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Introduction

1.1. Introduction

Agriculture still remains the backbone and the engine of the Indian Economy. It provides direct
employment to 54.6 per cent of the total work force (main and marginal workers) in the country
in 2011. Out ofthe total agricultural work force, the livestock supports 8 per cent (Gol,-2012
2017) and fisheries support 3.6 per cent. Altogether, the sector is providing livelihood to 69 per
cent of the rural population (2011 census). It is an integral part of @grebly way of providing
income and food security. Because of lack of the manufacturing and tertiary sector support to
employment and rising population adding more and more people to agriculture for the livelihood,
the numbers of cultivators have declirfeaim 31.75 per cent in 2001 to 24.65 per cent in 2011.

On the other hand, the proportion of agricultural labourers has increased from 26.75 per cent to
30.25 per cent, respectively during the same period because of increasing landlessness among the
cultivators.

The overall contribution of the agriculture sector to the Indian economy is enormous in terms of
providing livelihood and food security to the masses despite it declining share in the Gross
Domestic Product (GDP). The Share of agriculture secttva@roverall GDP was 55.4 per cent

in 195051 at the beginning of the planning era that subsequently has declined to 13.9 per cent in
20112012 and further declined to 13.7 pent in 201213. In the recent past, growth in GDP in

the agricultural sectonas come mainly from the allied activities such as horticulture, animal
husbandry and fisheries rather than the main crop husbandry. Fisheries sector contribution to the
aggregate GDP is about 1.1 per cent and to the agricultural GDP is about 4.7 peitlcean,

annual growth rate of over 4.5 per cent (National Fisheries Development Board). The livestock
contributed around 28 per <cent of the agricu
aggregate GDP during 2044. Interestingly these two sectdr@ve grown more than that of the
annual growth of 2.7 per cent per annum in the crop sector. The other important sector, i.e.,
horticulturesector contributes 29.65 per cent of #ggiculture GDP and it constitutd8.5 per

cent of the total agriculturarea.The area and production under horticulture sector withessed a
compound annual growth rate of 3.8 pent and 6.7 per cent per annum, respectively during the
last decade. Thus, the contribution of allied sectors in agriculture is growing muctifastére
agriculture sector.

The contribution of agriculture sector to the Gross Capital Formation (GCF) in GDP of the
country was significant though there has been a general steady decline over the years. The GCF
in agriculture sector relative to GDPtims sector has witnessed an increasing trend in the earlier
five year plans and later declined. The Gross Capital Formation (GCF) of agriculture to its GDP



was 6.9 per cent during the First Plan (1i%5#) to 10.8 per cent during the Fifth Plan (198)

after which it followed a declininge¢nd up to the Eighth Plan (1992) which was 8.8 per cent.
From the Ninth Plan (199Z002) onwards, a reversal in trend has been witnessed partly due to
the efforts ofGovernmenschemes and programmes, resultingrinrerease in GCF to 13.9 per
cent of GDP (agriculture) during the Tenth plan (2002. It has further risen to 18.8 per cent of
agriculture GDP during the first three years of the Eleventh Plan (Gol;2X)12However, there

is no improvement in the mtof growth of the agriculture sector. Another disturbing factor is
that the share of agriculture & allied sector in total gragsital formation of the countris
continuously declining along with the GDP share of agriculture to the total GDP. GDPRoghare
agriculture in the total capital formation has declined from 8.4 per cent ir8198914.1 per

cent in 199601 to 10.2 per cent in 20001 and further declined to just 7.7 per cent in 2009
2010 at 2004005 prices as per CSO data (Gol 2QB2. Ore of the reasons most emphasised
for the decline or slow growth in Gross capital formation in the agriculture was due to reduced
public investment. The share of public sector capital formation in agriculture and allied sector
declined from 21.27 per cemmt 20042005 to 15.07 per cent in 2012 at 20042005 prices

(Gol, 201213).

Besides contributing to the growth of the economy through livelihood of millions of people the
agriculture is providing raw material to agro based industries such as cotmsugéar and agro
processing.Food processimmpntributes around 10 per cent of GDP in the agriculture and
manufacturing sectorg¢Gol, 201213). In terms of exports, the agriculture sector provides
significant levels of growth. The exports earnings frons gectors amounted to 14.22 per cent

of the total exports of the country in 208002 but overall export growth has not improved in

the later years. In fact it declined to 10.47 per cent in 201@®verall, the average proportion of
agricultural exportsni the total exports has remained constant at 11 per cent during the last three
Plan periods (www.indiastat.com). This is a signal that our country has not been in a position to
increase exports in the WTO era which is now much more open and competitive.

1.2 Challenges

The above scenario shows how the economy is behaving over a period of time in the natural
course of development and efforts @bvernmento improve the economy. The visible trends
demonstrate that there are certain problems which have caused many aspects of the agriculture
sector to underperform. Some of these issuessalfanflicted while other problems have

emerged naturally duringtlieour se of I ndiads economic devel o)

1.2.1 Small Holdings, Shrinking of Agricultural Lands
The small holdings are the major problem of the Indian agriculture sector. Year after year the

number of small holdings is increasing making the holdings @oaally inefficient. The per
capita availability of land also coming down due to growing population as well as shrinking of



agricultural land. The proportion of marginal holdings has increased from 61.6 per cent-n 1995
96 to 64.8 per cent in 2006 aml 67.05 in 2012011 (Gol, 20121.3). The average size of
holding has also progressively diminished over the years. It has declined from 2.28 hectares in
197071 to 1.41 hectares in 199% and 1.23 hectares in 200806 with a slight increase to 1.6
hectaes in 20162011. The shrinking of land holdings is also coupled with the year on year
decline of the total agricultural land in India. This is due to diversion of agricultural land for non
agricultural purposes. Between 1988 and 20082009, the cultivaté land has declined by 2.76
million hectares (form 185.1 million hectares in 1SEBto 182.3 million hectares in 2008
2009). The per capita availability of land in India has come down to 0.3 hectares per farmer as
compared to 11 hectares in the developamahtries (Anonymous, 2009). Despite the shrinking of
agricultural land, there has been no adverse impact on the total food grain production. Indeed the
food grain production in India has increased substantially, from 169.92 million tonnes in 1988
89 to 2%.32 million tonnes in 20%12; an increase of 52.26 per cent. Based on this
achievementGovernmenshould not be adverse to proactively addressing the food grains issues
in the light of fast growing population, increasing waste land (467 lakh ha in,284d)
depleting soil quality leading to low productivity as compared to other countries, along with
issues such as high salinity, alkaline content and water logged crop lands. As per estimates of
Indian Council of Agricultural Research (2010), out of tg@bgraphical area of 328.73 million
hectares, about 120.40 million hectares of arable land is affected by various kinds of land
degradation, resulting in annual soil loss of about 5.3 billion tonnes through erosion, which is
ultimately causing siltationfavater bodies. The soil degradation indicator includes factors such
as water and wind erosion (94.87 million hectares), water logging (0.91 million hectares), soll
alkalinity/sodicity (3.71 million hectares), soil acidity (17.93 million hectares), abiligy (2.73

million hectares) and mining and industrial waste (0.26 million hectares) (Gol;13X)12he

