its main canals
together with Distributory canals, form the only source of water for
bathing and washing purposes for the entire population of ‘the project
area. The stalf quarters of the Corporation werc provided with pipe
borne water supply facilities from the central water tank in the pro-

ject area.
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The material assets of the sample households constitute only
a very narrow range of - some specific utility items, i.e. one chair,
several reed mats, reed sacks, bicycles and radios. About one third
of the farm households of the sample did not even own a bicycle
orifadio. ' Only one fifth of the farm households was reported to
be “equipped with basic household furniture. Even the ownership of
farm ‘equipment required for their agricultural  pursuit, left much to
be desired. Equipment such as ploughs, hand weeders, hand seeders,
sprayers and water pumps were not available with the sample farm
families, at the time of the survey. The mammoty and the weed
knife were reported to be the only items commonly available among
all the farmers. The farmers may not have possessed these farm
household assets because of the uncertainity that prevailed as the
handing over of land was held. in abeyance. This is amply proved
by the fact that only a few farmers had their first cane crop in 1988
and none of them had their paddy parcel at the time of the survey.
Over 90% of the farmers (inclusive of farmers who had just started
cuitivation) were entirely dependent on relief and other such assistance
given by the SLSC.

2.4 L'ivestock Assets

. During the Pre-project period there were -about 20-50 encroachers
owning buffdlo herds (each herd consisted of 10 or more in the
Project area. Since the project's development priorities were sugar-
cane cultivation, paddy farming and homesteads, the buffaloc owners
were given highland plots ocutside the project area. Of the farmers
about three were selected to be. settled under the project, land was
allocated to them for animal husbendry in paddy land areas. Other
farmers were settled in the highlands development scheme. It was
also reported that some farmers were keeping. herds of .unauthorised
buffalo and cattle in the cane cultivation area. A npumber of farmers
in Muthuminigama ' and - Ginigalpalassa villages complained that the

-cattle farmers in their villages did not exercise proper control over

- their herds and the cattle damaged the cane farm regularly. On
the contrary cattle farming in the area seems to be a profitable ven-

ture since curd has ‘a popular demand in the open 'market. Sugar
cene farming too is attracting farmers. The project authorities will

" have to look for ways and means to ensure the co-existence of both
Y systems without one being:an impediment to the other. . -

-
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2.5 Population Characteristics

The total populsation, inclusive of encroachers, traders, and
labourers, was estimated to be approximately 15,000, at the time
of the survey. The table 2.1 below which consists' of an analysist
of the age wise composition of the population shows the predominance
of the younger age groups. Nearly 47% are below 14 years of age.
" About 52% are in the age group of 15-65 years. This situation does
not show any remarkable demographic changes, compared with the
pre project situations in the population characteristics (C.U: 1980).

i Table 2,1
Composition of Population - According to Age and Sex

Age group Male Female A Total

{years) S % %

0 - 05 14.9 12.4 13.7
06 - 14 29.8 ' %o 332
15 - 3- 26.1 266 26.4
31 - 64 21.1 ~ 23.3 25.3
Over 65 2.0 0.7 L4
All Ages - 1000 . 100.0 100.0

Source : Appen’d'ix 3. Table: 1.1

The educattoﬁal status and tl;e Iiterécy rate (status) among the
population, 5 -years amnd above, gre presented in Table 2.2 below.
. The -high literacy rate generally observed in Sri Lanka is maintained

" in the project area, with females having a slight edge over their male

counter parts. About 10% of the heads of households had not received
- amy: formal education. Approximately a little more than a helf of
the .population had obtained only, primary education. A very smail
‘number- (3.21%) -had obtained G.C.E.(O/L) qualifications whilst only
foru students hed passed more than two subjects at the G.C.E.(A/L)
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examination. Only one had attained higher education’ In a higher
technical college (of the sample population). .

)
L Table 2.2
Distnbutlon of the ‘Sample Population {Age 5 and. above)
by Levels of Education
Levels %
Hiterate R 13.33
Qrg@a -5 o ':53.57- : : W
Grade 6 - 10 , 23.69
Passed G.C.E.(O/L) | a2l L.
Passed G.C.E4A/L) | 0.8 |
Higher Education 02
Source: Appendix 3, Table 1.2
The ‘Vave.rage family size in the project area is 6.5. About 65%
of the househoids have less. than 6 members, whilst around 35% of
the sample: have over 6 occupants, revealing a remarkable change
. compared with that of the Pre-project situation. After the farm
families came into permancnt settlement under the proptt the populotion
has increased to a certain extent (SLSC.. 1986).
2.6 Orlgln and Migration Patterns of Farm Families
A conside"able segmem of tht Lotal farm families, traders and
labourcrs Jdiving . in _the, pmje;:t‘nre_ﬂmngrams. .About 40% 'to 50% ofy v
them -have come . rrom the south area, of . the Istand.” Olhers are )

from the . Uva .;md the Sdbaragamuwx_).Provlnc*s. Mlgratlon is a ‘conti-
nious. process. in .the project area.' It was .revealed “that ‘male ard
female. labour. moved ito, the orea in, the. Maha seasons, seeklng work
in: paddy farms and Chcnas outside. the project._ During the crm’hlng
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season, labourers in large numbers come from outside for. cane har-

vesting in settlement farms, and in .the Corporation owned plantations. .

2.7 Employment and Labour Force

Of the active population, considered to be those between 15-
65 years of age,the labour force available in the project area accoun-

e

" ted for 51.6 %. The dependent population was as high as 48.3 %.

Even in the segment of active population. one fourth were in the age
group of 15-30 years, a trend common in the other settlement areas
and in the ‘island as well {ARTI, 1986), A substantial percentage
of this category; (nearly 40%) fail under the school going population.
In the corresponding female category (of the active portion of the
population) about 30% were housewives, houschold workers of students
and their participation in farm work was confined only to peak
seasonal activities, i.e. planting and harvesting.

. Table 2.5
The Size of the Available Labour Force in the Project Area

7

Cane har- Non-har- Non-cane Total

Characteristics vested vested ;
families families . Cultivators Project Area

* Size of the Labour
" Force in the Sample

(i) Male 67 95 99 261
(ii) Female 63 4. = T4 o

* Portion of the 1.
Labour Force in e _ R
the Sample % 55.08% 50.14% - 50.88% 51.66%

* Percentage of
Female in the R , R . . -
Labour Force % . 48.46% ~ 43.53% . 48.0% . 46.85%

<

_ Source: Appendix 3, Table 1.4 & 1.5 based on the survey - 1989

Of the ‘total .labour force avilable around;,fou‘t;ﬁfth‘s were In-
volved in  agricultural pursuits or -they worked ‘as farm labourers.
At the time of the survey the project was yet to be completed and
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and some prospecdve farmers ‘worked as “hired” labourers in ‘other irri-
gated séttlement  areas near ‘the project (about '15%). Thus only about
11.2% of the population was engaged in cane farmlng on a full time
basis while another .12% pursued ‘agricultural “and non-agricultural
enterprises. (Appendix Table 3.6_- 3.10).

- o Table 2.6 . :
The Classnfication of Households by the Source of lnvolvement

N}

Cane harvested ‘Non-har.  "Norn-cane “ Project
Source Of income Famihes % 7 Famxlxes % Cultivators % Area %

* --Agriculture only 4% - = 0 0 - w2
* Agriculture and .

Hiring tabour SE b

and o_t_her,s_gurces -..0525 - .89 . . 86 . . 50.9

* Only mn-agricultura 25_._.: N iy 914 K

'~AH’Sour‘ces oati0e.0, L 100,00 1000 100.0

Source: Appendix 3, Table 1.9 and 1.10

The outstanding characteristics of the active labour force and
the employment pattern of the project are in common with those
prevailing everywhere in the country, i.e. {a) a substantial percentage
of the population is of schooling age (between 14-20 years of -age)
and they are involved in economic activities; only to a certain degree,
{b) marked seasonal variations in labour use were shown in agrlculture

following seasonal climatic changes (c} underemployment was widely’

evident during lean seasons as well as in off farm seasons, (d) a majo-
rity of - housewives was engaged in farming activities (agriculture),
but mainly confined to harvesting and planting activities, and
{e) unemployment was rempant among youths between 18-30; they
were expecting - white collar or blue collar {mechanical).jobs in govern-
ment institutions or organisations in the private sector. Rejatives,
- relations and friends exchanged their labour on “Aththan" during
‘ busy sedsons, when additional farm labour was required." In the overall

situation, »b‘nreﬂ labour ° assumed t_he most important secondary’

»
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source of employment among males .and females. The percentages
involved in regular salaried employments were not significant, whilst
those who worked ‘on. a daily paid basis -accounted.for 1.8%., The rate
of unemployment among the project labour force, was reported to
be sround 3.5%, relatively a low unemployment rate.  Specifically-
unemployment . rate reported among the male group was somewhat
lower than that of the female group ‘(Appendix 3, Table. 1.9 and 1.10).

"Analysis related to employment patterns, trends in family labour,.
and hired. labour, as well as income distribution are Included in detail"
in Chapter Five and Six where resource management, farm labour
shortages, harvesting and disposal are analysed and discussed. .
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Annex l

Achlevements and the Revised Settlement Schedule
Factual achievement as: opposed to the target '

Sectors o

O
‘Settlement Sector. .
extent of irrigation - -

as planned

"Plantation Sector”,
rainfed sugar culti-
vation managed by
the SLSC

pady land {low land
frrigated for settler
farmers

Homesteads -

Number of farmers
to be settled

Extent
hectares

1860.0

2900.0

620.00

248.0

2480.0

Achievements by 1988 and
Remarks

"_Only one third of the .extent
_.was cultivated with irriga-

‘tion’ water. Delays in irriga~
tion construction and land
Development  caused  this
situatien.

More than 80% were deve-
loped ~ and cultivated with
sugar cane. Want of suffl-
cient labour caused the
delays.

Paddy land was not handed
over to farmers. It was
reported that delays in
irrigation and land develop-
ment caused this situation.
Completed

Completed
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{B) Phasing out of the settlement of farmers

As it was reported by the SLSC, due to delays in awarding the
contracts for irrigation development, land and other infrastructure
development, actual settlement commenced only in the latter part
of 1986. As a result of the experience gained In the progress of
development, the settlement programme was phased out in the latter
part of 1986. )

1986 1987 1988 Total
completed
(a) Number of farmers to be 277 1100 1103 2480
alienated with sugar cane :
Jands ‘
(b) Extent to be allocated {ha) 208.0 825.0 827.0 1860.0
{SLSC : 1986)




CHAPTER THREE

FARM COMPOSITION, LAND USE AND IRRIGATION

~ The principal areas analysed in this chapter include {a) composi-
tion of .the farm land holdings (b} systems of cultivation, (c) nature
of land utilization and, (d} role of irrigation.. . © Appendix:
4, ot the end of text Includes basic geographical features of the
project area. o

3.1 Systems of Cultivation

The main crop is sugarcane cultivated in the irrigated allott-
ments of the settlers and in the Corporation managed plantation
sector: ({unirrigated). The pre-settlement situation was" completely.
different from that of the post settlement one. In the pre-settiement
years, the systems of farming adopted in each farm unit varied
markedly between farms as well as between seasons (U.C. 1980).
In the current context surgar cane dominates the jrrigated sector
as.paddy plots have not yet been aliotted to the farmers. Once the
alienation,, process is completed by the end of 1989, the system of
cultivation can be diversified with lowland paddy units having seasonal
variations in time allocation, utilization of labour etc. Homestead
units at present are not properly utilized. If the extension activities
are further expanded to Include homegardens, diversification is possible
with the provision for seasonal labour adjustments.

3.2 Operational Land Holding

S}

In conformity ‘with the land distribution practices under this
project, the basic farm unit of this project comprises 0.75 ha. {nearly
2 acres) of irrigated cane plots; 0.25 ha, {nearly 1/2 acre) of irrigated
paddy (lowland) and 0.10 ha. (nearly 1/4 acre) of unirrigated highland
allotted as a homestead. - In general, almost all the project allottees
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who received sugar cane plots, had cultivated their lands with this
perennial crop. Though paddy lands were yet to be distributed some
farmers were reported to have resorted to paddy growing in certain
towland blocks. There is a possibility for cultivating fruit and vegeta-
ble crops in homesteads if f{acilities for the irrigation of wells are
extended. Encroachment of land reservations for public purposes was
not significant in this project area at the time the survey was conduc-

ted. . ‘
Table 3.1
Average Composition of Fgrm Units

: i i Farm Unit
anership Status Type of farming &:g}ret.r}.)}arks © (Extent(ha)
1. Allotted land for Sugar cane only In the irrigated  0.75-0.8
sugar cane base; Intercropping can be i
-Corporation introduced;
owned and
leased out
., to farmers: v
2. Allotted land for = Paddy cultjvation in.two g
paddy only - . seasons; programme ,not yet .
Coi 3 - commenced. With low availa- .
Sg;pexgaat:‘zn bility of water other crcps can .
leased out be cultivated on rotation.
" to farmers; '
3. Homesteads Fruit and vegetables can be 010
-Corporation cultivated irrigation of wells
0\?!:11:3(1 and can be developed
leased out '
] to farmers;
4. Encroachments -  Used for cultivation of 0.1
"reservations for  Seasonal food crops;
farms"
5. Chena land . Few. farmers temporarily 0.1

~in crown land stay in the Chena land
near the adjacent to the project;

project area; TOTAL ' 1.12

BERA=ZR

Source : Survey data collected by ARTI, 1988.




«

29

. The farmers, who_were awaiting. the. allocation, of .land for cane
s-cultivation in. the. project, did_. practice . Chena cultivation in- the
.,,villages - lying In the vicinity of the project site,  especislly during
'Maha. Their utilization of -labour and income from Chena farms was

not significant compared to that.of their income from hiring out: their

labour in paddy farming in the Udawalawe and Kiriibban Ara settle-
ment schemes in the vicinity of the project. The cane farms in the
settlement sector, and in the plantation sector In the project area

., also yielded satisfactory result. : - :

.. Table32 .
. Crops Cultivated. Prior to Settlement in the Project

‘No..of farmers No. of farmers Project Area

_ Crops o reported (sugar  reported. (non-
‘ cane cultivators) cane cultivators) '

No.* % No.* % Not %
Sugar cane 0 S0 0 0 0 0
Paddy 14 9.2 17 200 31 131
Chena crops ., 92 - 60.5 50 . 58.8 . 142 59.9
Banana 46 30.3 18 - 21.2 64 27.0
Total 152 100.0 85 1000 237  100.0

* Some farm households have more than one farmer taking manage-
ment responsibilities.

* Some farmers gave multiple responses

Source : Appendix 3, Table 3.2

No farmer among the settlers had previous farming experience
in sugar cane cultivation. Only 13.1% of the settler farmers had
engaged in paddy cultivation before their settlement in the project
whilst sbout 59.9% ‘of the farmers had cultivated Chenas. During
.the pre-project period the people had migrated to the region without
any specific purpose, and-: engaged themselves In a number of acti-
vities; they had provided their labour in paddy cultlvation and Chena
cultiveiton. Some of them were small traders while some others had
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‘ment’ proieets in the reg:on They had no speclﬂc or assured mean
of income. ‘In the’ circumstances these 'farmers ' Initially will -take
_time "to’ adapt themselves to’ the farmmg systems introduced ln ‘the
projec: area, vvhlch ls of a stabltised" nature.’ ’

3.3 LandUse

The land use pattern and the extent of land used for agriculture
in each farm unit were next examined. The deductions are based
on the response of the respondents of the sample, and as such the
analysis tends to be less ‘realistic. However the analysis is compre-
hensive enough to shed light on the present land use pattéern in the
project area. Almost all the farmers (cane’ farmers) had their allotted
extent of 0.75 ha. with sugar cane in 1986, 1987 and in 1988. Some
farmers reported variations in the size of thexr land allotments.

Table 3.