State Governmesthave to bring a suitable policy to prevent the diversion of agricultural land
for nonagricultural purposes and improve the inferlands in the interest of the food and
environmental security.

1.2.2 Low Irrigation

Indian agriculture depends heavily on successful monsoon seasons, which has high variance.
Problems with irrigation in India are exacerbated by the lack of efficiemtoll available rain

water. Potential irrigation in India is estimated at about 139.5 million hectares. Oig, @bout

58.5 million hectares capacity is from major and medium irrigation sources, and 81.5 million
hectare is from minor irrigation sourgdbat can further be classified into ground water (64.1
million hectares) and surface water (17.4 million hectai@s), 201213). Of this, 110 million
hectares of potential irrigated area has been created (Anonymous (2012)). But there has been
huge gapbetween potential created and utilisation to the extent of 15 per cent (Goi12012

The proportion of irrigated area was 47.18 per cent of the cultivateth&8@910 (Gol, 201213).

This means a vast land is still under rain fed conditions.



1.2.3 Inadequate Farm Power (Farm Mechanisation)

Indian agricultural operations still depend on traditional implements which were adequate when
rural labour was plentiful. However, the availability of agriculture labour has come down and the
input costs havencreased tremendously. Even the available implements are unable to help the
farmers to perform agricultural operations in a timely manner, (not to mention eating away at
far mer s o6 |Téd tsaator @éensityiinmiedia is about 16 tractors for 1,00€dnes, as
against the world average of 19 tractors; in sharp contrast, USA has a density of 27 tractors per
one thousand hectare of cropped af&mol, 201213). However, over time the lack of
mechanization has somewhat improved. In the last 50 yeassdhage farm power availability

in India has increased from about 0.25 kW/ha in 1951 to about 1.35 kW/ha in 2001. During the
same period, the animal farm power has come down to 18 per cent from 97.4 per cent and
mechanical and electrical sources of powerehacreased from 2.6 per cent in 1951 to about 82

per cent in 2001 (Srivastava, 2008ccording to the Department of Agriculture, the share of
agriculture workers and draught animals (farm power sources in agriculture) has come down
from 63.5 per cent i1971-72 to 13.67 per cent in 20A9, whereas thehare of tractors, power

tillers and motors has gone up from 36.51 per cent to 86.33 per cent during the same time period
(Ravi, 2013).Despite these improvements, margtates such as Orissa, Rajasthanmichal
Pradesh, Jammu & Kashmir, Chhattisgarh, Jharkhand, Gujarat, Assam, Madhya Pradesh and
Maharashtra had less than 0l@/ha in 2001 (Srivastava, 2006). If the future food requirement
increases t®80 million tonnes food grains by 2020, which isnot very unlikely (Kumar,

2013), farm power availability in the country has to scale to at least 2.0 kW/ha by the end of the
Twelfth Plan (Ravi, 2013).

1.2.4 Post Harvest Losses

One of the most serious problems afflicting the agricultural sector ia isdihe post harvest
losses incurred in both agricultural commodities and horticultural products. Estimates on post
harvest losses vary to a great extent, but on average, estimates suggest that the post harvest losses
in horticultural crops sum around g#@r cent, while in food grains the extent is 20 million tonnes
accounting 10 per cent of total production as per MinistryFobd and Civil Supplies,
Government of India (Basavaref al., 2007). Other more reliable estimates indicate that the
postharvestiosses estimated to be about 18 to 25 per cent in the entire foodisiamiyfrom
production to consumptiofGol, 201213). Similarly, a study conducted by ICAR institute,
Central Institute of Post Harvest Engineering and Technology in-200% (Nandaet al.,2012)

has indicated substantial pdsirvest losses among major crops and livestock products. The
study shows that the losses were found in the range & B€9 cent in the case of cereals-4.3

6.1 per cent in the case of pulses and1®d per cent icase of oil seeds, fruits and vegetables

in the range of 5-88 per cent. In the case of inland and marine fisheries losses totalled around
6.9 and 2.9 per cent, respectively and milk, meat and poultry had losses of 0.8, 2.3 and 3.7 per
cent, respectivelyAnother recent study by Kannat al., (2013) indicated that, the total post



harvest losses in the case of paddy was 6.87 per cent and it was 11.15 per cent in red gram in.
The lack of availability of storage, cold chains, efficient markets and foo@&$simg industries

are the major reasons for the large share of post harvest losses. Though the percentages losses
appear to be small, the quantum of losses in value terms was enormous and it amounts to Rupees
of several crores in monetary terms. It isrestied that the value of post harvest losses of major
agricultural products was about Rs.44, 000 crore as per whole sale prices of 2009&iNdnda

2012).

1.2.5 Poor Agricultural Marketing

Adequate and efficient agricultural markets are essentiabfization of better income for the
farmers and to minimize pebkarvest losses. However in India, the infrastructure needed for
efficient agricultural markets is inadequate. According to available datauthber of regulated
(secondary) agricultural mieets increased to 7,157 in 2010 compared to just 286 in 1950. There
were 22,221 rural periodical markets, of which 15 per cent functioned under the ambit of
regulation. The average area served by a market was 115 sq. km while an average area served by
a regulated market was 454 dqn. However, across thetates there is a huge variation in the
market facility available per sgq.km, e.g., market availability varied between 10@rsgn

Punjab to 11,215 sd&m. in Meghalaya(Gol, 201213). This is low as @mpared to one market
within 5 km radius (approximately 80 sq km) as per the recommendations of National Farmers
Commission in 2004 (Gol, 2011).