Distribution of Cultivated Extents Per Farm in Highland Allottments
{irrigated sugar cane allotments and homesteads)

A Extent Cultivated with % of farmers
Sugar Cane Per Farm. ha. - reported
0 - 05 2.0
0.6 - 0.7 12,0
0.71 - 0.75 ‘ ' 80,0
0.76 and over 8.0
100.0
B. Extent Cultivated with ' % of farmers
arable c¢rops and - fruit © ' reported

_per unit in homesteads ha.

0 - 0:05 - 60.0

0.06 - 008 ¢ - 180 -
009 - 010 . 2.0
71000

TET=I=

Source : Socio Economic Survey, 1988.
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It is evident that in the project area a vast extent of land to
be developed for -both paddy and sugar cane, was not ready for culti-~
vation at the time of the present study. It was also observed that

" non-cane cultivators’ were engaged in farming "on” land outside the

project, and they also had placed more importance on hiring out their
labour rather than taking an interest in intensive culivation of their
homestead allotments. About one fifth of the settlers had utilised
their homesteads for agricultue. There are obvious reasons which
contribute to a gross underutilization of highland allotments; agronomic
and- economic issues; playing a key role. However, the extension ser-
vices of the project will have to draw up specific programmes to
help the farmers in their day to day cultivation activities. The basic
problem ‘of :the non-cane cultivators was the expenses they had to’
incur for their daily subsistence, for the fulfilment of which they
resorted to the practice of looking Yor daily paid jobs in the nearby
villages. Thus the economic issues involving labour utitization, - income
and expenditure are inter-related with land utilization in the project
area. These factors -are discussed.in detail in the next few c¢hapters
of the text.

3.4 Role of Irrigation In Sugar Cane Cultivation

An opinion survey was done in May and August to ascertain

‘the role of irrigation in cane cultivation in the project area. Informa-

tion was collected on the cuitivability and the irrigsbility of the high-
land irrigated aliottments, The information indicates that except
for a few instances, almost all the farmers had recelved good arable
land. A few instances were reported where the land (of the farm
plots) had been left uncuitivated allegedly for such reasons as presence
of rock, poor soil conditions and the poorly drained rain marshes to-
wards  the lower ends of certain plots. ‘A few farmers, specially
those occupying the upper parts of the irrigated plots reported that
their plots were .poorly irrigated  because of the incomplete . land
levelling and preparation. It was evident that if the extension autho-
ritles had clearly explained the situation, the nature of the problems,
and stated ways and means to sort them out, the farmers themselves

could have levelled. their own land.

.- Farmers complained that field officers were mainly responsible
for the problems relating to land. The farmers in all areas except
in Ginigalpalassa complained that fieldworkers did not attend to . their
needs in time at their terminal turn outs to the field to provide and
supervise the irrigating process and farm activities. According to
the field officer, each farmer had been given a chance for an irriga-
tion turn out, at a dry point f{rom a p_révious .irfi'gatic)n:fturn out
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Sometlmes the mecharism dnvolved -10 - 15 days, from one turn of
.irrigation to the next. It was’ evident that the farmers always did
“not come to the field to receive their turn, thus unused water went
_down the drainage ' channels. The ' Corporation was planning a
,procedure to reduce such _wastage’ of water in the cane fields.

. R o Table '3.4'_
~The . Specific Reasons Given by Farmers for their Irrigation Problems

‘\,\-kéasons‘_‘ ‘ | , o As a % of total Sample

No trrlgaiibr; problems  at all, at present 52.0
.Defects in the distributory -and field channel systeﬁ 15.0 .
Defects in land levelling and preparation 32.0

Irrigation was not provided in a regular timespan 48.0

* Farmefs gave multiple reasons.

Source : Socio-economic Survey; 1938

'As the farmers emphesized, seeping of water into the field: was
a common incidence during rainy days. The situation worsened because
-of the'damage caused to the structure of fleld channels. " The avail-
bility of adequate water throughout the year was not raised as a prob-
lem, as most of the land and the irrigation systems had not yet been
commissioned for caitivation. At the operational  stage ‘there ‘can
be various ‘irrigation management problems which warrant early atten-
tion of the project authorities. Stability” of sugar cane ‘cultivation
among the farmers augurs well for the future, as approximately 90%
of the farmers who were allotted land for cane cultivation in 1986,
_1987 1988 and 1989 had cultivated ‘thefr land with sugar cane as
_,the Corporanon envxsaged '

It was also evident that’ ‘cane farmers had attempted paddy culti-
vation in lowlands pooled thh drained water, in the vicinity of cane
aréas during the Maha season.’ Many instances were reported of crop

LY

®



33

losses since there was no regular means of irrigation. The .SLSC
further had requested the farmers ‘to refrain from unauthorised use
of land in the project ares, although there was no harm In allowing
the farmers to use such land adjacent to their cane flelds. The land
too could be developed by installing drainage lines, making ridges and

- also by cultivating’ a sugar cane with irrigation facilities. If the far-

mers have a bigger extent of land, perhaps with land added from the

‘ waste land belts at the tail end ({lower end) of their plots, such land

o could be used for cane growing, provided the viability to the fand
is improved in the lines mentioned above,

3.5 Farmers' Péroeption of Irrigated Cane Cultivation

According to the Information collected during the survey, almost
all the farmers showed equal responses for irrigated cane cultivation

= in the project area. Farmers were becoming acquainted with the bene-
- ficlal effects of sugar cane cultivation in the project area, and even
““in the absence of irrigation facilities, in some highland areas. Conse-

quently they preferred paddy cultivation only in areas with poorly
drained soil. Commercial value of cane cuitivation assumed the highest
priority in the choice of a crop for cultivation. Domestic consumption
needs were considered by the farmers in preferring paddy cultivation.
The maln reasons given by the farmers for their first option for sugar
cane cultivation were; are given in table 3.5.

Table 3.5

Cétegories of Reasons *Farmers reporting(%)

(* most farmers gave multiple responses)
1. Comparative advantage in cosh value from cane- ...

cultivation ' 80.0
2. Since input, advices and marketing access are

given by the Corporation, they have tc manage

their labour only ‘ 60.0
3. Since cultivation of cane was made compulsory
" in their bonds with the Corporation "32.9
4. Sugar cane cultivation needs more labour only

at the harvesting period. At othertimes they

have opportunities to do other jobs 4.0
5. Comparatively less expenses on disease and 8.0

" pest control

N = 103 (sugarcane cultivators of the sample)
Source: Socio-Economic Survey, 1988
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The main reasons given by the farmers for their preference for paddy
cultlvation are tabulated in table 3.6.

Table 3.6
Reasons *Farmers reporting(%)
1. Entirely for domestic consumption 90.0
2. As a means of additional income 65.0

3. Crops can be ni'anaged with family labour, as their
main crop (sugar cane) does not need much labour
during crop growing months 42.0

4, The land selected for paddy is not suitable for
cultivation of other food crops 20,0

5. The Corporation has asked the farmers to
cultivate paddy only in irrigated lowlands 18.0

N = 16! (farmers of the sample who are expecting paddy lands)
[* most farmers gave muitiple responses]

Source: Socio-economic Survey, 1988.

In pursuing the farmers' responses on the practice of irrigation
for cane cuitivation (on rotational issues) almost all the farmers
agreed to the necessity of the rotational issue -of water for the cane
crop. They had. disagreements on the turns of water issue arranged
by the field officers. Therefore, the higher officials dealing with
extension activities will have to dispel the farmers' doubts and settle
the differences of opinion existing hetwecen the farmés and the exten-
sion field staff. The farmers were of the opinion that the irrigation
intervals should be varied according to the stage of the growth of
the crop, {with their first hand knowledge acquaninted with experlence

in doing husbandry).
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. - CULTIVATION TECHNIQUES, FARM PRACTICES AND CREDIT =

This chepter discusses . the  farmiing practices related "‘to_sugdr,
cane cultivation with specific attention on the use of improved far-
ming practices, techniques, and ;Qqupf.;gutput_“lgvepls‘ prevalent in the
project area. . It was considered too early for a complete ‘evaluation
of . the situation in the settlement. sector, as the small holder partici-
pation. in. the .development rogramimes, 15 ‘still at its inception.  How-
ever. an attempt has been made to record and assess the performance:
on important aspects of crop husbandry during the first year of opeta-'
tion as it was considered useful in term of ‘future” improvements and

evaluation, . . . .

ey

41 ‘Extension and OHEr Services "

.+ Another. factor central, to the _agricultural development of the
project is the improvement of the living conditions of the families
who had encroached .on ‘land_ownéd by " the government with social
and other amenities.” "Thé category of settlers ‘termed “encrosachers”
during the pre-project situatiohs; ‘prior to the implementation” of the
Sevanagala project, .had poor access to any state sponsored social
or weifare. services and benefits of agricultural ‘éxtension, - The’ inte-

e ent’ 'programme ‘ of “the project wus
X d paddy, tidn. This was
social,. and, economic_deyelopment of the settlers, “and’ to' save ‘scarce:

ated, “develop) 3
foreseen, tg; serve _this -},"";b, h;é‘r’,_’,;pgp’r farmers; ‘with “their ' participation:
to increbse sugar and pa};i y. produc as intended to improve
foreign exghange resources of, the cguntry. |

- Sug'g\‘.:(é‘ér}g_.gtoﬁs on a_wide. range of soils from reddish brown -
earth to, heavy clay in the study area, ' It has a high ' demand for’
water but, is " extremely ' susceptible 'to ‘water " logging ‘and ' thercfore
requires; a well  drained” soil for ‘optimal growth. More than 8000 ha.’

VRNV O
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in the Walawe basin is either deep or moderately deep| soil which

is considered suitable for sugar cane cultivation,

For a high yield, sugar cane requires a rainfall of 1140- 1270 mm
(45 - 50™ per year and a minimum temperature of 70°F or above,
and it is highly sensitive to: photoperiodism. Such climatic conditions
are found in this region where an yearly average of 1400 mm. (62")
of rain is distributed from Oct. - Dec. and March - May with a long
dry period during. the- 4;months from June - September.. The environ-
mental conditions are suited both for irrigated and non-irrigated sugar
cane cultivation where the yield difference is only 20%. The crop
cycle includes one plant crop and 3 ratoons extending to a total of
5 years for the best yieid which means 4 harvests in 5 years.

. The project appraisal emphasised the importance of a well orga-

nlsed extension service , to the settlers” which is provided by the Sri
Lanka Sugar. Corporation,. _This Division is called the Settlement and
Extension - Division . of  the Sri, Lanka Sugar Corporation, Sevenagala.
A separate-Unit was . considered essential a3 most oi‘ the settlers have
not- grown, sugarcane. before . the project : )

This Division co-ordinates and supervises the farmers/settiers
on all activities involving land development, .cane.. cultivation, harvest-
ing and transport of produce to the factory. *

The extensmn section comprises 2 Agricultural ‘Superindents who

supervise 3. Agricuitural, Ofﬁeers, under whom .18 Agricultural Instruc-

tors: work at.‘tract {Yaye), level. . This’ gives a ratio of . about 100 smail
hoider per extension worker at the iowest ievel. ,

The viiiage ievel exrenslon commmee including _AO, ANl “and
farm leaders is presumed to. “advice, coordinate and supervlse the far-
mers:.-.on various  activities connected with land development, mgarcane
cultivation, harvest, transport and: other matters such a5 village deve-

lopment, -housing, "educational and’ health i‘acilities ... and report

to the higher extension committee. In addition, the SLSC assists
cane farmers for obtaining the inputs which are not provided by the
SLSC,: but are necessary for sugar cane cultivation. Irrigation facili~
ties, land clearing and, initial land preparation of the small holder
farm -allottments .are.; ‘done .by the SLSC using maqhinery ‘About one
third of : the settler: farmers. were given sugar cane lands. The selected
cane farmers were given (some are to be given) land for cultivation
of sugar cane, paddy and for homestead on a 30 year lease.

~
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.. . A.very high degree of contact Is to be masintained between the
settlers and the extension officers at field level from the time of
preparation. of the field for cultivation till the crop is harvested and

transported to the factory. This was Identified as essential, as all .

the new settlers were new to sugar cane cultivation.:: The importance

of agricultural extension plays a major role for increasing crop produc- -
tion as it‘Awas one of the primary alms of the project. A pre-.
cultivation - training programme is held where technicalities of culti-

vation are discussed and a required schedufe is worked out in con-
currence with the farmers. In . .addition, a monthly meeting ' was
scheduled to be held with the farmers’designated under each -Agri-
cultural Instructor to discuss  field “level farmer problems related to
cultlvation, at the field Ievel'*‘; .

Ag:lcultural inputs (provxded m the form of klnd) such as aeed'
materlal fertmzers, weedicides are providéd™ t6 “all” settlers "at ‘the

appropriate time of the cultivation cycle by the SLSC through the-

extenslon division. This, at present is given only for sugar cane culti-
vation. Although the network is smoothly worked out, the field level
situation is unsatisfactory in most cases.

4.;2 Land Development/Preperation

In case of the smallholder, initial land preparation is done with
heavy machinery provided by the SLSC. The land is cross ploughed

to a depth of 380 - 460 mm. {15-18") and then a heavy or. light -

harrow is used to break the clods, Smoothing 1is done to obtain
a -gradient of preferably 0.5% - 1.0% which is essential for irrigation.
After harvesting of the 3rd ratoon, land is prepared again with sub
soiling and heavy harrowing with heavy machinery by the SLSC.

The sugar cane plant is grown on ridges and furrows, with the
spacing of 1.4 m (4% feet) apart and at s depth of 230 mm {9") below
the ground surface. -Almost all farmers. reported that they have

followed these methods when they planted the. sugar cane seeds in .

1986 and 1987 respecnvel)
4.3 Planting Methods and Vanetal Use

Seed material planted in nurseries in the "plantation sector"
of the project is given to the smallholders. . The variety that is
distributed to the farmers is CO775, The planting of cane is done
before April as it is highly sensitive to photoperiodism. Planting
is done manually with cuttings containing 3 nodes placed at the
bottom of the furrow, and thea covered with one third earth. Five
tons of cutting are required for planting 1 ha, .

4
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4.4 Fertilizer Application R _ , ,

‘extension officer | from the SLSC provides the necessary advice ; to

-39

Fertlllzer is applled fn' 3 stages. At .the required tlm

farmers, with regard to the time and quantity which is required to
the plant. _The first application Is done prior to plamlng and the
fertlll;er used is the basal mixtyre in the form .of . Ammonlum
Sulphate, eoncentrated Super Phosphale and Murate of Potash The
2nd, appllqation s’ 45 days later ang. the 3rd, 45 days after the second,

.The .survey. lnformatlon shows that all the farmers use. the prescribed
‘dosage. of - fertilizer _and. most farmers: used femhzer at; the required

time, as sadvised by the extenslon officer. There are a few lnstanca
reported of lapses in the delivery of inputs. an e

45. Weed and_Pest Control .

Two lnter-cultwatlon operatipns .meant for weed control arnd
creatlon of 8 soil muich are done for a better growth of the crop.
From the survey data it is revealed that both chemical weedmg using
"Gramoxene”, and manual weeding are done. Manual weeding is more
often a weed earthing up operation to facilitate allocation of perioda-
tion of water and better - penetration of roots for the. plant.” This
is done where the soil furrowed clods are broken and furrows filled
up after irrigation. - This operation simultaneously. destroys the: weed
growth as well. -Most farmers reported that manual. weeding Is maore
useful * than chemical weeding. During the intercultivation operations
dried leaves are also removed to facilitate harvesting of cane. - About
40% of the sample farmers reported that, (although. they used- the
chemicals given by. the Corporation), they could weed:only: the upper
portion-.of the farm, as. they had to attend to off farm employment
l'or wages to meet the day to.day household expenses. :

4.6 Problems and prospects of Suger Cane Production Associated . ;',,,,
Cwith’ lntenslve ‘Farming Techniques in the Prolect Area o

The problem of the sugarcane productnon in the’ project aréa
are related ‘to'the institutional relationship 'existing in the' overall
sét up of ‘the industry. There are a very few high yielding new sugar-
cane varleties in the country. This can be an unfavourable fact ‘which
would be negative for the expansion of the Industry in critical situ-
ation. Until 1985, there has been very little research in sugar cane
industry. Different varieties of commercial cane in plantations Is
very limited at present, being dominated 95% by a single
variety Co 775 introduced from Indla in the mid sixties
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{Dharmawardane 1989), This crop needs good management
especially with its ratoons while its performance is limited under
rainfed conditions. This variety cen hardly be grown In all drained
“solls’ in the' lower parts of the farm tracts in the project area (ibid.
1989).Ratoon cropplng, especially in rainfed plantations sector resulted
‘comparatively in 'lower 'vields, as there was heavy infection of pests
“and ‘diseases, On the other hand, lower sugar recovery rates prevalling
in"this part of the project area tendéd to increase the cost of produc-
tion of sugar, in the factory.  Inadequate use of inputs, improper
-use ' of —fertilizer, and poor farmiing practices unfavoursbly affect
'sugar recovery, and also the yleld Disintegrated and deficlent training
and " ‘research facilities can “also hinder the proper development of
‘the - sugar cane industry in the country. The Sugar Research Institute
(SRI) had clearly identified ‘the sugar cane industry could not -rely
on the existing limited number of cane varleties any longer. Al
efforts of the SR] are being directed to rectify 'this situation as
quickly as possible by broad basing the varietal spectrum with better
varieties. According to the SR, research efforts ‘of all the divisions
in the Institute focused to achieve this goal. " The priority theme
of research in sugar cane resea:ch Is vanetal Improvement (IBID 1989L

4.7 Fle!d Problems ln che “Plantatlon Sector"

. Problems, associated wzth the sugar ‘cane. mdustry m the -planta-
‘tions of the SLSC are mainty climatic reasons and ‘management diffi-
culties. - There are very few .varieties for..dry .farming conditions.
This varlety also is susceptible to pests and diseases. Climatic condi-
tions. which . vary from 'season to season and from year to year do
not- permit the -expansion of the rainfed. farming. system as well,
As a result the achievements of sugar cane production are not satis-
factory and sugar -.yield  are .also. very low. Management is salso
hampered by shortage of skilled labour for both plantation and harves-
ting. However, for.:the expansion.:of.the sugar- industry, -two. aspects
are broadly attributable, Le, (a} expansion of acreage, and (b) increase
in yleld by introdictioh of intensiVe farming techniologles: especially
through better supply of improved planting materials of drought resis-
tant varieties for rdinfed farming; adequate availability of water
supply where necessary, adequate supply of ferti!(zer and other inputs,
and adoptlon of better plam protection methods.

e
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4.8 Loan Requirements and Recoversies

The estimates of the annual loan requirements in:irespect of:!
the settlement scheme, as. per phased qut stages of the development::
from 1586 - 1989 are given below: : . . RO

1986 (Rs) 1987 (Rs) 1988 (Rs) 1989 (Rs)

(i) Medium Term loan 2,107,400 8,355,800 8,376,300
(i) Short Term loan 3,212,500 3,184,230 15,519,230 26,911,065

{Production loan)
Total

===

19,900 11,540,030 23,895,530 26,911,

At the first instance, sagricultural and subsistence credit was
provided by the SLSC in 1986 and 1987. This loan provided to far-
mers were categorised under the purpose of lending as "Medium Term
Loan" and "Short Term Loan" (Production loan). Medium term loan
is given for land preparation and purchase of seed cane. Sometimes
seed cane is provided by the SLSC. This loan is recovered in five
yearly iInstalments. Short term loan (production ican) benefits only
one crop and therefore, this amount of loan is recovered as farmers
harvested and handed over the crops to the factory. In 1986, SLSC
settled 277 farmers and had incurred an expenditure of Rs.5,319,900.00
In respect of Medium and Short term loans. In 1987 and 1988, as
all the farmers {cultivated sugar cane) harvested a more or less good
suger cane crop, the SLSC reimbursed the amount of loans given to
farmers. The project was reported to recover 100% of the cultivation
credit given to settler farmers in 1987 and 1988.

4.9 Institutional Credit for Cultivation

The provisions for institutional credit were arranged by the
SLSC during the end of 1988, with state sponsored Banks. Institutional
credit provided to the farmers in the form of loans is categorised
under short-term (production form) and long term loans. This is given
by both the People's Bank or the Bank of Ceylon. The farmer Is
required to open an account with the Bank once he starts cultivation
of the crop. The corporation deposits the respective amounts payable
for the harvested crop to the bank, from which the loan {by instal-
ment) would be deducted by them., Even though this system of credit
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was made available to the farmers, ‘there was a certain percentage
who stili obtained loans from non-institutional services €g. money
lenders at- high - interest rates, due to a variety of reasons. Most
farmers need money during the crop season for their subsistence,
and also for incidential expenses. : ' '

-
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. Annex 2
Terms of Agreement (Abstract) Between two Parties

Farmers and Sri Lanka Sugar Corporation {SLSC)

Responsibilities of the SLSC - Sevanagala Project

Land development and provision for irrigation factlities
Selection of settlers and allocation of lands for settler families
Assurance for provision of household soctal educational and
health facilities .

Supervision of irrigation and land use activities

Supply and/or arrange farm credit facilities

Supply of chemical inputs and extension services

Supply of short-term financial relief facilities {on loan) for

for harvesting and transport of sugar cane to the factory
Recovery of all loans provided and water and land taxes

Responsibilities of the Farmer

Farmers should utilize and cultivate their lands as SLSC
desired and advised

Sugar cane should be the only crop to be cultivated in
irrigated highlands and paddy In irrigated lowland plots
Farmers should follow and adopt the recommendation and
advice provided by the settlement and extension division
The farmers should sell their sugarcane production only
to the sugar factory of the SLSC.
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CHAPTER FIVE
FARM LABOUR UTILIZATION ON SUGAR CANE CULTIVATION

The lsbour utilization data was collected giving high emphasis
to the labour application pattern and its -distribution over different
activities of the cultivation calendar. As already discussed in the
preceeding chapters, employment in agriculture constitutes the form
of labour utilization compared to that of non-sgricultural activities.

5.1 Labour Use Pattern and Distribution

““The pattern of labour application in settlement -areas, where
sugar cane cultivation is already sterted dominates the labour used
for farming their own lands. As Tables 5.1 and 5.2 show, the. average
labour used per farm amounts to 196 mandays (per farm per year
or on crop season). The extent of labour in a household used for
non-agricuitural activities l.e. gemming and trading accounts to 36
mandays per one crop season (Table 5.2). A considerable proportion
of ~farmers repoeted . that they were hiring their labour for agricul-
‘tural--purposes, approximately for 40-75 days during oné’ crop’ season
in addition to. farming their own land {rormally about’ a season of
12-14 months). ' ;

The labour utilization data in the present siudy reveal ‘that-the
use of family. labour as well as exchange labour in sugar cane culti-
vation: has not. been applied in its full potential. The use of family
and exchange .labour . at its maximum possibility can cause a‘reduction
in cash. costs .to a considerable extent, consequently,” increasing - the
net income per farm. Family labour accounts for 33.2% of ‘the total
labour used, while exchange labour is less than 1.25%. - Hired 'labour
approximates - 65.5%. This can partly be caused by the ‘fact that *
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suger cané cultivation needs more labour. during specific time periods,
i.e. planting, weeding and harvesting

Table 5.1
Percentage Distribution of Labour Used in Mandays According to the
Source of Labour Proportionel to. the Total Mandays in
Sugar Cane Cultivation

Mandays "%

Total mandays used per farm for the season 196.04. . v 1_0610__1
Totul mandays of family labour used !’or 4,-‘-" S .
the season = : : TUg5.02 - 32.2

Total mandays of exchange "Aththan® '
labour used. pef fafm per ‘season w244 . 1.24
Tota! mandays of hired labour use:d 12858 h _ ..55.5

oource - Appendlx 3 Table 2‘1

PR

‘As shown in Tabie ' 5.2, in the ' overall anocation of labour input
the operationwise - dlstributlon of ' labour - allocation is remarkable.
This Indicates that planting of sugar cane and harvesting have ' recorded

the highest demand for labour allocation accounting for 125 mandays:

{about 63.5%) of total labour per farm per season. A season in sugar
cane cult!vatlon constitutes 10 f4 months’ from plenting to harvesting
which has a long time ‘span "to the end of  the circle of activities.
Other actlvities, ‘e.g.  weeding, watering -and --fertilizer application
mostly span’ over a period of 6 to 8 momhs' during the season. Data
presented In Table 5.2 °also show a very'clése similarity with the
Iabour use pattem in paddy cultivation inthls country. As in the
case of paddy cultivatlon, hired labour is ‘utilized In significent propor-
“tions in sugar ‘cane cuitivation for both land preparation and planting,
and harvesting. However, paddy is a crop of short duration compared
to sugar cane. Therefore, sugar cane farmers have
much free time to devote to any other business; speclally they have

@

&
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] Teble 5.2
Labour Use Pattern Actlvity-wise in Sugar Cane Cultlvatlon
N‘umber of Mandays
Ozeria:‘!o‘ml Famitly Labour Exchange Labour Hired Labour Total Labour Used -
ctivities
Male Female - Mandays® M ~zF  Mandays Male Female Mandays Imputed Mandays
Days % - Days % Days % Days %
1. Land Preparation ' . :

and planting ~ 104 5.3 147 226 1.8 0.8 244 100.0 248 30 27.2 21.2 44.34 22.6
2. Fencing and Clearlng' T ’

Channels o 5,32 14 6.2 9% 00 00 00 - 0.0 0.8 0.62 1.0 3.6
3. Weeding 8T 112 145 ;3 00 00 00 - 25 188 146 31 170
4. Fercliizer '

Application 3.65 1.3 4.7 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 2.1 1.6 6.81 3.5
3. Watering 17.9 2.82 19.7% 304 0.0 00 0.0 - 0.0 0.8 0.46 20,35 10.3
8. Alter Care 60 00 00 00 00 0.0 00 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 . 0.0 0.0
7. Harvesting 342 045 L7454 00 00 00 - 16.9 76,7 59.8  80.24  40.9
8. Transport .62 0.13 1.174 2.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 - 0.1 2.38 1.8 4.12 2.1

S .
All 50.7 17,9 65.02 1000 1.82 0.8 2.44 1000 110.0 22.4 128.58 100.0 196.04 100.0
Source : Appendix 3, Table 2.1 - Cost of Production Per Farm

* Percentages of kinds of labour used to ths total sumber of mandays

Totel mandays ' 196.04 100.0% .

Total mandayn of family labour 65,02 33.2%

Total mandays of exchange labour 2.4 1L.U%

Total mandays of hired labour 128.58 85.5%

Ly
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time to even ‘initiate planting of another plot. of land for sugar cane
or to cultivate paddy: {if given) in.the project .area.; It was evident
that many farmers were in:a: position.to::manage even-a farm of 1.5
ha. in extent. Provisions facilitating for more labour . use add suffi-
cient production:to: the farm ‘household. A productivity. analysis. shows
that each additionali .labour unit adds: {0.1658).an increment. to produc-
tion. The analysis based on the information of production, total man-
days of family labour used, total mandays of hired lebour used and
total mandays of labour (other variable i.e. levels of input use were
constant) indicated that there was a positive relationship. between
total labour use and-production. ;

The labour : utilization data collected in. the:::sample villages
relating to non-icanei cultivators was incomplete, *hecause many of
them were not ‘In" a:'good position to- respond to- the study team.
This was because they were, on the one hand, agressive towards the
SLSC for committed delays in land alienation and on the other, they
were receiving a living allowance of Rs.350/= per month from the
SESC. It was evident that the majority of settlers were agricultural
labourers working for the cane farmers In the project, as well as
for settlers in other paddy farming settlements in the vicinity of
this project. Nearly 80% of their labour was hired out for agriculture
as evident from the foregoing data. There was no assurance ‘of aval-
lability’ of woark daily, and the work ‘fwelf wes time specific, for the
non-sugar cane cultivating farmers of the project. However, eccording
to the survey data they were completely dependent on the living
" allowance and the income relief stamps given by the SLSC, during
lean season when the demand for hired labour was limited.

5.2 Sugar Cane Harvesting - Labour Problems

 Non-availability of sufficient number of labourers for harvesting
of sugar cane both in the Corporation's "estate-sector” and the
"settiement sector” has been cited by the Sevanagala project autho-
rities<'as o serlous impediment faced by- them. At present the
nestate-sector” needs 200-300 daily paid labourers for harvesting sugar
cane for the factory during the cane crushing season. Average har-
vesting output per manday for the season is around 0,72 . mt, Labour
supply for cane harvesting can be a serious problem at the time of
project completion, as there are about 1500 ha. to be developed and
cultivated “with sugar cane. The settlement sector alone will need
sbout ' 600° labourers per day, and sitogether the: project will need
about 1200-1500 -temporary labourers per day for supplying 1200 mt,
of ‘sugar cane to the factory during the crushing season. . :
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'+ The leaders -of temporary labour gangs explained to us that they
are - neither paild - satisfactory wages nor provided with adequate
accomodation during their stay. As most labourers are brought to
the project area from different districts by labour contractors provi-
sions for satisfactory accommodation facilities for them are important.
Due to these shortcomings, labourers from outlying areas of the
project are unwilling to work as cane cutters either for the farmers

or for the Corporation.

To overcome the labour shortages, certain methods could be .

adopted. If the harvesting of the settlement sector can be pro-
grammed to begin once the estate sector is over, it would facilitate
the continuous supply of labour for .both sector as well as supply of
sugarcane to the factory. Farmers should be encouraged to use their
family labour as well as exchange labour for harvesting their sugar-
cane. Encouragement for settlers and outsiders to act as labour con-
tractors or labour suppliers .to. the Corporation, paying workers attrac-
tive daily wages and also . providing casual workers with adequate
accommodation and self catering faclllties, are immediate remedial

measures to be considered
5.3 -Transport of Sugar Cam ﬁahesm
/ Durlng the two cropping seasons in 1987 and first harvesting

season -in 1988, all the farmers. transported their cane by private trac-
tors . and - trailers.. - Although the SLSC has its own tractors, trailers

and cane haulers, this equipment was not used for transporting sugar .

cane harvest: of the allottees as expected. According to the cotpora-
tion officials this was due to certain drawbacks. '

i. It was observed by the SLSC 'that & heavy financial loss hed

- ‘been incurred by the Corporatlon by employing . officers to super-
. vise tractor operators'. performance during working hours, This
. arrangement .was. necessitated by the fact that a number of

. corrupt practices had been reported to them, i.e. taking of
. bribes - (SLSC 1986 & 1987). .

ﬂ.‘-'e:..'me |ong timq period required to repair tractors and trailers
o b oorporatlon workshops. .

VWhen there was a breakdown of a tra‘ler loaded  with cane, it

» would -teke a ‘number - of, days to repair the vehicle, Under the
circumstances, additional cnst had to be incurred.in discharging

and reloading which had to be, paid by the Corporatlom Delays.

ln transporung cane to the factory leads to deterioration of
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cane, thus causing considerable financial loss to the allottees,
as well as to the industry, since the cane is purchased on R.C.S.

value,

iil, Heavy losses have been caused by damages toc concrete struc-
tures (irrigation network) due to carelessness of corporation trac-
tor operations. But negligence of private tractors and trailer
drivers during the harvesting seasons in 1986, 1987 and 1988
was not reported by the Corporation.

Taking into consideration the above circumstances, the Corpora-
tion privatised the cane transport system {in the allottees sector)
completely. Then the allottees hired private 4 wheel tractors and

“trallers for transporting their cane to the factory. The farmers were

encouraged to organise contractors to supply tractors to the settle-
ment area during the harvesting seasons. The tractor owners hire
their tractors to the {middle men/organising contractors) and these
contractors in turn hire the tractors to the farmers onadaily contract
basis (eg. Rs.400/= per day). One tractor trailer can easily transport
8-10 mt. of cane to the factory, thus the transport cost per I mt
is around Rs.40/= to Rs.50/=. It was observed that this "organising
contractor” system in transportation of cane was operating smoothly
during the harvesting seasons in 1988.