1.2.6 Poor Quality of Seeds and High Prices

The targeted agriculture growth rate of 4 per cent per annum would be possible provided the
farmers are supplied with high yielding quality seeds. The available data shows that the
availability of hybrid seeds in the country has by and large been higireittte demand (Gol,
201213). However, there was a serious problem in adoption of high yield varieties due to lack of
availability or high cost. Occasionally, many of the supplied seeds are of low quality. There is
evidence which shows that, seeds areau®quately supplied to farmers when they need. For
instance, Andhra Pradesh needed 47 lakh quintals of seeds in 2010 Gbvéramentof
Andhra Pradesh had set a target of 18 lakh quintals seed for subsidised distribution, leaving a
large gap between sply and demand (Kurmanath, 2010). The seed sector has to be given
priority as theGovernmentwf India has promised subsidised food grains to 75 per cent of the
rural population and 50 per cent of the urban population under the National Food Security Bill
(NFSB).

1.2.7 Poverty

Poverty in India has a direct relationship with agricultural development. If the agriculture sector
is progressing well, there is an expectation that poverty will come down drastically in rural India.



Overall poverty has declinetbfn 45.3 per cent in 19981 to 37.2 and 21.9 per cent in 2a&BD5and
201112, respectively. During the same period, the rural poverty declined from 50.1 per cent,
41.8 per cent and 25.7 per cent respectively. The decline is 8.3 per cent betwe&d 4083
20042005 and 16.1 per cent between 2005 and 20112 in terms of rural poverty. This
percentage reduction of poverty was higher in rural areas as compared to the overall poverty
decline and urban poverty. However there is still, a long way ta geducing the poverty levels

in India as the numbers of people below poverty line amounted to 269.3 million 22021
(www.planningcommiion.nic.in).

1.2.8 Farmers Suicides

A large number of farmers have committed suicide due to agrarian crisis. The National Crime
Records Bureau (NCRB) data indicates that 1.5 lakh farmers had committed suicides between
1997 and 2005 and 2.85 lakh from 1995 to 2012. SStats have withessekighest incidence

of suicides. Between 2001 and 2006, fStates namely, Andhra Pradesh Karnataka, Kerala and
Maharashtra witnessed 8900 farmer so s20ll)ci des.
and initiation of PM package for mitigating suicidesimber of farmer suicides was 79619 as
compared to 86922 between 2002 and 2006, which means a decline of just 7303. stheides
number of suicides still remains very high and must still be considered a serious problem. Most

of these suicides have takemag# due to crop failure and heavy debt.

1.2.9 Lack of Interest in Agriculture

A large proportion of farmers intend to leave the agriculture as the occupation is not considered a
profitable enterprise. According to National Sample survey (2005), né@ugr cent of farmers

wanted to leave the agricultgigen another option for employment. The reason for this
increased desire to leave the agriculture sectdrise t o decrease in produ
income Census data shows that between 19912401d, over seven million people for whom
cultivation was the main livelihood, quit farming. It suggests that, on average, close to 2,000
people a day abandon farming in the country. Recent Census (2011) data reveals that farmer
population has shrunk by 8tillion between 2001 and 2011 (Ravi, 201Bhe 11" Five Year
document of the Planning Commi ssion also sho
contribute no increase in the Eleventh Plan and a net decrease of 4 million agricultural workers
ove the Twel fth plan periodd (Anonymous, 201 3)

1.2.10 Greater Migration from Rural to Urban

Today the existing labour force in the agriculture sector constitutes women and the elderly, as the
younger generation is moving out of agriculture and migrdabngban areas. It is estimated that

over 22 million people have migrated from rural to urban between the 2001 and 2011 Census.
This is one of the reasons for the rapid growth of population in urban India as compared to rural India.



As per the 2011 Censuaita, the urban population increase was greater than that of rural India's

by nearly half a million $ainath, 2011The 2011 Census data on migration shows internal

mi gration expected to touch 400 milliaon which
(Anonymous, 2013).

1.2.11 Union Government Investment in Agriculture

The Government of India has started helping agriculture through Central and Centrally
Sponsored Schemes and Programmes. Typically the responsibility of developing the agricultural
sector lies with theState However, the CentraGovernmentis supporting ortransferring
financial resources under the Article 282 to Btates to address some of the issues indicated
earlier. The transfer of resources from the Centre t&Sthes have been taking place through
three ChannelsViz.,, Finance Commission (FC), Plang Commission (PC) and Central
Ministries and Departments. Under the last category there are two types of schemes for which
the CentralGovernmentprovides finances and the implementation is underSiage control.

These Schemes include Central Scheg@s) and Centrally Sponsored Schemes (CSS). The
Central schemes are fully supported through Central resources and the expenditure on Centrally
Sponsored Schemes is shared by the Centr&taté. The share of investment depends on the
nature of the scheraeThe major intention of these schemes is to develop various sectors which
are considered national priorities including agriculture along with encouragiehgnotivating

the State Governmeastto plan and implement programmes that would help attain nbgoaks

and objectives These schemes come in the form of mission mode projects, adhoc grants,
subsidies, special packages, crop specific programmes and agro climatic plans etc.

Over time Central assistance to Biates for the development of agricultunas increased along
with number of schemes. The outlay for such schemes was Rs. 50.7 crore duriffypibe 2
(Deshpandeet.al., 2004) which went up to Rs. 878.82 crore for 53 schemes excluding rural
development programmes during th® Blan (Gol, 1985) The number of such schemessw
reduced from 52 in the f1Plan to 8 in the 12Plan merging several ongoing schemes with an
intention of better management and the increased availability of more resour&tsateo
(Antonymous 2011).These 8 scheme ar@) Farm Plant and Machinery; (ii) National
Horticulture Mission (NHM); (iii) Integrated Scheme of Oilseeds, Pulses, Oil Palm & Maize
(ISOPOM); (iv) National Mission for Sustainable Agriculture; (v) National Food Security
Mission-Pulses (NFSMPulses); (viNational Rain fed Authority; (vii) Extension; (viii) Improve
seed Production, Quality and Distribution; and (ix) RKVY.

The RKVY is flagship project of the Ministry of Agriculture and it is being fully funded by the
Centre and has been classified aStae scheme. According to latest information, ttoeal
transfers from the Centre ®tates in the 11 Plan has been estimated about Rs. 6,60,5@8at@
including RKVY allocation of Rs. 25000 crore and Prime Minister Relief Package for the
farmers in thesuicide prone districts (R46979.69 crore). Out of this, the nine Flagship CSS



alone constituted about Rs. 5,24,465.99 crioee, 79.4 per cent of the total expenditure. These
transfers include Central transfers under Additional Central Assistance)(ACAXxternally

Aided Projects, all CSS and Normal Central Schemes. Central transfers under ACA/Central
Sector (CS) Schemes alone estimated at Rs. 2,90,317.63i@0r.28 per cent of tigeneral

Budget Suppo(GBS (Gol, 2011)The impact of these schemes, other agricultural schemes and
programmes of th8tates have generally increased the overall growth rate of GDP in the country
and reduced the farmerodés suicide rates. The
5.52 percent in the 8 Plan t07.6 per cent in the i(lan and 8.2 per cent in the™Plan
However, the agriculture sector has shown declining trend. The growth rate declined from 2.5
per cent in the ®Plan to 2.4 per cent in the i®lan. Some of th&taes in the country have
witnessed higher growth in the agriculture both in tfeP%an and 10 Plan and some have
experienced lower growth and even negative growth. Nonetheless, the country was not able to
achieve the target of 4 per cent growth in agtize which has been planned fd? 20", 11"

and now the 12 Plan. The major constraints for not being able to achieve the 4 per cent growth
target were the consistent decrease in investments in the sectStatey Governmest
Considering this and above mentioned challenges, the Cedbatnadrnmenthas launched a
Special Additional CentréAssistance Scheme called RKVY in 2007 in additionitgoexisting
Centrally Sponsored Schemés supplement agricultural investment.

1.3 Obijectives

The main objectives of the RKVY scheme are:
1 Incentivize theStates so as to increase public investment in agriculture and
allied sectors.
1 Provide autonomy tdStates in planning and executing agriculture sector
schemes.
Ensure the preparation détailed agricultural plans for districts aBthtes.
Achieve the goal of reducing the yield gaps in important crops.
Maximize returns to the farmers in agriculture and allied sectors.
Capitalize agriculture and allied sectors in an integrated manner.
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To fulfil these objectives, the scheme was implemented with an allocation of Rs.25000 crore in
all the 28States and 6 Union Territories of the country starting from 2087 This investment

was increased by a further allocation of Rs. 63,000 crore, whimbuats for a 150 per cent
increase in the I2Plan. TheStateGovernments have undertaken the task of implementation of
RKVY by covering twenty sectors relating to agriculture and allies sectors and executing them
by involving relevant Departments and tihgions, Organisations and Agricultural Universities.

By the end of 20112, more than 5700 projects and programmes were initiatesltates
incurring an expenditure of Rs.27, 000 crores



1.4. Main Objectives and Scope of the Study

The main objective of the Impact Evaluation Study (IES) of RKVY is to examine the extent to
which the components and activities under the RKVY have actually met or / are meeting their
stated targets (objectives) for improving agricultural productivitydpeton and enhancing
economic conditions of the farmers. The findings of the study will be presented in three reports.
The first report pertains to all India based on the analysis of secondary data on major components
of the scheme, allocation and utiliga of funds, outcomes and outputs of the programme at all
India as well as abtatelevels. This will provide a feedback to DAGr correctingthe loopholes

in the programme in order to achieve the desired results

1.5. Data Collection and Compilation

The study is mainly based on secondary data which is available on the RKVY website
(rkvy.nic.in). This data pertains to 7234 projects in four regions of Indep(@.1) under RKVY
during 11" Plan. These projects include normal projects and sub schenadistlie 28States
excluding Union Territories. This information was supplemented with other sources of the
Ministry of Agriculture to capture full picture of the RKVY including Union Territories. These
sources include statements, circulars, letescs
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1.6. Structure of the Report

The first report is presented ieight chapters. The first chapter presents the introduction,
containing the importance of agriculture, challengasntral Government investment iStates
agriculture, RKVY objectives and objective of the study, data sources and limitations of the
study. The pattern of allocation, expenditure, nature of projects, characteristics of the projects
and their status for all India & been presented in second chapter. The third chapter presents
the overall assessment of agriculture during RKVY period and RKVY impact on the macro
agricultural indicatorsChaptes @our, five, six and sevedeals with the individuabtatereports

in the four regions of Indiae., North and North WesSouthWest and Centrabnd East and
North-Eastregion These chaptes coverthe issues which are addressed in the second chapter.
Chaptereightdevotes to sumary and policy conclusions.

1.7. Data Limitations of RKVY

The data available in the Website of RKVY is not adequate and meaningful to make effective
analysis of the programme. Firstly, year wise data for several parameters was neither available
on the website nor was received from @tate Secondly,theallocation and expenditure data
provided by the Ministry of Agriculture & Cooperation, Government of India forStates and

the data provided by Website does not concur with each other. A possible explanation for this
could be that theexpenditure shown in the website might have been repeated as the same
projects and are repeated in several years. Thittitdydata provided by the ministry on releases

for the States in most cases shown as utilization and expenditure. This is not the easasite

data. The website data only shows the expenditure, not the release.Satevhave provided

the release data now; this data is same as expenditureFaatethly, as the number of projects
reported is repeated and hence the number of ohaiprojects are higher as compared to the
actual projects. Finally, the physical targets and achievement data are not properly entered. In
many cases, the targets, achievements, expenditure data is not available.
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CHAPTER I

Allocation and Expenditure under RKVY in All India

2.1. Introduction

Avalilability of sufficient funds and its judicious utilization is pivotal for success of any economic
development activity. This factor assumes importance in relation to agriculture and rural
development. The procedure laid down for allocation and retddsads to States under RKVY
scheme was much easier and simpler as compared to other schemes. Further, with respect to
expenditure and utilization of the funds, the States were bestowed with wide flexibility in terms

of selecting projects and programmesr fimplementation. Hence, before touching the
implementation of this programme, this chapadeavourgo briefly analyze about allocation,
release and expenditure procedure adopted for RKVY implementation throughout the length and
breadth of the country.