Transport of cane can be a problem to the SLSC towards 1990-91
with the completion of the project. When project land is fully culti-
vated with sugar cane (settlement sector) during the harvest seasons,
more than 1000 smt. of sugar cane are expected to be harvested daily.
Therefore, there will be a need for 100-130 tractors and trailers per
day for transporting cane to the factory. Perhaps this could be solved
if the delays in the factory yard-could be minimised by a quicker
method for unloading and weighing the cane loads, thereby increasing
the delivery turns of a tractor and a trailer. Improvement in the
efficiency of usage of available tractors in the area can be the imine-
diate solution to the perceived transportation problem..
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CHAPTER SIX

INCOME DISTRIBUTION PATTERN IN THE PROJECT AREA

In this chapter, an analysis of income distribution is attempted
giving emphasis to categorization of farm families, Farm families
fall into two main groups, {a) cane cultivators, and (b) non-cane
cultivators. Cane cultivators are again sub-divided into two groups,

{a) harvested, and (b} non-harvested. The difference in income
shown in Table 6.1 are primarily due to unevenness in farm alloca-
tion among farmers. It was evident that about 78.0% of the total
farmers of the project were not handed over cane lands at the time
of the survey. This chapter discusses a number of aspects relating
to household income such as its composition and distribution over
the different farmer categories as mentioned above. In order. to
measure the extent of household income and its distribution (a) over
the economic activities, and (b} over the farm households; 8s basic
income units In the project area, the criteria of total cash incomes
received per farm household was used.

6.1 A Note on Measuring Income Instability and Inequality of
Sugar Cane Farmers and Non-sugar Cane Farmers ’

This section of the chapter attempts to examine some aspects
of instability and  inequality in respect of income; in the sugar cane
farming and non-farm activities. An effort also was made to explain
and examine the implication of income distribution in this project
area. An sttempt has also been made to provide information on the
patternof farm income distribution and the process of income move-
ments within distribution; based on the following issues,

(a) The incomes used in this part are the incomes of the whole
farm enterprise and not the Income of farming only. )
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(b) The study was undertaken to survey the collecting of farm. house-
hold data relating to the year that the survey was conducted.
it was not possible, to study the extent to which individual farm
fncomes moved within the total distribution from one year to
the other.

Table 6.1
Composition of Average Annual Household Income

. Sugar Cane ‘cultivators Non-sugar Cane
Source of income Harvested Non-harvested Cultivators
Rs. % Rs. % Rs. %
Farming 48,042.00 94.6 3,665.00 37.5 224.00 2.0
Salaried employment  300.00 0.6 133.00 1.4 186.00 1.7
Self employment 1,110.00 2.2 0 0.0 1,203.00 10.7
Hirlng lebour ~ 733.00 1,4 1,803.00 18.4 5,620.00 49.9
Living subsidy 0 0.0 -3,000.00 -30.7 2,804.00 25.8
{given by SLSC) ' ,

Food stamps 598.00¢ 1,27 1,181.00 12.1  1,123.00 10.0
Total $0,762.00 100.0 9,783.00 100.0 11,260.00 100.0

-~ Source: Apendix"‘}, Table 2.1 and 2.2

The data presented In Table 6.1 show. an uneven distribution of
household’ incomes among farmer categories. The. crop harvested
category among sugar cane cultivated  farmers,’ which comprise only
13.6% of the total settlers of the project, received a very high in-
come as it had averaged Rs.50,782.00 :6f -an annual income, while the
non harvested category “(amounted to 8.7% of the settiers) snd non-
sugar cane cultivators category (which amounted to about 78.0% of
the settiers of the project) had reported (to have received) about a
Rs.9,783.00 and Rs.11,26.00 average annual income, respectively. Nearly
60.6% of the average income of non-sugar cane cultivtors was from
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self employment activities and hiring out labour. Living subsidy and
food relief stamps rank as second and third sources of income; which
approximate to 35.8% and 10.2% of the average incomes, respectively.
The non-harvested category of the sugar cane cultivator group of
the project was soley dependent on living subsiddy (30.7%) and food
stamps (12.1%) and on the hiring out of their labour in agricultural
activities (37.5%).

\

Table 6.2

Distribution of Annual Income Among Households
of the Project in 1983

Annual
icome per % of famers. M Tl oM come

0 - 5,000 30.0 30.0 6.0 6.0
5,000 - 7,500 12.0 42.0 3.8 9.8
7,501 - 10,000 17.0 $9.0 1.0 16.0
10,001 - 12,500 16.0 76.0 7.6 23.6
12,501 - 15,500 2.0 78.0 3.8 27.4
15,001 and over 23.0 100.0 72.6 100.0

Source: Appendix 3, Table 2.1 and 2.2

An uneven distribution of income over the income categories
shown in Table 6.2 Is due mainly to the fact that only about one
fourth of the sample houscholds had harvested their cane crop in
the project area. About 24,8% of the farm household who soid their
cane crops earned more than 72% of the total income earned by the
sample households. This was due to the higher incomes (about
Rs.50,782.00 of an average farmer income) obtained by sugar cane
harvestd farmers. This proves the fact that sugar cane cultivation
is becoming a more viable source of farm income in this sugar deve-

lopment project area.




CHAPTER ' SEVEN

COST OF PRODUCTION AND INCOME LEVELS IN
SUGAR CANE CULTIVATION

This chapter presents and discusses the composmon of cost and
returns associated with sugar cane cultivation in .project farms at
average levels of the sample farm households. Special attention was
pald to ascertain the levels of- money receipts and expenses because
such criteria can be used to comprehend .the commercial orlentatlon
of the farmers, .

7.1 Cost of Production Per Farm Unit

Production costs, classified in terms of cash and won-cash costs
incurred per farm household in respect of the sugar cone cultivation
during 1987/88 crop season (plant crop) are given ‘below. The average
size of the cane farm unit was 0.75 ha.

As shown in Table 7.1, on an average, the total production costs
per farm unit approximates Rs.20,882.57 of which only one third has
been incurred for cultivation practices other than harvesting and trans-
port. Of the total costs incurred for. harvesting- and transport about
90% was for labour charges and vehicles used:for transport of cane

© to the factory.

7.2 Cash Production Costs

Cash inputs in cane cultivation are very high compared with those
of paddy cultivation, as it accounts for 87.8% of the total cost. How-
ever, only 12.2% of this {of the total cost) is eccounted for non-cash




: Table 7.1

Average Productlon Costs Per Farm Unit Classified

“by Cash Costs and Non-cash Costs - 1987/88

- : Cosh .. Cash

o oo Activity . Nor;‘s'ash - % © Rs % Total %
A. Seed-cane value and :

- seed cane transport - - 1,606.38- . 8.7 1,606,338 8.4
B. Ploughing . S ,

(paid. to SLSC) - B 2,405.00 - 131 2,405.00 12.6
C. Land Preéération ) S o :

and Planting 628.50 ~ 248 999.5 5.4 1,628.00 8.80
D. Fenclng and ST Lo ) N o

;_-Cleaﬂng Channels /8 8.9 ) 23.00 0.1 oo 246,10 1.3
E._Weedmg 543.60 213, © 1,04005 . 57 1,583.65 8.30
F. Fertillzer R - '

Application 188.60 - 7.4 - 1,675.46 - 9.1 1,864.11 9.80
G. Watering 68530 %69 2500 . 02 71025 3.7
H. After Care . S i - - .
L Harvesting 170.90 6.8 . 469140  25.8  4,82.25  25.6
J. Transport 102.90 4.0 5,874.00 3.0 5,976.80 3.4

All - 2,542.80 12.2 18,339.80 87.8 20,882.57 100.0

Source : Appendix 3, Table 2.1
- % i <

&
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payments, being imputed values of the farmer's own production resour-

. ces.,used, specifically, family labour. The direct cash costs incurred
- through various stages of. the husbandry differ markedly. Of the total
- liquid cash utilized. per farm, about, 14.2% had been used for primary

activities, Le. seed cane, land preparation, planting and fencing _and
clearing the irrigation channels.  About 13.1% had been incurred for
ploughing the land with tractors. Weeding, fertilizer application,
watering and after care activities had. entailed 15.0% .of the- total
cash costs. Harvesting itself accounted for “about 25.6% of the total
cash costs whilst transport approximated 32.0%. It was evident that
if the farmers could use more family labour and-exchange labour
{"Aththan™ for harvesting and transport of cane, rationally the cash
cost involved could have been reduced by 25%. The Table 7.1 given
above indicates an activity wise break down of the production expenses

as reported by the cane farmers in the farm survey of 1987/88.

An input (use) - breakdown of the cash costs is tabulated
in Table 7.2, given below. _ S

Table 7.2

*
Percentage Distribution of Cash - Production
_ Expenses Classified by Inputs - Averages

Cash Production ltems . Value {Rs) S %
1. Seed Cane T 1,606.00 8.7
2. Vehicles and Tractor Charges 7,812.00 ' 42.5
3. Fertilizer and Agro-chemicals . 1,853.00 - 10.0
4. Hired Labour Charges '7,116.00 - 38.8
ALL ST 18,387.00 100.0
* For, plant crop only . . Source: Appendix 3, Table 2~ . o

VU Rg seen In t“ﬁé" Tab_l.él'>1.2l above, in'tefms of percentages ‘the’
costs incurred for tractors in ploughing, “tand preparation ‘and trens-
port _approximat% 42% of the total cash ‘outlay. Labour charges ranks
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second as it ‘amounted to 38.8% of the cash expenses. For plant
crop in cane cultivation tractor charges seem to’ be very high ‘s it
involves such land levelling and ploughing ‘which are not required in
the use of the ratoon crops. Sugar cane cultlvation ‘requires more
hired labour for Weedlng ‘and harvesting for both plant and ratoon

crops.
7.3 Composltlon of leed Labour Costs

. Table 1..3 :
Composition of Hired Labour Expenses Classiﬁed L
by Farm Activmes

Field Operations " I Value (Rs) o o(,
1. Seed cane plant!ng 999.50 - | 15.2
2, Fencing and clearing channels. . | 23.00 0. 3
% Weedng w10 6
4, Fertilizer ap;;ucation | 94.60 | L5
5. W@terlng. (irrigated land:): .b ” 5.0 . __ 0.4
6. After care | - - ' -
7. Harvesting 489 71.0

8, Transport N
TOTAL © 660L00  100.0

Source' .Appendix 3, Table 2.1

Table 7.3 above indlcates that the bulk of the wage payment
of hired labour in cane cultivation is incurred for seed cane planting
and -harvesting (86.2%). The use of more hired labour during planting,
|weedlng and. harvesting seasons is due mainly to inadequacy of family

.| and_exchange fabour (Aththan) supply to meet the - labour
‘ demands. during specific peak periods of the husbandry. o
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7.4 Non-cash Production Costs

Table 7.4

Non-cash Production Costs Classified
{Field Operations) by Activities

Family & Exchange Other Resources
Labour Use : Used

Field Operation
Value Rs, % Value Rs. %

1. Seed .c;pne'plamlng:-ii : 628.50 25.2 - -
2. Fencing & Clearing channels 323.10 8.9 - -
3. Weeding ' 543.60  21.8 - .
4. Fertlllzer Application . 188.60 7.6 - -
5. Wra;erlng {irrigated .jand) 685.30 27';10 - -

i

6. After care S " ‘

7. Harvesting
8. Transpor:ti;.; :
TOTAL i

Source:; Appendix 3, Table 2.1 and 2.2

~ Generally non-cash, production costs involve the imputed -value
of owned production resource .used by ,the. farmers, In respect of
cne farmers in the project area ‘non-cash production costs as given
in the Teble 7.4 soley coastitute the family .and exchange.. labour
resogrqes._ It: has' been .indicated that. more, family labour has. been;:.
utilized in planting and . irrigating; the farm, but the family  labour

used'“for harvesting Is. remarkably, .low @s.compared with. the family ...
.. The- employment: of more.-.

iaboti¥avajlability in the project, are

g g 7 i S
hireﬂ';igﬁgér ‘for harvesting is suggestive of an inadequate -familiarity .
of ¢he ‘availabie  family . labour in. harvesting, for the —majority of the -

farmers of ‘the project area had cultivated cane for the first time..
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7.5 Income

. This section of the chapter examines the extent of returns to
farmer's production inputs and its viability for .covering the total
. oosts incurred for cultivation and for maintaining the subsistence

expenses of the farm households.

Table 7.5
Extents of Incomes (Average) and Net-Returns {Average) -

A. Total Cash Total expenditure Gross income (from cane)
Expenditure Rs (Gross (;,;penditure) per year per month
s _per_farm Rs, Rs.
18,387.00 h 20,883.00 45,612.00 3,801.00
B. Total Cash ~Total expenditure  Net_ lncome (from _cane)_
Expenditure Rs. fincluding family per farm ‘per month
jabour) Rs, .per_year Ras, .-Rs.
18,387.00 ©20,883.00 27,225.00  2,268.75
C. Total Cash ‘Total expenditure Net_return_{from _cane)
Expenditure Rs. {tncluding family: per farm per month
o labour) Rs. per year Rs, Rs,

18,387.00 20,883.00 7 24,729.00  2.060.75

Source: Appendix 3, Table 2.1 and 2.2

. As detailed in .Table 7.5 above, the' gross annual income per
farm household in-, the . study area accounted for Rs.45,612.00, . with
a monthly gross income . of around Rs.3,801.00. The gross income

" constituted the total cash value galned by selilng the total cane

production. The current level of net- -income {exclusive of cash costs)
_per farm averages Rs.2T, 225.00 per season (approximately 12 months)
with a monthly net income of Rs.2,268.75. The current level of
net-returns (exclusive of cash and non-cash expenditure) per cane

-
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per cane farm household approximates a net-annual return of Rs,
24,729/= with a monthly net-return of Rs,2,060.75 form sugar cane,
per farm household,

Toble 7.6
Input, Output Relationship - Average Farm .
Household Data e an
Average yield per- ‘farm (in tons) e o
Value, famlly and exchange labour used ...h" _ Rs, 2,495.90
Value of own transport g : Rs. 47.00
Value of hired labour used T Rs. 6,601.40
Contractors oost _ - . Rs. 514,40
Value of other inputs used : o ’ Rs.11,223.99
Total value of cash input used - ‘ ‘Rs.18,339.79
Total costs (cash input non-cash input) - Rs.20,882.69
Cost of production per on? ton of sugar cane Rs.  230.41
Cash cost per ton. of sugar ‘cane S Rs. 202.35
Non cash input per ton of sugar cane Rs. 28.06
Gross fa;'m-goate value of production * Rs.45.611.69
Value added by a farm household per season - - . ' Rs.24,729.00

In terms of net-returns estimated to a farm household by cultiva-
ting ‘'sugar cane -the above table 7.6 shows. that . irrigated. cane cuitivation
has given higher returns compared with that of irrigated paddy cultiva-
txon (Henegedara 11989), )
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7.6 Productivity of Farm Resources

In this part of the chapter the farm income analysis.is further.
extended to study the productivity of major farm imputs, lLe. land
(farm size), labour and working capital used per farm unit in the
study area. The analysis is based on. the measures of gross and net
returns. The net return serves as a useful index of profitability In
farm budget anmalysis. The net-return values are derived by netting
out all the expenses (total production costs) from the gross farm gate
value of the total production. As seen in the Table 7.7 labour produc-
tivity seems to be very high among the sugar cane cultivators in the
project area. On a per ha. basis gross returns from sugar cane culti-
vation are seen to be nearly tiwo and a half times that of paddy culti-
vation (based on the current cost of production studies in paddy culti-

vation).
Table 7.7
Average Productivity of Inputs in Cane Cultivation
o+ Land : Labour _ Working capital

{Extent of farm is (Total mandays used ' (Total cash cost in-

- 0.75 ha. , were: 196.04  curred was Rs. 18,387/=
_Gross Net-returns  Gross Net-rét\_xrns Gross  Net-
return per ha. “feturns per manday * feturns: returns
per ha. Rs, per man- Rs.  per rup. per rupee

Rs. day Rs. T T Tspent spent -
60,818.00 32,972.00 ~  310.19  168.19 . 3.3 1.80

* inputed for one ha. farm o o ‘
Source : Appendix 3, Table 2.1 and 2.2

1 Sugar Cane Yield

The average sugar cane yield. for' the: plant crop has been reported
aroind 90.6 metric tons ‘(per 0.75: ha...farm) in the project area.
‘ No farm unit was reported to have harvested its lst. ratoon crop at

the ‘item of the survey as all the farm units had cultivated the plant
crop at the end of 1986, and in 1987. The average yield of the plant
crop in the settlement area appears to be higher than that of the
estimated yleld at the appraisal stage. .
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_ Table 7.8
Cost of Cultivation as SLSC Estimated
. . Anticipated Cost Cost ' per
. Crop . -yleld per per mt. acre
. acre {0.4ha)Mt. Rs, {0.4 hs)
1. Plant Crop 38.0 272.00 10,350.00
2. Ratoon -~ 1 34.0 ,'_182.00 6,195.00
3. Ratoon - 2 29.0 194.00 5,630.00
4. Ratoon - 3 23.0 235.00 . 5,410.00
S. - 4 20.0 260.00 5,200.00

Ratoon

Sourcer: SLSC - Sevenagala Progress Report {1988)

The sugar Corporation has estimated production cost emphasising
use of hired labour, but farmers are used to higher wages in planting
and harvesting only. Thus the average cost incurred by farmers seems:
to be low compared to SLSC's estimate.