2.1.1. Eligibility of States for Fund Allocation

There were no stringent eligibility criteria fixed for States to access RKVY funds. The annual
allocations of funds to States by the Centre under RKVY depended primarily on amount
provided in State budgeb agriculture, excluding RKVY funds to agriculture and allied
activities over and above the base line share i.e., moving average and average percentage
expenditure incurred on agriculture during the last three y@#&es other main criterion for
allocaton of funds was submission of District Agriculture Plans (DAPs) and State Agriculture
Plans (SAPs) by the States. However, subsequently both these criteria were relaxed once the
RKVY Scheme came into operation. Subsequently, simple maintenance of bageime
suffices States to claim RKVY funds. Condition of completion of SAP/DAP was also relaxed as
States required some time to prepare SAPs, after completion of massive exercise of preparing
Comprehensive District Agriculture Plans (CDAPs) in accordancéh wihe Planning
Commission guidelines. In addition to these conditions that were later relaxed, States were
required no prescriptions about the projects, schemes and other programmes to be undertaken
under RKVY programme. Thus, fund allocation to Stateslen RKVY, was almost hassle free
coupled with complete flexibility to opt what is best suited for their local conditions.

2.1.2. Procedure for Release of Funds to States
The State Agriculture Departments (SADs) were designated as nodal agency for RKVY
implementation. Among other tasks, they were mediators between the State and Central

government for receiving and distribution of RKVY funds to implementing agencies. However,
for administrative reasons, the State government had the liberty to identifyndepiaother than
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Agriculture as a nodal agency, or even create a nodal agency department. In instances where
SAD was not the nodal agency, the center could/might release the funds directly to nodal agency
notified by the State.

The implementing agency #ao prepare and submit a Detailed Project Report (DPR) to the
nodal agency for release of funds. The nodal agency in turn would forward this to State Level
Sanctioning Committee (SLSC) for approval. The nodal agency, before recommending to SLSC,
had to esure that the project fulfils RKVY objectives. The nodal agency also had to satisfy
itself about competency of the implementing agency, anticipated benefits that would flow to the
farming community, definite timénes for implementation and such othepests. For this
purpose, the nodal agency was empowered to spend up to 5 per cent of funds for hiring
professionals and consultants.

2.1.3. Utilization of Funds by States

RKVY was mainly a project oriented Scheme. Sitill, it did not exclude existing &tdteentral
schemes. Thus, States could avail additional outlays for existing projects and programmes out of
RKVY funds. For this purpose, RKVY funds can be utilized by the State in two streamder

Streaml, it was essential that minimum of 75 pent RKVY fund has to be used for specific
projects / schemes / programmes which have been approved as part of the State and District
Plans. The States could use remaining @& centof RKVY funds under Streasti for
strengthening existing State schemesud; the States were not permitted to use more than 25
per cent for Stream Il purposes under any circumstances. However, the States could use entire
i.e. 100 per cent amount in Stredmf they desired.

2.1.4. RKVY Database Management Information Systa (RDMIS)

Apart from easy allocation and release of funds, monitoring of scheme with strong Management
Information System (MIS) is equally important to attain desired objectives of the programmes.
For this very purpose, RKVY Database Management Infoonedystem (RDMIS) was hosted

on the websitéhttp.//www.rkvy.nic.infor monitoring RKVY programmes. All implementing
agencies were supposed to enter all relevant data of the projects / programmes that were being
implemented by them in their respective Stada the website. It was further expected that the
data would be periodically updated to indicate financial and physical progress of RKVY
programmes. Main objective of RDMIS was to access authenticated data on several physical
aspects such as expected anthial outputs, expected and actual outcome, fund utilization status,
growth impact etc., to all those who are connected with RKVY in one or the other way. In
reality, due to some administrative and technical shortcomings in the system, RDMIS did not
servethe purpose to the extent it was expected.
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Hasty launching of the system coupled with inadequate training teedatapersonnel at gross

root level was one of the main administrative shortcomings. Many implementing agencies had
not entered RDMIS data online as they did not have complete knowabdge it. During 20141

12, there was complete lack of information on the website related to release of funds. Moreover,
the data supplied online remains only to comply with the rule, without giving due attention on
the accuracy of the data entered on thebsite. As a result, RDMIS contains some
conspicuously erroneous entries. For instance, Uttar Pradesh has an allocation of Rs. 10,000
crore for the year 20212 which is a remote possibility.

Every year the projects were assigned new identificationbers irrespective of whether these
projects were new project initiated during the year or they were in continuation of a programme
initiated in the previous years. Hence, the projects did not have a unique identity to serve as a
key field. This is one fothe major technical flaws in the entire system. Another technical
problem faced is inconsistency in the data. Proper quantification and unitization of physical
targets and achievements is another technical hindrance.

2.1.5. Data Constraints Encountered

The impact evaluation study team completely relied on this webge/www.rkvy.nic.infor
secondary data. Yeavise, Statewvise and sectewise consolidated data in excel format was
available only for numbers of projects initiated and project cest, allocation. This was only at
macro level, i.e., allocations for each project was not available. As far as data pertaining to
release and utilization of funds and physical targets and achievement are concerned, even macro
data was not available. Howeyéhough it was too laborious and time consuming, micro data
was extracted following the hypertext links provided in consolidated statements. Even this
method proved futile to great extent on many parameters. The data on physical targets and
achievements as indicated as not available for very large number of projects. The data relating
to release of funds was not at all available. Release and utilization along with allocation data was
collected from circulars and agenda notes placed on the same welasitghar location. Thus,

three sets of secondary data were collected at three locations of the RDMIS website. Despite all
these efforts, in any of the three sets of data, seatas release data was not available. As
mentioned earlier, wide variations werteticed in these three sets of data. These \ang&are
presented in Table 2.1

Projectwise data could be collected for 7234 projects. The data pertaining to expected output
and outcome, actual out put and outscie.pmorewa s
than thredourth numbers of projects. About 5 per cent of the projects had claimed to have
achieved 100 per cent physical target by showing same data in physical targets and physical
achievements fields. Therefore, the very important arsalysrtaining to physical targets and
physical achievements, expected output and outcome, actual output and outcome could not be
attempted very systematically. With all this constraints, the data collected on {iogpecject
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basis was used for analysid allocation and expenditure under RKVY schemgle data
pertaining to Union Territories was not made available at all and therefore only 28 States were
considered for this analysis.