Teble 7.9

Classified by Villages

Average Yield of Sugar Cane in the Project

Number of farmers

Total

Villages Average

in the reported & % production yiel dg
sample No. of % (tons} - {tons)

_farmers :

Sevanagala 13 32.5 921.09 70.85
Moraketiya 4 10.0 288.00 72.00
Muthuminigama i 21.5 1,059.09 96.28
Ginigalpelassa 12 30.00 1,357.19 113.10
Total 40 100,00 3,625.37 90.63
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Though the average yield (project level) seems to be, conside-
rably high in some villages this is not so.. Two villages of the sample
averaged a yleld of about 70.85 mt. and 72.0 mt. respectively. The
other two villages of the sample show a successful field which ave-
raged 96,28 mt. and 113.10 mt. respectively. The low cone ylelds
in the first two villages (as given in the table 7.8) are mainly resui-
ting fromthe low standards of cultivation practices adopted. Twelve
farmers, out of 17 of the sample in two villages replied that they

were unaware of the beneficial effects of sugar cane farming; else

they could have paid good after care attention in their sugar ceme

cultivations. A few farmers complained about shortcomings . involved -

in irrigation and fertilizer application. However, extension autho-
ritlies will have to strengthen -their services focussing the need to
help such poor farmers in the project.




CHAPTER EIGHT

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS; AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS

e
EaNs

The present study in the Sevenagala Sugar Development Project
constitute a Mid-Projec,t‘",‘Soc!_p“_v f‘Econvq;ri\ic, Assessment, focussing on
effective benefits of the project on setiler farmers and encroachers
in_ the area. Sugar cane cultivation has been organized in three sys-
tems in the project area, i.e. (I} corporation managed micleus "planta-
tion estates” (2) farmer allotments partly managed by the corporation
{settiement sector), and (3) out growers, who have private lands adja-
cent to, the project areas. The field investigations were referred only

to a3 cropping year, commencing at the end of 1986 and lIst quarter

of 1987, and harvest in 1987 end Ist. quarter of 1988. Therefore,
the farm level data was gathered only for plant crops in the study
area. s . :

The irrigable land ares of 1860 ha. had been planned to be culti-
vated with sugar cane under a settlement scheme of 2480 farm fami-
lies. The sugarcane produced would be used by the factory of SLSC,
The irrigable orea of 1860 ha. had not been developed and handed
over to the settlers as planned, thus the settiers' sector (about 78.0%)
failed to grow sugarcane as planned, in 1986, and in 1987; consequently
the,;supply of their produce to the factorv was, remarkably over low
in. }988. . .Each sugar cane farmer isentitled to have 0.75 ba. of sugar
cane, jand, _(,)_.25,3,,!)&,&{ paddy land and 0.10 ha. of homestead piot
totalling - 1.10. ha,/ farm household. The settlers area is planned to

) H

Ay, : _
be developed for ‘;{Lgﬂfgp}t‘ed sugar cane cultivtion, and another highland
sugar cane, ared_was planned to be developed for rainfed cultivation
under the, SLSC's,‘'mansgement which is cailed "plantation sector".
The Udawalawe reservoir has sufficient water to meet the full require-

ment of the settler area for irrigation.
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Summery of Study Findings

The maior criticism made by teh farmers on the project develop-
ment was the delays committed by the SLSC end work contrac-
tors in construction of irrigation net-work and land development

in the settlement sector. Non-agricultural infrastructural net- -

work and other facilities were also reported to be inadequate
and also poorly developed. Although the road netwrok in the
settlement as well as in the farm areas (presently cultivating

areas) hed been completed at the time the survey was conducted, .

many access roads were almost impassable on ralny days. Electri-
city and telecommunicatjon facilities are provided specially for
the "use of high ranking officers, official quarteérs -and office
and factory buildings. Electricity was also provided for the
offices and, for the quarters of the field snd factory officials
and technocrafts. Electricity was not provided .to the settlement
villages int. he project area. Educational needs of the farm popu-
lation were not adequate. Community health facilities and
cooperative stores were also inadequately provided to the project

‘area. The propesed town centre {Danduma) was not completed

at the time of the survey..

Aboht ,fd\:x;r.._,.fifths of the settler farmers have traditional thatched
and daub. homes. The Corporation, at the beginning of the

- settlement .gave lis..l;QOO/= per farm household to build a house,

This amount. of money was not adequate for farmers to build
a house, even insufficient for farmers €6 buy timber, thus they
could buy only some tiles for the roof. Some farmers brought
pol-attu (cadjan) for the roof of their daub houses. Farmers
who. gained satisfactory income from gemming and trading built
permanent -houses using improved building materials. Domestic

water supply, , specifically drinking water ‘was supplied through:

tube wells constructed. in the settler villages.

The majority of farmers reported that they possessed only a
narrow range of utility items i.e. radios, mammoties, bicycles.
A few farmers rported that they had cattle and buffaloes. Lives-
tock farming can be developed in the project area as meny for-
mers had previous knowledge in rearing in the project area.
Livestock. farming .can prayide (a) new avenues for employment
and additional income to the household, (b) improvement of the

diet and. reducing malnutrition amongst the farm families, and.

{c) draught power and manure for homesteads.

]
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(4) A typical land holding in the project constitutes of 0.10
ha. homestead, 0.25 ha. paddy land and 0.75 ha. sugar cane land.
Since land preparation is done by the corporations's tractors
most farmers reported that they could easily manage a holding
of 1.5 ha, sugar cane land and 0.50 ha. paddy land in the project
area,

(5) - Currently, the cultivation of sugar cane allotments with~
in the project was extremely limited (including land given in
1988 and: 1989) to a 24% of the settlers who .have access to
irrigation facilities. = lrrigation facilities for other - farmers (as
to new schedute) wili bP provlded by 1990, S

6y - Income - (Allottee- Sector) received by farmers who harves-
ted thelr cane crop reported:ito. be satisfactory (for more than
70.0% fo the farmers) in the study area. Allottees cultivating
-sugarcane (in the project  allotments) receive income from several
other activities such as hiring labour, home gardening, paddy
cultivation {in reservations) gemming, cottage industries, trading
and others. Our income analysis shows that & few farmers who
are cultivating sugarcane, are recelving more than 80% of their
income from sugarcane cultivation in the project. Farmers are
becoming more enthusiastic in sugar cane cultivation as they
have realized the profitability of the crop. In the first harvest
in 1988, although the average yield was reported to be more
- than. 112 mt. per ha., a higher yield (sbove 120 mt. per ha.).
" was obtained only by the farmers in Ginigalpalassa village: other
villagers are reported to be receiving lower yleld. However,
‘presently, Sevenagala (1987 and 1988 average) farmers have
reported high yield as 90.63 mt. per farm {about 0.75 ha.), com-
pared to Kanthaiai and Hingurana Projects. The sugar cane yield
received in the project area ranged between 30 mt. per farm
to 130 mt. per farm. They also recelve a monthly average
income, of Rs.2,700.00 (net income). The average production
costs (including imputed costs) per farm was sbout Rs.20,800.00
(total cost- of.-production per one ton of sugar cane Wwas
equivalent to ‘Rs.230/=). The gross income of a 0.75 ha. farm
was about Rs.45,600/= per season. However, out of about 2400
farmers in the project area, nearly 600 farmers who cultivated
sugarcane.in 1986, 1987 and 1988 have proved that sugarcane
can be-grown adequately for the factory by settlemem schemes
with ‘irrigstion facilities.A
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m.

" “The average labour productivity in suger cane cultivation
is higher than. the cultivation of paddy and pulses. Most farmers

"have access to 'out-projéct job opportunities,i.e. tradlng, gemming,

" ‘hiring out their iabous’ for agricultural and non-agriculturel acti-

" vities' in the farm settlements in - the vicinity. of the project

area. However, they have opportunities to cover about 20%
of the average inocme engaging in non-farm (their own farm)

e activities in the project area.

®

lncome distribution analysis indlcated considerable variatlons
among project farms as most of the farmers did not have their
own farms at the time the survey was done. Amongst sugar
cane cultivation farmers ihcome variations had been caused by
the different levels of crop damages for the following reasons
i.e the poor drainage conditions of the farms, Inadequacy of
irrigation provided, ' less enthusiasm by farmers, and recurrent

" damages from buffaloes and” wild boar. It was observed that

encouraging farmers (a) to ise their own labour in sugar cane
cultivation, (b} to hire their labour in: factory work as well as

"+ in harvesting sugar cane in plantation, estates, (c) to engage

in non-agricultural .activlt'ies during alack periods when faim

‘activities "are not required,  and to use family labour, has a

desirableé potential - effect in lessening income inequalities among

(9) N

pro]ect al lottees. ’

In the pre—pfoject situatlon, the majoﬂty of farmers was
 shifting ' cultivators as weli” as agricultural labourers, "Chena"
farming was a supplememary which was an integral part of the
‘ farm'“household ‘activity. The major problem was unpredictable
‘rainfall on which the success of - the shifting farming system
depended. This caused a low morale among farmers who had
nelther liquid cash nor assets, nor produce, nor any alternative

" me_ans Qf land use’ and farm resources application.

" * 'The proposed settler modernization programme under the
Sevenagala Sugar Development Project enviseged to create an
economicatly viable intensive farm unit provided with improved
lrrlgation facilities,  extension service, and’ agro-inputs. However,

' the present study reveals that the economic system on which

they depend “at “present on other than rrigated sugar cane

" farming. The differént activities have provided stability to the
" farm  household economy in .the project’ . area. The

farmers have proved that, by the due to the

%

®
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labour allocation patterns in sugar cane cultivation, and by the
state of provisions of family and hired labour. availability a farm
household can manage. more land than the present extent of
cultivation. P,

At present sugar cane |is cultwal;;':‘é7 .soley for use in the
sugar factory. According to officials , ag. well as farmers all

" sugarcane produce was bought by the sugar factory. There are

Y ed

(11)

(13)

possibitities for other marketing channels to install small scale
juggary maeking plants where sugarcane can be supplied at a
higher price than which is afford by. SLSC, The arrangements
made by the SLSC for purchasing sugar cang products from the
farmers were highly . criticised by the. farmers due to delays
committed in. issuing. permission for cutting, weighing of produc-
tion at the factory premises, and in purchasing and payments.

The set-up of orgenizational arrangements for the supply .
of production inputs for sugar cane cultivation was satisfactory.
Though some farmers complained of delays in delivering of ferti-
lizer and other chemicals. According to the farmers this has
heppened because some field. level extension officers had. not -

. visited the farms, as shown in the scheduled field visit

programmes.

The agricultural extension resources currently provided
for servicing the suger cane . farmers in the project area were
reported to be inadequate. The training [acilities provided for
the present extension personnel were also insufficient., The dis-
cussion held with officials as well as with farmers based on
a few selected indicators which were used to assesws the degree
of farmer contacts with the extension activities indicated a
remarkably low farmer interection with field workers, except
in Ginigalpalessa village. Ginigalpalessa farmers reported that -
their field officers often visited the farms, and he was tactful
with the farmers when he explained the know-how of particular

farming activities: - .

The information collected on water management did not indicate

. signs of unequal water - distribution. according to the location

of farm plots. Water was provided to fields In specific turn
outs, once ip: 10-12 days, as. the extension. officer recommended.

Water requirement- for a plot depended on the soil texture

...and the slope of the farm.  The farm plots in the same tract




{a number of farms) can vary in farm characteristics Le texture
of soil and siope etc. Water requirements for the farms may
. even depend on climatic conditions. The irrigation provided
to the farms once in 10.12 days was enough just to monitor
the plot for a few hours. Some.parts of the plot did not re-
.ceive water due to poor .levelling and land preparation. These
matters should be taken into consideration in irrlgatlon and land
preparation activities. .

(14) The project orﬂclalé reported that there were no disputes
reported on water issues and damages to irrigation structures.
When development is completed ) there can be water

management constraints, providing .irrlgatipn for nearly 2500
farms. < Water can be a scarce resource to the profect, and
therefore due attention should be paid to this aspect. -

8.2 Conclusions and Policy Implications

o The presentation of this survey highlights observation on land

settlement and agricultural problems in the Sevensgala Sugar Develop-
ment Project - on a request from the Secretary, Ministry of
Agricultural Development and Research who recognized the urgent
need to understand the conditions prevailing in the project, which
need careful handnng of the sugar industry in the country. This report
is aimed at furnishing knowledge on the causes and consequences of
. the non-achievement of project objectives during the implementation
perfod, which commenced in 1980. Though the Sevenagala project
Is in its 4th and 5th years of implementation, the infrastructure deve-
lopment target was dampened by varicus implementation difficulties
born. of management and administrative realities. As much of this
report is concerned with diagnosmg problems and idemﬂ‘ying solutfons,
it’ conveys excessive management constraints faced by the SLSC.,
There are few effects suqh as:

{1} failure to keep up with targéts of infrastructure development;

(2) tack of adequately planned extension programmes for {except
in Ginigalpallessa vil_!qge) sugarcane -cultivators in the project

.’(3) poor ,éduéétioh,}}‘iéayhh and sanitary facilitles; and
{4) unsaiisfactdry collateral relationship (which are 'a necessity

for a successful project development) between settlers and
project officials.
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(1) ' The:iproblems associated Wm“hﬂ sugar i.r}g\(iétry, both

~in the. plantation .and the.settlement sector are due to an in-
- ‘adequate development -.of infrastyuptural facilities . that are
.. essential for cane cultiyation and. management. Such difficulties
have inhibited adequate expansion of the cultivation of sugar
cane causing insufficient supply of sugar cane to the sugar
-+:factorlés, 1In .some projects external management difficulties

- wege partly: responsible, for, such. unsatisfactory situations.

EE TR ON Sk LA T Ay

" Ingfficienciés 'Iin ‘the ‘use’ of rcapital, lsobur, machinery
_and’ equipient and’ other ‘associated inputs had -decreased .the
g exbg__r}sidﬁ of areas cultivated /with :sugar canes~:Thus the - inade-
_quaté supply “of raw material’ to' the factory was.- the.; result
ratfier “than - the’‘cause, of ‘tfie ‘main industrial”problems arising
he~ sugar: dévelopment” projects in the - country. The overall
 agriciltiral “and industriaf problems in Sugar -Development Pro-
Jects in' Sri” Lanka''can bé rélated to some “aspects of overall
“agricultural’ production ahd industrial relations that exist +in
‘the country\ Froni this perspective, we could. go on.to: exanine
thé" economic' “forces that™ have  increased 'the use of: modern
technology in° fHrm "husbaridry, namely use of fertilizer, chemi-
cals, farm machinery and use of high yielding varieties

which have' ‘paved’ ‘the way for expansion in areas cultivated

_ with "food crops; "thiis increasing production.