2.2. Overall Sector Wise Allocation and Expenditure Pattern in All Inda

Funding under RKVY programme was distributed over 20 main sectors. Each of these main
sectors had subectors. In all, there were 152 ssirctors. These main and ssdctors covered

all the farming activities, research, information technology, extansraining and also some
nontfarming activities. The RKVY programme was implemented in 28 States and 7 Union
Territories during Eleventh Five Year Plan. By the end of the Plan, RKVY programme had
implemented 7234 number of projects, programmes and sclmwesng all the sectors and
subsectors. An expenditure of Rs. 23030.47 crores was incurred by 28 States against proposed
or allocated budget of Rs. 37919.65 crores. Table 2.2 provides the-wessaallocation and
expenditure compiled by our team frafata downloaded on projetd-project basis.

It may be seen from Table 2.2 and Figure 2.1 that eight sectors, viz., crop development, micro /
minor irrigation, horticulture, animal husbandry, agriculture mechanization, seed production,
innovative programm and natural resource management accounted for more than 75 per cent of
the total expenditure distributed over 20 main sectors. However, these eight sectors constituted
less than 60 per cent of the projects / programmes 4akdar implementation durin@KVY

period. The absorption capacity, measured in terms of ratio of expenditure to allocation,
remained at 0.61 at all India and ranged between 0.32 (integrated pest management) to 0.75 (crop
development) among the sectors. The remaining 25 per cent weasteid in remaining 12
sectors. Expenditure per project was highest Rs. 9.92 crore for micro and minor irrigation,
followed by agricultural mechanisation Rs. 6.89, innovative programmes Rs. 6.80, and crop
development Rs. 6.16.

The performance of regionsitiv respect to allocation and expenditure is presented in Table 2.3
and Map 2.1. Expenditure allocation ratio of 0.72 in South India was much higher than all other
regions. Therefore, outwardly, it appears that South India utilized planned amount bettaf th
other regions. However, it may be seen that West and Central India had highest allocation of
Rs.13983.89 crores, which was almost equal to the expenditure of the other three regions put
together. Further, like allocation, expenditure of West andr@leimdia was also much higher
compared to all other regions. Looking at the expenditure allocation ratio, the West and Central
India was next to South India with a ratio of 0.60. The East and North East India spent an
amount of Rs. 5183 crore and its ergiture allocation ratio stood at 0.57. The performance of
North and North Western India was lowest both in terms of total expenditure (Rs. 36041 crore)
as well as expenditure allocation ratio (0.54) among all regions.
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Figure 2.1: SectorWise Distribution of Expenditure under RKVY during 11 ™ FYP
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Map 2.1: RegionWise Number of Projects, Allocation and Expenditureunder RKVY
during 11" FYP
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Crop development, micro and minor irrigation, horticulture, animal husbandry and agriculture
mechanizatiorsectors occupied top five positions with respect to the proportion of investment in
these sectors, out of total expenditure under RKVY programme during theid year Plan.
Some further details of RKVY performance on these five sectors is given below.

2.2.1. Crop Development

The main focus of RKVY under crop development sector was integrated development of major
food crops such as wheat, paddy, coarse cereals, minor millets, pulses and oil seeds. In addition
to these targeted crops, the scheme algeered some horticultural crops like Banana,
vegetables, coconut and also cash crops like cotton and sugarcane. By the end of the period of
11" FYP under RKVY, this sector covered 520 projects with an allocation of Rs. 4243.51 crore.
This sector had incued highest expenditure of Rs. 3201.47 crore as compared to other main
sectors. It also had the highest expenditure allocation ratio of 0.75 which was more than all India
ratio aggregate ratio of 0.61. Within this main sector, Paddy (30.07 per cent)aasd cereals

(22.85 per cent) had accounted for nearly 53 per cent of the expenditure incurred. Integrated
Scheme of Oilseeds, Pulses, Oil palm and Maize (ISOPOM) was simultaneously being
implemented in 14 major States, during th& Plan under NationaMission on Oil Seeds and

Oil Palm (NMOOP) as a sub scheme of RKVY with a separate additional budget. Probably, for
this reason the share of oil seeds was lower only 13.91 per cent of the total expenditure under
crop development. Regiemise performance umd crop production is given in Table 2.4 and
Figure 2.2below.

West and Central India and East and North East India together had spent more than 73 per cent
of the total expenditure on crop development sector. Therefore, they had taken more initiative in
crop development sector than the other two regions. The expenditure of South India was less
than 20 per cent of the total expenditure. Within South India, Tamil Nadu and Kerala states
together accounted for 70 per cent of the expenditure in this regiale Wérala had confined

its expenditure only for Paddy crop, Tamil Nadu had expenditure on Paddy and oil seed crops.

West and Central India had concentrated on coarse cereals. This region had spent 53.77 per cent
on coarse cereals out Rs. 1137.22 crorgeemditure on crop development. The expenditure
allocation ratio of 2.26 recorded in case of coarse cereals itself explains the extent of priority
accorded by West and Central India on coarse cereals. Chhattisgarh was the main contributor for
high expendiire allocation ratio. The expenditure on coarse cereals in Chhattisgarh was Rs.
460.85 crore which exceeded the allocation of Rs. 10.29 crore. The reason for the same is yet
unknown and we shall try to ascertain the same at the time of primary survepngdsorth

East India had takeap highest number of 185 projects under crop development programme.
This region had the highest expenditure of Rs. 1211.14 crore, i.e., 37.84 per cent of the total
expenditure under crop development sector. It may be nbéédB0 per cent of expenditure in
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East and North East India was in four States viz., Bihar (Rs. 514.97 crore), Jharkhand (Rs. 147.89
crore)and Orissa (Rs. 329.56 crore). All the above mentioned expenditure was on paddy crop.

Performance of North andorth Western region with respect to crop development sector was
poor as compared to other three regions. This region had lowest allocation for crop sector.
However, its expenditure allocation ratio was 0.66 in crop development sector that was far above
its overall ratio of 0.54. The major expenditure on crop development in this region happened in
Uttar Pradesh to the extent of 66 per cent of the total expenditure. Uttar Pradesh spent the entire
amount of crop development on wheat and sugarcane cropstiidre30 per cent was jointly

shared by Punjab and Haryana States. Punjab utilized the amount spent on crop development for
wheat crop and Haryana utilized for sugarcane. Only 4 per cent of the expenditure on crop
development in North and North Western Regwas spent on vegetables incurred by Himachal
Pradesh State.