Q{e;pité “those forces which are causing rapid changes  in
L s« k technology and output, generally, well menaged infra-
_.'_"‘gtru_(’;_@;e development (irrigation & transport {acilities}) and
...efficiency of ' Project’ management are vital for the success
....of project programmes’in any country, These lines of investi-

bR

gation have been 'adopted for assessing the present situation

..., the Sevenagala Sugar Development Project. TR
(4) ,,;:‘,".f{l}\e‘_'f,fac;tﬁrs which influence. farm production are, (l):,i:duse
\. of inputs, (1) ‘output, (ili) productivity, (iv) labour use, (v} farm

.., size, {vi} nature and skill of farm enterprenureship.

... To test and exercise the effectiveness of such- factors
 for _the success of project programmes, there should be.an
. actual . project _ initiated production, farmers motivated” for -pro-
duction, facilitated with irrigation {(due to project " conditions)
provided with suitable lands. The Sevenagala
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(s)°

Sugar Development Project is a good example for a situation,
where programmes are not Implemented adeuately. This was

' evident from the fact that only 150 farmers {(out fo sbout 2400
" allottees settled in the project) could:hervest. their plant crop
" in the Ist quarter of 1988. This type of delay. in -the.comple-
“tion of project programmes cause heavy losses to- ~r-fgrmers-
and the corporation. SRR VR

The ‘mid term project evaluation team of ARTI, after
considering the suggestions and criticisms made by the project
level officials, leaders of farmer organizations, and Individual

" farmers regarding the present system of project management,
. recommends the . reconstitution of the project co-ordinating or
.. sterring . committee-cum-agricuitural . development and project

.- management committee, and reformulate its functions and res-

--ponsibilities.. This would (acilitate optimal participation’ by rele-

L vant professional of the project, and regional politicel leaders.

- This proposed - project commiitee will be the Principal body sub-

ject oto the directions :of. the SLSC (Head office) and the
Ministry of Agricultural. . Foods and Co-operatives, responsible

i ofor: the direction .and- control of progress and suger cane supply
frow material to the factory) management development, research,

...extension and farmer welfsre in the settlement sector..

(6):'

... Living standards 'of project beweficiaries include the combi-
nation of living and lsbour conditions resuiting in the prevailing
fevels of social production end systems. Therefore, living standars
of -the families in the project srea are reflections of levels
and:. composition of . consumption and production conditions of

~..labour utilization etc.’ .In the project, sugar cane farmers are

-better off compared. to non-sugar care farmers. They _have
--a -good annual. income and -housing facilities, compared to their

pre-project_-situations as "chena" cultivators. Farmers complained
that instead of (0,75 ha. farm allottinents) the present size of
their allottments, they could essily manage even 2.0 ha. farms.

- Sugar cane cultivation has partly been mechanized by the corpo-

ration, as land levelling weed control and land preparation is
done by the tractors belonging to. the corporation. Farmers
have to use manual labour for only planting, fertilizer application

. and harvesting activities. Thus, farmers will have more inputs

snd resources to cultivate more land instead of their present
fend of 0.75 ha. allottments, We suggest this issue to be consi-
dered in. future planning of settlement projects.  In irrigated

-

«
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- lands (0.75 ha) cost of production seemed to be lower., Economi-
cally when the size of farms are increased, the net- profit of
a farm household will further be increased. Therefore, we would
like to suggest that instead of raising prices of sugarcane, the
corporation can raise the size of sllottments {alienated to
settlers) to compensate -the possible loss of income. :

8.2.2 Cost of Production

~ This section attempted to reveal 'the significant feetures” of
sugarcane production in the settlement sector in the Sevanagala Sugar
Development project area. Emphasis was on the social and physical
aspects relating to cultivation of sugarcane 'in a commercialized small
holder ferming system. o ' '

" Therefore, objectives of this part. have been further developed as:

I. Estimation of cost of prodiction of sugar cane by small holder
cane growers {project settlers)” .

il. Developing a suitable framework' for pricing of sugarcane,
particularly for smaitholder farmers, and '

lii. Assessment of the relative advantage of SLSC. sponsored small-
holder sugar cane cultivation system initiated under the land

settlement and irrigation schemes.

Detailed statistics of cost of production and yield are given
in ‘the Appendix i, Part [I, Table 2.1, which is annexed at the end
of this report. All the farmers interviewed had harvested their plant
crop in 1988, The plant crop grown by the smallholders recorded
the highest yleld compared to Hingurana, Kantalai and Moneragala

_regions. The yield::of sugar cane in Sevanagala project area ranged.

between 30 mt. per- farm. to 130, mt. per farm of 0.75 ha. The gene-
ral average  yield per: farm ,was;90.63 mt. Use of improved varieties
and adequate -use: of propes; loputs used in time, has been the main
reason for obtaining higher- yields in the project area, The average
cost of production of plant crop {cash cost and non-cash ‘cost) is
Rs.20,882.69,-per. farm 0(0.75..ha.) and average cost per metric tone
is Rs.230.41 (cash input per..one tonne of sugar cane s Rs.202.35,
which: non-cash input is Rs.28.06). The factory buys one Mt. of sugar
cane at the rate of Rs.450.00 for burnt cane and Rs.500.00 mt. for
unburnt: cane from the. farmers, thus the farmer receives a net-return
of about -Rs.320.00 from selling a ton of sugar cane. According
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to different yields received by the “farmers, a farmer ‘can receive
a net profit between Rs.9,600.00 and Rs.40,000.00 from ‘the sale of
his ‘sugarcane. - The reported average net profit recelved by a farmer
{excluding ‘all the expenditure) is Rs.27,280.00 e

On the avétage, the requirement of sugarcane for production
of sugar, range between 8-10 mt. for producing one mt. of sugar due
to variation in RCS values (recoverable commercial sugar) In sugar
cane. In the case of Sri Lanka, the rates of recoverable commercial
sugar can be varied from 10-14 mt. . At the highest rate, 14 mt,
of sugarcane (worth Rs.7,000.00) is needed, to produce one mt. of
sugar (worth Rs.20,000.00 - 30.000.00). . Therefore, sufficient increase
in price of sugarcane is necessary in order, to maintaln the sabsolute
advantage of sugar cane cultivation, when compared with the competl-
tive profit margins obtained from paddy and subsidiary food crops.
Sugarcane pricing can be. used as .a. tool, to popularise the sugarcene
cultivation among farmers. A considerable increase in sugarcane
price can be done without increasing the present consumer sugar price;
and such as Increase in price of sugarcane can be an Incentive for
the farmers, and motivation factors for lagged farmers who have not
shown satisfactory ylelds during the past to grow the crop with
greater interest. : i e .

8.2.3 'Research and Ex;géﬂsion -

{1) There should be a complete re-organization of sugar cane re-
search. and advisory services in the project area. Though an
..individual autonomous Research Institute has been set-up in the
Uda-Walawe Project area, its programmes have not Influenced
the edvisory service .in the Sevanagala Sugar Development Project
area in a satisfactory manner. ’

(2) The research and training activities of the Sugar Research
" Institute will have to be changed -and reorganized to cope with
thie government sugar development programme. The government

" “has planned' to cultivate sugar cane in special projects managed
by SLSC. This project will have corporation sponsored planta-
“tion estates, and land settlement based -{irrigated - and non-
. irrigated) sugar cane cultivation schemes, which sre te be estab-
“ “lished in various agro-climatic regions in' the counmtry. Even
“"in one single project area, soll’texture and irrigation facilities
can be varied. These types of micro variations of flelds can
eéffect the yield. On the other hand, different resesrch amd
training programmes have to be formulated in different agro-
climatical regions as the government intends to expand sugar




4)

(5)
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“"“industry in “other areas of the country. Specifically, sugar

research can be conducted on varietal improvements, response
to input-use, farming systems and extension approach, and organi-
zations. Experimental farms can be located in specific regions.
In such experimental farms which are located in: “Yala" of

" farmers fields,!various possible alternative practices would be
jnvestigated and evaluated on an economical basis. ’

(3)

BT B H

The essential function and: effort:-of these. experimental
farms. will evolve new itechniques .and: methods: of sugar cane
cultivation, including the:use of inputs: for -adoption;by.-farmers.
This mechanism does not happen inithe  project ‘atithe.,moment
At present the advisory staff is merely trying to apply methods
of sugat’canéctultivation in the plantation sectors ofisthe: SLSC;.
in Kantalai and Hingurana areas. These methods seem to be
rather outdated::"and - hence have failed to give satisfactory.
resuits, At present links between the project advisory service
and the Sugar Research:Institute are not satisfactorily developed.
Therefore, experimental .- farms have to be located in sugar cane

‘farming areas, and: should:-function partly as part of the extension

and advisory service of the project.

The sugar cane cultivation project should have to be
manned by fully):qualified extension programming officials with
a certain amount:of . training - and experience in rural extension
and advisory activities. ~People involved In farm level extension
should have relevant:quatifications and training in extension acti-
vitles. At .present: a:imajority of extension programming end
supervisory staff,>as well as the farm levél extension staff of
the project have not obtained substantial educational and training
qualificailons to serve as agricultural extenslon officers.

Farmers were not using their homesteads, because of exten-
sion problems. Farmers ireported irrigation problems {in most
parts of the project) mainly arising from improperly organised
extension and irrigation management communication systems,
existing in the project area. Most farmers in low ylelding tracts .
reported that inputs given -as credit i.e. fertilizer and chemicals
etc.” were not suplied in time. Late application of fertilizer
will cause a bulk growth of sugar cane reducing the levels of
sugar contents. In an ifndustrisl viewpoint, sugar cane growing
for the sugar factory should be cultivated and supplied to meet
the sole requirements (high quslity cane) of the suger industry.
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All. the” farmers had used improved sugar cane varieties

‘and -fertilizer - as-delivered to farms by extension officers

at recommended gquantities. But the method of application and

‘time varied contrary to extension advice. Extension had advised
-farmers to use "gramaxone" as a weed control chemical and

most farmers  had "experienced its bad  effects on the yield.
However, SRI highlights that the variety widely used in the
"plantation sector" is upsuitable to be used In some parts of

" the "project. Therefore, SRI's priority has been the "varietal
° -'improvement"" to provide the industry. with improved varieties

Ciofs sugar cane’ for different agro-ecological regions and provisions

"?'of certified seed materia!

8.2.4 ‘l'ralnlng Needs in the Extension and Settlement Welfare Sector

(-
- 'needs “'which the SLSC will have "to take into consideration.

In this aspect, we could: identify certain Ievels o( training

‘At present, in SLSC sponsored projects ({i.e. even Hingurana,

~ Kantalai and - Sevanagala) - post-experience and - in-service:straining

facilities are provided -(not adequately) to the Extension: :.of:

In this training, there is atendency for the courses:-onoffer
to be narrow and linked to this inadequately designed pro-
grammes which are 'prepared for certain requirements of the

- Corporation. Thus, it was recommended that higher level! extension
~ Officials (Supervisors -and Programmers) tc have ‘a Diploma or
Masters- level .-training in- extension and farmer organisations.

.~ The'iother- officers, factory managing staff and factory techni-
"~ cians' 8s - well: as - settlement welfare officers also: require

- academic; post' rexperience and in-service. training .in. their
discipllnes : . N

8.2.5 Fleld Problems (settlement sector)

chemicals, : irrigation and water loggings .(drainage condition) and
‘wild  animal: démages. About 80% -of sample farmers stated

“that their complaints were unheeded by the  officers.

.

The project managers, extension and welfare . officials of
- the -settlementissector of the project have given less attention
"~ to the “needs of »the farmers than which is requested. by thein
“individually -as :well - as through - farmer committees. = Farmers
. have complained about difficulties - with regard -to the use of

6)
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(2) .  The Farmers' Committees (one committee for a "KVS"
srea where there, are 100 farmers). were established, in the pro-
ject in 1986, These committees were not functioning during
the reference period. This could be seen as a major short-
"coming arising out of prevailing weaknesses of the project settle-

* iment management. “The ~establishment of farmer organizations
“"“rin order to overcome such bottlenecks is therefore, suggested.

8.2.6 Rainfed Sector ("Plantaiions' of the Corporation)

1 It was programmed to cultivate about 2190 ha. with sugar’
cnae on rainfed basis under SLSC's plantations,. organised as

_ a nucleus -estate. By 1988 SLSC cultivated only - about 1350
.:..:ha.. due to- unavoidable reasons faced by the -corporation. Major
.. .iconstraints ecnaceuntered by the corporation:were ‘the lack of
v .- labour for, land; development and plantation :activities,. and non-
.1, .availability., .of sufficient machinery for land: preparation - work.
On the other hand, management of such a big extent of land
with timely taking crop protection snd input use activities was

also another set back encountered by the Plantation Division

of the project! 1ti"1988, crushing seasons the "Plantation ’ Sector™
supplied only 97,774 mt. of sugar cane to the factory for
‘Grushing. This"'Wds ‘not sufficient compared to° the extent culti-

- Yvgtéd in-the “"Plantation Sector® at the Corporation's cost. The’
" ‘gverage yleld from the plantation’ sector ‘tn 1988 was 69.89 mt.
r ha. Thus, the plantation cost per metric ton of sugar cane
i ‘was Rs.1,231.43 in 1988 (SLSC 1988). This' production cost seems
too ‘high compared to settlement sector as-it ‘'was averaged to
Rs.230.41 per metric ton of sugar cane in the ' settlement Sector -

'-If..-f'"(AppendiX'm, Table 2.1).

@)y Rainfall is the only source of water for the plantation
““ sector as these -areas comprise unirrigable highlands. = During
" the teference period crop damages from severe droughts - were
" {requently reported in these areas. The incidence of crop

dmages caused by wild animals (including etephants, wild pigs)
caused a heavy loss to the corporation, loss of more then 12,000 -
mt. of sugarcane in addition to expenditure for security services.
Settlement of adllottees along the border areas (where wild
animals crossed ‘the boundry) could be an _alternative step o
‘! gvert crop damages from wild animals. o '
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8.2.7 Marketlng
{n 'Avnllablllty of Marketing/Processing Facilltles (Sugar Cane)

The entire farmers' cane are purchased by' the SLSC at
a ‘guaranteed price, based on quality. At present the buying
price of cane by SLSC is Rs.500.00 per mt. where the quality
Is fixed at 8.5% R.C.S. (Recoverable Cane Sugar), minimum.

(2) Marketing of. Food Cmps

- In the settlement sector, Co-operative and other marketlng
. organizations could ensure better prices to the farmers. who are
. cultivating subsidiary food crops in their non-irrlgpted farm plots.
Since most farmers are used to cultivating unused resérvationlands oo
- {uplands) with food crops, there could be a large’ amount. of mar-
_ ketable surplus of vegetables from. the next. crop season ‘in the
project area. T

8.2.8 Factory Requirement and the Co:st of Sugar Productlon
Sevanagal‘a Sugar factory has & ‘capacity’ of 1250 mt. to
be’ crushed a day. The factory was' sl rurming under - capacity as
sugar cane harvested in the ' roiect ‘was still not ' sufficient " to-fulfill
the factory requirements. 1988"‘_

The two seasons ‘duration was 158 crushing days, whlch ‘was remarkably
a short period Out of the factory"’ ‘production’ capaclty ‘of 27,000
mt. of sugar per year, the factory was producing only' about ‘9,000mt.
to 11,000, mt. per year since 1987. As the factory was running under
cpacity, the cost of sugar production was unfavourable; the average
cost of sugar production was reported ‘as ‘Rs.18.25 per kg., in 1988.
Any reduction in production costs lncurred in sugar cane ‘plantation
can be hopefully affected by’ reducing the oost of production of sugar,
even at the existing level of sugar cane “supply (limlted crushing
extent) to the factory. = o

The data suggested that although the implementation and cons-
truction work of ‘the project’ had cominenced as planned, completion
had delayed. The factory was completed and commissioned to the
SLSC only in 1986. Accordlngiy large scale sugarcane cultivation
in the “plantation sector” started only in 1985. Therefore, a compre-
hensive evaluation exercise was not possible at this juncture; and
the present study discussed only the performance of wvarious socio-
economic indicators for the period of 1986-1988,

/Q?-)
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Appendix | - A

% Sampling Procedures

‘Taeking Into  consideration, the issue and characteristics existing
in the project area, the sampling method used Is a stratified simple
random sample., The total mumber of settlers are 2397 ail of whom
have been allotted homestead land. The settlers can be. divided into
two categories those who have been allotted ‘sugar cane land for culti-
vation and those who are still to be allotted land for cane cultivation.