North and North
Western India
7%

East and North
East India
38%

Figure 2.2: RegionWise Expenditure on Crop Development under RKVY during 11" FYP
2.2.2. Micro and Minor Irrigation

This sector had the lowest numbers of projects, i.e., 314 amongptiigesectors with second
highest both in allocation (Rs. 4572.21 crore) and expenditure (Rs. 3096.09 crore) showing
expenditure allocation ratio of 0.68 which stands third among all the sectors. This sector
comprised of 14 subectors. Supply of pump setvith an expenditure of Rs. 784.31 crore,
supply of sprinkler and drip irrigation systems with an investment of Rs. 599.17 crore and
establishment of farm ponds costing Rs. 461.05 crore were the thrsectals accounting for
59.57 per cent of the totakpenditure under micro and minor Irrigation sector. Another 26 per
cent expenditure of micro and minor irrigation sector was invested in other threedals viz.,

17



percolation / minor irrigation tanks (9.18 per cent), tube wells (8.94 per cent) ggeksl¢7.98

per cent). Investment in these three-sabtors of micro / minor irrigation was mainly in West
and Central India, and North and North western regions. The investment in South India for this
sector was negligible. It may be due to prevalencenahy other irrigation schemes outside
RKVY programmes. Table 2.5 contains regisise details of allocation and expenditure under
micro and minor Irrigation sectand thesames shown in Figure 2.3.

Karnataka State has taken a lead in South India by spending entire allocation amount of Rs. 55.0
crore on diggies and establishment of farm ponds. Karnataka is followed by Tamil Nadu which
invested mainly on check dams and percolation tanks to the tuRs.d2.37 crore and about

Rs. 8.0 crore on establishment of farm ponds and supply of pump sets. Except for these two
States which accounted for 88 per cent of the total amount spent in South India, the performance
of South India in micro and meor irrigation projects was negligible as compared to other
regions. The performance of West and Central India was impressive with regard to investment
on micro and minor irrigation projects. Total amount of Rs. 1877.20 crore spent by West and
Central Inda under this programme exceeded by a wide margin of Rs. 658 crores over and above
the amount spent by all the other three regions put together in this programme. The States of
MadhyaPradesh, Maharashtra and Rajasthan were the chief contributors fohiggiment with Rs.
420.27, Rs. 978.96 and Rs. 738.79 crore of expenditure, respectively. Supply of sprinkler and
drip irrigation sets, establishment of fish ponds and supply of pump sets with an investment of
Rs. 1284.96 crore were the main micro / mimogation programmes undertaken in this region.

Investment to the extent of Rs. 147.50 crore, through supply of pump sets, in Assam and
Establishment of Percolation tanks spending Rs. 117.15 crore in Jharkhand were the only two
subsectors covered in tlast and North East India. The performance of remaining 10 States in
micro and micro irrigation sector was not noteworthy. However, its performance in the East and
North East region was much better than the South India in terms of total expenditurediasurre
well as allocation and expenditure ratio.

The performance of North and North Western India in micro and minor irrigation projects was
not outstanding. The two States, viz., Uttar Pradesh and Haryana accounted for 86 per cent of the
achievement in tems of expenditure. In this region pump sets and sprinkler systems were the
main investment items under micro and minor irrigation. Uttar Pradesh had shown an
expenditure of Rs. 126.01 crore towards Shallow / dug wells. In fact, Uttar Pradesh was the only
State in the entire country which attempted this-settor.
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Figure 2.3: Region Wise Expenditure under Micro and Minor Irrigation Secta under
RKVY during 11" FYP

2.2.3. Horticulture

Horticulture sector is one of the mdbtust areas of RKVY programme and has highest number

of 29 subsectors. However, only three sabctors, viz., area expansion, development of
horticulture farms / facilities and vegetables had spent more than 67 per cent of the total of Rs.
2262.23 croraeinder horticulture. Although horticulture sector stands third among the 20 sectors
in terms of its expenditure, it had very low expenditure allocation ratio of 0.46 which was lowest
among the top five sectors. In fact, its expenditure allocation ratia stimeost at the bottom

even among all twenty sectors. Only South India and West and Central India had shown some
interest in horticulture sector with an expenditure allocation ratio of 0.77 and 0.60, respectively.
Table 2.6 and Figure 2.4 present the regiise performance under horticulture sector.

The difference in expenditure on horticulture between South India and West and Central India
was marginal. These two regions accounted for more than 70 per cent of the total expenditure
under horticulture seat under RKVY programme. However, as far as the expenditure allocation
ratio is concerned, South India performed far better than West and Central India with a ratio of
0.77 in the former compared to 0.60 in the case of latter. Three States, viz., ArateahPr
Karnataka and Tamil Nadu showed high priority towards horticulture while Goa literally did not
implement any horticulture projects despite an allocation of Rs. 29.00 crore. Kerala State,
although had takeop 93 projects under horticulture sectodarad an allocation Rs. 135.35
crore, but the State spent only half of its allocation amount. Area expansion, development of
horticulture farm / facilities, vegetables was the major subsectors of this region. Coconut

19



development and fruit production prajeaevere other subector of horticulture that was takap
in South India region, though at a small scale.

West and Central India had performed reasonably better under horticulture. The States
contributing for its performance and having higher priorityvaods horticulture were:
Maharashtra, Madhya Pradesh and Rajasthan. The pattern of expenditure in this region also
remained similar to South India. However, floriculture and nurseries were attempted in
Chhattisgarh in addition to other sabctors.

Operation of National Horticultural Mission as separate programmes in East and North East
India and North and North Western India might be the reason for low preference to horticulture
sector under RKVY programme in these two regions. However, heavytalloch Rs. 1223.02
crores in Punjab in the North and North Western India for vegetables under horticulture was
undoubtedly a colossal waste as it could use only Rs. 13.26 crores, i.e., utilization ratio of only
0.01. At the overall, expenditure allocatimatio in the horticulture sector was observed as 0.77

in the Southern Region, 0.60 in the West and Central Region, 0.43 in the East andasbrth
Region and only 0.16 in the West and North West Region.