The sub-unit (village) is taken as a strata for the purpose of

sampling. From each strata a sample of 10% or a minlmum of 10

whichever was lower haw: been chosen. (See Table 1).:

: Based..on . this criterie, a tatal sampie of .161. farmers were
chosen for the farm survey. - This; represents about 6% of the total.
Of the sample, 98 farmers belong to the category of cane cultivators
and the remaining 63 belong to. the category of non-sugar cane
cultivators. S

BN




Saniple Poputation

No. of allottees

Sub-unit  Total No. No.of allotitees who
(Village) of who are given land  are not given land
allottes for_cane cuitivption___ for cane cultivation
Total No. selected Total  No. selected
i 599 316 30 283 3
RV S T R ') 10
3 140 3, );‘(-)‘,:;1 . 107 0,
4 R I AT .93
5 177 93 10 84 T 10
6 186 0 o 186 -
7 17 58 ‘10 5§ 10,
g’ a6 0 - s -
9 269 0 - 269 -
10 344 0 - 34 - -
11 28 0 - 28 =
12 105 0 - 105
13 59 53 10 6
Total 2397 562 179 1844

* Selec_ted for the survey

Source :'Soclo";ecd'ho‘rn‘i'c survey 1988, ARTI.




Type of Data to be Gathered and Methods of lnvutignt!on
The data and information that were gathered In this investigation

centred around the followlng,

it

fv.

v,

vii.
vill,

X.

xi.
xii.
xiit.

\!
xvi.

tCompo:r.ition of the larm household by age, sex and marltal
“status.

Education status of farm’ household

No. of children attending school.

Trends in production, cost of production and profits in the suger
cane farming in the project aren;

Changes in the use of purchased inputs;

Existing extension 'services apd - other agro-supportive services
in the project area; _

Ownership pattern of land holdings;
Size of farm holdings and area cultivated by farm famlly;

Farm inputs, use of seeds, use of fertilizer, pesticides and culti-
vation methods used etc,;

Farm outputs (sugar cane tons, paddy bushels and other crops);
Planted area ‘and yleld by crop;

Farmgate prlceg' of crops cultivated; and

Status of credit, extension and related services and management

activities

For the survey of some aspects of social welfare end living

conditions :-.at the household and village level, the sources that were
examined will include;:

{a) Emergence of small and ootta;e lndustrlas. A
b} Houslng oondluons and facmtles available for the households;

@
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(c) Health and medical facilities available at the project land;
(d) Number of schools and types of schooling facilities avallable
; and

(e} Public transport facilities, etc.

Data Base

Bulk of this study &_ata is gathered through a farm level survey.
The survey was conducted in March-May 1988. The farm survey was
undertaken using a structured questionnaire. :

Ny




Appendix [ - B

Distribution of Sample Households by Villages -

Sugar cane harvested

Sugar cane not yet harvested N(:n%szxgar cane cultivators -

Name of - -
Identi. Total Ideatification Total Identification  Total No.
the village fication No. of - Numbers No. of _Numbers of
Numbers houses - houses L houses
1. Sevanagala From: {01 13 From: 201 25 From: 301 23
To : 113 To : 224 To : 323
2. Moraketiya From: 114 4 From: 225 3 .. From: 324 13
’ To : 117 To : 227 - . To : 336
3. Indikolapelassa - - From: 228 25 c a37 1
To : 253
4. Muthuminigama From: 118 i1 - - - . From: 338 12
To : 128 - nTo 1 349 .
5. Ginigalpelessa *From: 129 12 - - From: 350 9
To : 140 To : 358
6. North Sevanagala - - From: 254 10 - -
To : 263 -
Total 40 63 58
Source : ARTI, Socio economic survey 1988,

98
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Appendix 2
.Socio Economic Indicators

Objective

Programme

Indicators

Annusi
Net
Income

1. Own cultivation
Sugar
Paddy
Other crops

I Aliotted (1) Size of allotment

2. Agricultural labour 2.

Sugar céne
Others

. Land preparation
2. Planting
3. Cultural practices - 4.

4. Harvesting

3. Leasing in of land to
cultivators

4, Off-farm employment 5.
Agriculture

Non-agriculture

S. Othef sources of income

rent )
trading
gifts

arts

9.

1. Sugar
2. Paddy
3. Homestead

'Encrbachéd - Size of

allotments

Rented/Leased/- Size of
Mortgage allotments

Total preduction from
allotments

Sugar cane

Paddy

Other crops

Cost - of fertilizer, pesticide,
weedicide, irrigation and
harvesting

(a) Sugar cane

(b} Paddy
_ {c} Other crops

Labour cost per day
{a) Land preparation
(b) Cultural practices
{c) Harvesting
(d) Transporting

. Income from agriculture

Sugar
Paddy

Other crops Rs./day/month
Leasing ¢ facre
How many days a month
Rs. /day

Source :

Socio economic survey 1988, ARTL




Objectives Programme " Indicators
Employment 1. Seasonal L Employment in terms of {mandays)
g:‘:‘;:;lo" employment Own land - time of the year
- ' co-operation Outside - distance
-~ Own land : Harvesting
: No. of days/month
- Sugar cane
Plantation 2. Permanent Rs/day
employment.. . S ,
2, Non-executive Salary
Permsnent - Non-skilled
Skilled
Casual - Non-skilled
Skllled
Permanent - labourers
4, Other source of employment-
. composition
Training
~ Living conditions’ * MEASUREMENTS

Soclal equity

’Education L
_lncome ’ B
" Housing’

Employment’ 2.
Health facilities
Sanitation
Drinking water. 3.
Organisation =~ **

No. of schools distributed-location
i, Physical structure of schools
Source of income - Agriculture
Animel husbandry
Non-Agriculture
Ownership of house - Rent

Lease
Own

. Type of house - Semi permanent

- Permanent
- No. of rooms
- Type of wall
- Type fo roof
- Floor area




Objective

" Programme

Indicators

8.

. Type of employment -

Farmers Agric. Labourers
Labourers
Others

Health - No. of dispensaries

No. of doctors
Midwives

Sanitation - Latrines

. Drinking water - Wells:

- Taps Village
- Others '

Distance from others to the

sources of water

Organization

Rural Development Society "

Co-operative Society
Community Dev. Society’

Young Farmer's Society
Welfare - . -

Sports Clubs

Women's Association
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' Appendix 3
Statistical Tables
Part One - Socio Economic Characteristics
Table 1.1
Distribution of Sample Population by Age and Sexr
Age Groups Male Female Total
{ in years.}) No, % No. % No. % i
1- 5 3 14.9 55 12.4 128 13.7 ®
6 - 14 146 29_.8 164 31.0 310 33.2
15 - 30 128 26.1 i18 26.6 246 26.4
31 - 64 133 7.t 103 23.3 236 25.3
Over 65 10 2,0 3 0.7 13 1.4
All Ages 490 1000 443 1000 933 100.0

Source : Socio economic survey 1988, ARTI.




Table 1.2

Distribution of Sample Population {Age 5 yearé & over)
by Level of Education

Level of Male Female ~ Total

Education No. % No. % No. - %
Hiterate 50 1134 62 1554 12 13.33
Grade 1 to 5 233 5283 217 54.39 450  53.57
Grade 6 to 10 112 25.40 87 21,60 199  .23.69
Passed G.C.E(O/L) 13 2.95 14 3.5 27 3.21
Passed G.C.EIA/L) 3 0.68 1 0.%5 4 0.8
Graduate & Higher '
Technical Tralning 0 0.00 1 0.25 1 0.12
Not reported 30 - 6.80 17 4,26 41 5.60

All 441 100.00 399 100.00 840 100.00

Source : Socio economic survey 1988, ARTL’

Table 1.3

Number and Percentage”Distribution of Households -
According to the Number of Occupants

i

No. of Occupants }'Elgiholds
No. %
1-3 18 11.18
4-6 87 54.03
7 & over 56 34.78
Total 161 100.00

LA Source : Socio economic survey 1988, ARTL
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Table 1.4
Characteristic of Labour Force
{Person in 15-64 years age group)

Sugar Cane Cultivation Shu::r Project
Characteristics Cane Area

(Harvested) (Non Harvested) . . oo o

A

Propotioh of the
labour force in
the sample 55.08 50.14 50.88 51.66

Percentage of

female in the
fabour force 48.00 23.00 43.00 46.00

Size of Male

labour force ' v
in the sample 67.00 95.00 ’_99.00 261.00

Size of Female

iabour force
in the sample 63.00 84.00 74.00 221.00

Source : Socio economic survey 1988, ARTL




Table 1.5
~ Distribution of _Sample Population (2ge 15 years and over) .
" by Primary Actlvities and Status of Sugar Cane Cultivation

[ Y

Sugar Cane Cultivators

. _ Non Sugar - Total
(Harvested) {Non Harvested) Cultivators '
No. %- . No. % No.’ % No. %
Employed 70 3.3 109 3165 82 2942 20) 30.65
Unemployed 5 2.54 15 - 448 12 3.82 2 AT
Housewife 29 1229 41 1148 . 43 1265 13 2.0
Studeats = 13 7.80 12 2493 10 2853 . 35 244
Disabled and )
Retired 0 0.00 2 0.56 1 029 3 0
Not Reported 18 .02 6 = 26.89 17 25.59 41 28.72
Al 135 10000 185 10000 175 . 10000 495  100.00

U Source : Socio economic survey 1988, ARTL

€6



Table 1.6

Indicators of the Extent of Employment

Sugar Cane.C itivators Non
indicators’ e e Sugar Px;j::t
' {Harvested) (Non Harvested) Cultivators
Percentage Employed .
in the Sample 7.93 12.11 . 10.61 30.65
Percentage Employed R ,
in the Labour Force 14.52 . 22.61 19.09 $9.34
Percentage Employed 4
in the Economically
89.10

Activity Sector - . 92.50 87.60°

88.39

Source : Socio economic survey 1988, ARTIL

Table 1,7

Number and Percentage of Persons Engaged in

Secondary Occupation by Sex

Sugar Cane Cutivation S : a’;‘.‘.’a "
Sex (Harvested) (Non Harvested) Cutﬁuvatlon

Project ‘
_Area

No, % - No. %  No. %

No.

%

Male 30 58.82 66 5197 61 5176
Female 21 41,18 61  48.03 49  42.24

Total 51 100.00 127 100.00 {16 '100.00

163

13t

204

55.44
44.56

100.00

Source : Socio economic survey 1988, ARTI.

)
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Table 1.8

indicators of the Extent of Unemployment

@
. : Non
. ‘Sugar Cane Cultivation Sugar Project
Indicators Area
{Harvested) (Non Harvested) Cultivation
Percentage
Unemployed 4.62 8.94 7.51 7.26
in the lebour : :
force
¥ Percentage
Upemployed v
8 in the 7.50 12.40 11.61 10.90
economically
active sector:’
Source : Socio economic survey 1988, _ARTl.
.




Table 1.9
Composition of Average Annual Household Income

- Sugar Cane Cultivaté‘)rs Non Sugar Projecﬁ
Source of - - :

[ {Harvested) {{Non Harvested) Cuitivators Area )
ncome Rs. % Rs. % Rs. % Rs. %
Farming 48042 94.6 3665 . 31.5 224 2.0 13451 65.6
* Salaried 300 0.6 v 133"5}. L4 186 1.7 194 0.9
Self Employment 1110 2.2 0. 0.0 1203 10.7 709 3.5
Hired Labour 733 L4 1805 18.4 5620 49.9 2912 "14.2
Living Subsidy :
{given by SLSC) 0 0.0 3000, 30.7 2904 258 2220 10.8
Food Stamps 598 12 1181 2.1 1123 10.0 1015 5.0
All 50782 100.0 9783 100.G 11260 100.0 20501 - 100.0

Source : Socio’ ecoriomic survey 1988, ARTL

/‘j~
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. Table 1.10 v
Distribution of Household According to Source .of Income

Sugar Cane Cultivators Non Sugar Project

Source of °
(Harvested) (Non_Harvested) Cultivators . Area
Income - -

No. of Hous. % No. of Hous. % No. of Hous. % No. of Hous. %

Entirely Farming

Sources - 18 5.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 18 1.2
Farming & Other 2! 52.5 .56 88.9 5 8.6 82 50.9
Sources : S
Entirely Other 1 2.5 7 1.t 53 91.4 . 61 37.9 -
* Sources : :
All Sources 40 1000 63 100.0 58 1000 - 161 100.0

Source : Socio economic survey 1988, A_RTI;




Table 1.11

Distribution of Sample Population by Main Occupation and Sex

Sample Population

Main Occupation _: Mate Female Total

No., _ % No. - % No. %
Farming 123 0 T osi0 0 T3 1.2 155 16.61
Labourers 85 - 17.35 13 . 293 . 98- -10.50
mnig% \iage Eamers 4 082 1 023 5 0.54
“Self “Employed 18 3.67 10 226 28" 3.00
Housewife . I 16.20 12 - 25.28 ns, 12,11
Student \ . 103 2002 125 2822 228; 24,44
Unemployed 2w 4.08 15 339 3 3.75
Disabled 0 . 000 3. Joe8 . 3 . 03
Not. Reported ST 71l 1 29.80 268  28.72
All. S a0 10000 433 - 100.00 933 100.00

!

Source : Socio éco;;omlc survey 1988, ARTI
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Part Two - Cost of Productlon‘: Sugar Cene Cugtivation .

Table 2.t

Cost of Productlon Per-farm - Sugar Cane Cultivatlon

Number of Man Days Cost of Labour Cost of Other Inputs Total Cost

Opera- Family Exchange Hired *Family Hired Ceont. Total Transport ‘Other

tion v M F M F Exch. Own - Hired Corp. Inputs Value %
A 00 00 00. 08 00 00 00 .00 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 1606.38 1606.38 8.4
B 0.0 06 0.0 0.0.- 00 - 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2403.00 2405.00 12.8
C 10.4 53 1.8 «0.8 24.8 3.0 ° 828.5 A 999,0 0.0 1628.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 1628.00 8.6
D 532 L1 00 0.0 0.8 0.0 223.1 23.0 0.0 246.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 246.13 1.3
E &7 7.2 00 00 168 25 5436 7679 0.0 13118 0.0 00 00 27215 1383.15 8.3
F 365 1.30 00 00 21 0.0 1886  94.6 0.0 2833 0.0 00 0.0 1580.86 186411 9.8
G 17.5 2.82 00 0.0 0.8 0.0 885.3 25.0 0.0 7!0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 710.25 3.7
H 0.0 00 00- 00 0.0 0.0 0.0° 00 - 0.0 . 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ) 000 0.0
I 3.4 0.5 00 ‘00 632 18.9 170.9 - 4691.0 . 0.0 4862.3 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 4362.25 25.6
J 1.62 0.15 0.0;...: 0.0 2.3 0.1 ' 55.9 0.0 5144 §570.3 47.0 5331._6 23.0 0.00 5976.80 - 31.4
ALL 507 7.9 182 08 110.0 224 24959 660L4 514.4 96116 47.0 5336 280 5864.39 20882.57 100.0
* imputed value Source : Socle economic survey 1988, ARTL

A - Seed Cane Value & Seed Cene Transport D - Fencing and Clearlng Canals G - Watering | J - Transport.

B - Ploughing (Paid SLSC}) E - Weeding H'- After Care -

F -

C - Land Preparation & Planting

Fertilizer Application 1 - Transport

68
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i , Table 2.1 cont, .
Input-Output Relationship - Average Farm Household Data

Average yield per farm (in ’mﬁs) 90.63
_ Value of family and Exchange labour ﬁsed {in Rs.) : 2495.90
Value of own transbort (in Rs.) : 47.00
Value of hired labour used (in Rs.) © o 6601.40
Contract cost (in Rs.) - : 514.40
Value of other inputs used (in Rs.) , : 11223.99
Total value of cash input used (in Rs.) ) : 18339.79
'Total value {cash input . non-cash input)b ' : 20882.69
Cost of pro&uction per one ton to sugar cane {in Rs.) 1. 230.41
Cash'input per one ton.vof :suga'r'cane {in Rs.) : 202,35
Non cash lnpht per one ton of sugar cane {in Rs.) : 28.06
Gross farmgate value of production Rs. : 45611.69

Source : Socio’ economic survey 1988,ARTI.

' Table 2.2
_ Average Yield of Sugar Cane by Villages in the Project

Totél Production Average Yield

Villages :No of Farmers (i(n Tons) {In Tons)
Sevanagale . 13 921.09 70.85
Moraketiya . .4 288.00 » 72.00
Muthuminigama R 1059.09 96.28
Ginigalpelessa N} 1357.19, 113.10

_ Source : Socio economic survey 1988, ARTL
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Part Three - Input Use and Extension Service

Cultivators-not Harvested

Sugar Cane Cultivators by Year of Settiement in the
Project and Year of Commencing Suger Cane Cultivation

Table 3.1 - A

Year of .
Settlement Nf?t;r:‘f

in the

1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988

‘Reporting

Year of Commencing Suga‘r' Cultivation

1984 1985 1986

1987

i

9
40

Q @ o QO

0
i

0 Q0 O © O O o & ©
QO O Qo O©0.0 O o o

D 0 O O o ©

 w wu O

Source :

Socio economic survey 1988, ARTL
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Cultivators Harvested
Tebile 3.1 - B

Sugar Cene Cultlvators by Year of Residents in the
Project and Year of Commencing Sugar Cuitivation

Year of -0 of  Year of Commencing Sﬁgar Cultivation

Resident Farm

in the

Project Area Reporting 1984 1985 1986 1987

1980 2o o0 2 0
1982 12 0 0 2 10
1983 "3 0 0 7 6
1984 6 0 o 2 4
1985 0 0 o . 0 0
1986 1 0 0 0 1
1987 0. [ 0 ¢ 0
1988 0 0 0 0 0

Source : Socio economic survey 1988, ARTI.
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Table 3.2

Crops Cultivated Prior to Settlement in the Project

Number of Farmers Reported

Crops Su p P
Cultivated gar Cane Cultivators Noncgnugar Prxf:gt
Harvested Not Harvested Cultivators
Sugar Cane 0 ' 0 0 0
Paddy 7 7 17 : 3
Chena Crops k ] 56 50 142
Banana 12 34 18 64
Source : Soclo economic survey 1988, ARTIL
Table 3.3
Fertilizer Application
Harvested
Type of Number Amount
" Fertilizer Reporting Applied {Kg)
Basal Clusing 39 ' 7750
Ammonium Sulphate (1) 39 _ 4300
Ammonium Sulphate (3) 39 : 4900
All 39 17550

Source : Socio economic survey 1988, ARTI.




‘Table 3.4

Fertilizer Application

Not Harvested

Type of ' Number Amount

Fertilizer Reporting . Applied (Kg)
Basal ‘Clusing 63 12250
Ammonium Sulphate (1}) 3 7850
Ammonium Sulphate - (3) 61 _ 7650

Al _ , 83 o nTso

Source : Socio economic survey 1988, ARTI.

stlé 3.5

Weed C ontrol

Harvested
No. %
e L : . .

No. Repqrt_ipg Chemical Weeding _ 3 1.50
No. Reporting Hand Weeding ‘ l;l B 21.50
No. Reportlng Chemlcal & Hand Weeding 26 €5.00
Not Reportedis «nv: . - - 5 4, . 0.00
All 40 100.00

Source : Socio economic survey 1988, ARTIL

@
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Table 3.6
Weed Control
Not Harvested

No. " %
No. Reporting Chemical Weeding - 4 6.35
No. Reporting Hand Weeding - 32 . 5079
No. Reporting Chemical and Hand Weeding 23 36.51
Not Reported 4 6.35
ANl 63 100.00

Source : Socio economic survey 1988, ARTL
Table 3.7
Transport of Harvest

Mode of Number Average Cost Total
Transport Reporting . _per ton * cost
Own vehicle : .2 : 40.00 1880.00
Hired vehicle 37 7462 5763.84
Corporation ‘
vehicle l 28.00 1120.00

Source : Socio economic survey 1988, ARTL
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Teble 3.8
Time of Seeking Advise from the Extension Staff

@

Sugar Cane Cultivation

Harvested . Not Harvested

N1 = 37 N2 = 59

Land Preparation 27 : 50
% 72.97 ” 84.75
Planting 33 - 56
% 89.19 94.92
W_eedlng _ ‘ o ) 29 51
% < 78.38. .. . 86.44
Irrigation 28 45
. % 75.68 - . 76.27
Application Lo 2B 43
% ‘ 75.68 72.88
Harvesting S 7 L 9
% T 84486 o 15.25

?

Source : Socio economic survey 1988, ARTL
"% Table 3.9
Supply of Inputs

Number of Farmers

. Inputs REceiveJ . Nnt Recelved
‘ “in Time in Time
Fertilizer 37 3
Agrochemicals 37 ' 3

Source : Socio economic survey 1988, ARTI.
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Table 3.10. (A)
Borrowers of Loans by Purpose and Source of Loan
PMe Number of Source of Credit
Category , Sugar Money Not
of borrowers Corporation  Lender Friends reported
Loan 1986 1987 1988 1987 1986 1987 1986 1987 1986 1987
Sugar'CQne | Sugar Cene :
Cultivators  Cultivation 28 23 26 20 10 11 3 2 1 -
(harvested) _
+ Consumption i 14 - - - 9 1 5 - .
‘Emergencies - 1 - - - 1 - - - -
Sugar Cane Sugar Cane
Cultivators  Cultivation - 56 - 36 - 37 - 5 - -
(not har-
vested)
Consumption 1 7 - - | 6 - - - -
Emergencies 1 1 - - - - 1 | - 2
Source

: Socio econontic survey 1988, ARTI.




Tsble 10 (B) : s

Loans Obtained by Source and Purpose of Loan

Year Purpose _SEKE_T Carporation Money Lender . ‘Friends Not Reported
{ Category } of R/ AN ) A 8- A B A B
- Loan 506 6% 0 10% 60% 120% 180% 240% 0 120% 240% 6%
1986 o T _
(Harvested) . Sugar . 3664 - 26 4950 ! ! - 3 4 1 5000 - 2 t 36000 1
Cultivation {26) (10 3) (1)
Consumption, .. . - - - - - - . - - - 1100 ! - - - -
Emergencies - .., .- - | - - - - - - - - - -~ - = - - -
1987 - - . S . , A
{Harvested) Sugar- C -14490. 1 19 4682 . . 1 9 - - 2500 - 2 - - -
QCultivation (20) (11) . 2
Consumption ‘ - - - . 156;1 - ) :i- - 6 ;—--»:3 L. 920 4 l ) -
(9) ‘ {s)
Emergencies - - - .-300 - . - ! - - . - - - - .

(n

A - Average amount obtained in (Rs) B - Distribution of Loans by interest paid
~ Source : Socio economic survey 1988, ARTL

IR
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Teble 3.10 - B ' , ’
Loans Obcained by Source end Purpose of Loan ‘

i

Year Purpose of Sugar Corporation ) Money Lender- Friends Not Reported
{Category) Loan A B - A 8 B A B A B
5% 6% Q0 120% 180% 240% 0 120% 180% 120%
1986 P _
{not harvested) Sugar Cane - - - - - I - - - - - . -
cultivation ) ‘
- - - 1 - - - - - - - - -
Consum_ptlon ) 3?80 o
Emergencles - - - - - - - - "mo - - 1 - -
1987 \
{not harvested)  Sugar Cane ’ - '
culsivation 1450 5 . 31 2814 - 19 17 3200 2 3 - - -
Conaumption - M .- 1833 - 4 | | - - - - 1120 {
8 (1)
Emergencies - - . - . - - - 1000 - 1 - - .
' (n
A - Average amouat obtained In {(Rs) Source: Soclo economic survey 1988, ARTI, ~

B - Distribution of Loans by interest peid

601



Part Four - Housing Conditions end Sanitation

Table 4.1

Distribution of Houses According to "Number of Rooms”

Number of Rooms

Number of Houses

Percentage (%)

~ One roomed

Two roomed
Three roo med
Four roomed

TOTAL

24
77
36
24
164

149
4.8
22.4
149

-1 100.0

Source : Soclo econbmlc survey 1988, ARTL

“Table 4.2

Numerica!. and Percentage Distributions of Houses by Floor Areas

Floor Area -

Nu niber of Hmises

Pércentage of Houses

(Sq. feet) {%)

Less than 250 Sq. f. . 101 627
250 - 499 40 248

500 - 999 - 2 12.5
TOTAL 161 100.0

Source :;;.Socio economic surv_eyt 1988, ARTI.
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Table 43
Distribution of Farm Households According to Various Characteristics
Characteristics Sub groups Number of . % Total To‘t*al
1. Owrership of houses i, Owner occupled 158 88.1 181 ’100.0
il. Rented/Lessed 3 1.9 161 100.0
2. Ownership of land . Own {by original allottee) 160 99.0 161
il. lLeased out from the Farmer 1 1.0 100.0
3. Type of floor 1. Cement R 15.0 161 _
. Mud 187 85.0 100.0
1. Type of walls i Brick 2% 15.0 161 100,0
ti. Clay/others b 85.0
S. Type of roof 1, Tiles/Aspastos/Metal Sheets 3 23.4 161 100.0
tfi. Cadjan/lNluk or others 125 - T1.8
6 Type of kitchen 1. Detatched ‘ 137 85.0
. fi. Undetatched 24 15.0 161 100.0
7. Availabitity of i Within 4 Km. 126 79.0 161 100.0
Drinking water il. Within | Km. k] 21.0
8. Accessibility by l. Yes 160 99.0 161 100.0
vehicles i, No | 1.0
9. Availabtlity of i. Yes 0 0.0 181 100.0
electricity iL. No. 161 100.0
Tojzal l:buses 161 161 100.0

Source : Socio economie'surVey 1988, ARTL
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. Table 4.4
Number and-Percentage of Households.having
Selected Household ltems/Transport Facilities

No. of Total No. of Percentage of
Item/Transport houses in - households, - household
. the sample owngd owned (%)
1. Wrist Watch 161 82 50.9
2. Other clocks 161 5 7.9
(Table or wall)
3. Torch 161 158 98.2
4 Petromsx Lamp 161 6 38
5. Radio 161 136 845
6. T.V. sets 161 02 1.3
7. .'C;assette Recorder 161 20 12.5
8 Sewing Machines 161 18 1ne
9. Kerosene cooker 16t - . -
10. Wardrobe 161 06 3.8
11, Set of Funiture "'_‘16\1 i {0‘2 1.3
12. Carts 161 06 3.8
13. chycles i61 120 74.5
14. Motor Cycles 161 - -
f5. Tractors (482 wheel) 161 02 1.3
6. Lories 161 - 0.6
17. Cars. a lél -

Source

. Socio economic survey 1988, ARTL

3
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Table 4.5

Number of Different Types Farm Equipments Owned by All
Household and Per 100

S . - No. of the No. owned -
Farm Equipment ‘-Ng'ouowt:'el‘(,i by Sa:lple ;:e,.omo'“”'
SENoICs  household  household

F)

1. Mammoty | 186 161 115.6
2. Plough (Wooden) 26 161 16.2
3. Plough (iron) 12 161 7.6
4. Sprayers 3 161 1.9
S. Duster - 161 -
6. Tractor - 2 wheel i 163 0.7
7. Tractor - 4 wheel i © 161 0.7
Source : Soclo economic survey 1988, ARTL
Table 4.6 ]
Source of Water and Avallability of Lavatories
- Source of water/ No. of No. of Households
Avallability of Toilet sample . owned/or obtained Pcrcengage
houses services {%)
1. Own well or pipe : _
i. Drinking 161 08 4.9
ii. Bathing 161 12 7.5
2, Nearby well (Tube wells)
constructed by SLSC i61 161 100.0
i. Drinking 161 161 100.0
i, Bathing _ 161 . 30 18.6
3. Tank or river d
i. Drinking 161 _ -
il. Bathing 161 ‘ 28.0
4. Inigation channel
f. Drinking 161 -
li. Bathing- - 161 54.0
5. Availability of Levatories :
i. Yes 161 28.6
if. No 161 71.5

Source : Socio economic survey 1988, ARTI.




Part Five - Service Centres

Table 5.1

Distance

Locatlon of Basic Service Institutions

3 Km

5 Km

Q‘Km

16 Km

School prlrhary .
Temple

Bus route

Co-operative shop (sugar cooperation projecl

" management office)

School secondary

* Monthly held Health Clinics
- Village Fair (Pola)

" . Private {Aurvedic) Despensory

B Schoo! Science (O/L)

Bazaar

Post-office

School Science A/L

" Hospital

Bank

Police Station

-

>
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Table 5.2
State Sector Facilities in the Project Area

115

Facilities Number of No. to be established
- existing at full development stage
1. i:iosplgals and dispensaries ot 03
2. Schools 04 04 {extended
3. Agrarian Service Centres - 01 ' Gr.12)
4. Verterinary Service Units - 01
5. Cooperative shops 11 03
6. Post offices - - ]|
7. Police Stations - 1)1
8. Banks L1}] 02
9. Health Clinics 01 06
10. Bazaar (Town Centres) - 02
Source : Socio economic survey 1988, ARTL ™
Table 5.3
Schools in the Project Area
t ’ Number No. to be established

Category (existing) at full development stage
1. Primary schools 02 02 {extended to
2. Secondary schools o1 g2 G- 12
3. Maha Vidyalas with

sclence O/L & A/L - ot
4. Madya Mahe Vidyalas - -

Source : Soclo economic survey 1988, ARTL
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Table 5.4
Source of Loans Obtained by the Sample Farmers
" Source Frequency Percent
1. Loans given by the SLSC .03 - 82.0%
2. Banks o1 CT0%
3. Money Lender ' 05 , 6.0%
4. Friends and Relatives ' 04 6.0%
5. Others 0i 1.0%
Source : Socic economic survey 1988, ARTL
Pert Six - Water Management
o Toble 6.1 .
Type of Water ngia_gpvg%n_g\:ag_go_f,)_cp,la_inled by tile Farmers
Type of Water Issue " "% of Farmers Responded

1. Rotat;anal Issues of -Water.. .

{with 10 days Intervals) o 62%
2, Issue of Water according to the

Al's visit to the tract (Yaya) 20%
3. Irregular issues of water 12%

4. No proper control of management
of water issues 6%

100%

Source : Socio economic survey 1988, ARTL
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Table 6.2
Ownership of Agricultural Equipment

. F T3
Type of equipment ::' ;&Lo Availability
To purchase . For hire
1. Memmoties 106.0 .2 -
2, Tractors
2 wheel ) 0.7 - 2
4 wheel 0.7 - 2
3. Sprayers 1.6 3 2
4. Weeders 1.2 . 3 3

*+ Codes - | - Frecly
2 - Limited but available
3 - Limited difficult to obtain

Source : Socio economic survey 1988, ARTI.
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