East and North
East India
16%

Figure 2.4: Region Wise Expenditure in Horticuture Sector under RKVY during 11" FYP

2.2.4. Animal Husbandry

This sector had implemented highest numbers of projects and programmes among the 20 sectors,
i.e., 1255 projects. Among top five sectors, animal husbandry was second from the bottom

(above haticulture) in terms of expenditure allocation ratio at 0.57. With respect to expenditure,
animal husbandry spent Rs. 2258.13 crores and it was short by Rs. 4.00 crore only when
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compared with horticulture sector. Out of 13 subsectors under animal hushafrdstructure,

animal health, breeds improvement and feed and Fodder remained the main foctsssiosab

These subsectors together spent more than 75 per cent of animal husbandry expenditure. Region
wise performance under animal husbandry is giveérainle 2.7 and Figure 2.5.

Like in the case of horticulture sector, South India and West and Central India performed better
in animal husbandry sector also. They together covered nearly 65 per cent of the total
expenditure. However, South India had higaependiture allocation ratio of 0.73 compared to
West and Central India which had ratio of only 0.51. This may be due to higher allocation
(almost 1.5 times) to West and Central India as compared to South India. Despite higher
allocation in the West ande@tral India, both the regions had more or less same proportion of
expenditure under animal husbandry sector. Comparing the expenditure allocation ratio, even
North and North Western India observed higher expenditure allocation ratio (0.58) than West
Cental India.

In the southern region, Goa had negligible expenditure on animal husbandry sector. Among the
remaining four States, Andhra Pradesh spent nearly half of the total expenditure in that region
(Rs. 346.50 crore) while remaining amount, more or less equally shared by Karnataka,
Kerala and Tamil Nadu. Most of the expenditure was incurred on animal health, feed and fodder,
breed improvement and infrastructure sagtor in this region. Extension, training and poultry
subsectors also absorbed somgenditure on animal husbandry sector in this region. The sub
sectors covered in West and Central India was same as in the Southern region. Chhattisgarh State
had attained an expenditure allocation ratio of 1.36 in infrastructursesiibr under animal
husbandry sector. Among the other four States of West and Central India, except Rajasthan,
expenditure allocation ratio ranged from 0.74 to 0.80 in the case of infrastructesecsab of

animal husbandry. However, it appears that the overall allocatibfairarashtra and Rajasthan

was more than what was their absorption capacity since they had abysmally low over all
expenditure allocation ratios of 0.34 and 0.26, respectively.

Out of 12 States of East and North East India, West Bengal, Bihar, Assamissal lixd more

than 76 per cent of the total expenditure on animal husbandry. It must be mentioned that
Mizoram had a smaller expenditure on animal husbandry but it managed to spend the entire
allocation of Rs. 15.94 crore mainly on miscellaneoussagbos of animal husbandry.
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Figure 2.5: Region Wise Expenditure in Animal Husbandry Sector under RKVY
during 11" FYP

2.2.5. Farm Mechanization

Machine and equipment assistance was the onlyseator of farm mechanizatiowhich
received the highest priority among 10 @dztors of farm mechanization. All the regions,
except North and North Western India had implemented thissscior and spent high
proportion of their total expenditure on this ssdrtor. An amount of R4.814.35 crore was
utilized for this subsector under RKVY programme, which is 81.26 per cent of the total
expenditure of Rs. 2232.90 crore under farm mechanisation sector. Out of the total an
expenditure of Rs. 200.44 was utilized for custom hiring. TaBeand Figure 2.6 present the
regionwise performance of farm mechanization sector.

It may be seen that all the regions had attained comparatively higher expenditure allocation ratio
in farm mechanization sector. Although, the amount of allocation apdneiture on farm
mechanization was lowest in the North and North Western India, but it had highest expenditure
allocation ratio of 0.87. The region might have sought allocation after proper planning as the
ratio achieved in this sector by the North andtNdaVestern India was the highest among all the
above discussed activities. Not only within North and North West, but at a glance on the
expenditure allocation ratio among all the above discussed five sectors, North and North Western
India achieved higheséxpenditure allocation ratio among all the regions. Only in crop
development, the West and Central India achieved expenditure allocation ratio of 0.84.
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Figure 2.6: RegionWise Expenditure in Farm Mechanization Sector under RKVY
during 11" FYP

2.3. Sector Wise Size of the Projects Based on Expenditure

Taking a glance on the size of the projects taken up under the RKVY programme, the average
allocation per RKVY project was Rs. 5.24 crores and theageeexpenditure per project was

Rs. 3.18 crore. Across sectors, the average allocation value per project ranged from Rs. 1.46
crore in sericulture sector to 14.65 crores in micro and minor irrigation sector. Likewise, the
average expenditure in the mairctees varied between Rs. 0.90 crore to Rs. 9.92 crore. At
micro-level, there were several individual RKVY projects like animal health, feed and fodder
(subsectors of animal husbandry) had an allocation amount as low as few thousand Rupees. On
the other etteme, there were few projects that had allocation of Rs. hundreds of crores as in the
case of watershed conservation, watershed developmenisdstdy of natural resource
management) and few sskctors of IPM sector. Similarly, a glance on the experaialso
showed amount between few thousands of Rupees in research oriented sectors to few hundred
crores Rupees in natural resource management sector.

In view of these wide variations in allocation and expenditure, all the projects were grouped into

four categories based on total expenditure under the programme. The details are presented in
Table 2.9 and Figure 2.7 as percentage of each sector to total.
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Figure 2.7: Size Wise Classification of Projects according their Expenditure under
RKVY during 11" FYP

From Table 2.9 it may be inferred that fund absorption capacity was high for those projects
which had more than Rs. 25 crores of expenditure per project. It is evident from the siatistic

the table that expenditure allocation ratio was directly proportional to the quantum of
expenditure incurred on projects. Another factor that mattered for fund utilization capability was,
number of project implemented in each group. The expenditlveatibn ratio showed an
inverse relation with numbers of projects implemented. It was observed that the projects with
less than Rupees one crore expenditure had lowest expenditure allocation ratio and this category
had highest number of projects impleneght The projects of above Rs. 25 crores expenditure
had highest expenditure allocation ratio and they were lowest with respect to number of projects.
This is further substantiated by the fact that expenditure allocation ratio of projects in the group
of bdwae Rs. 25 crores expenditured was ei ght
crore expenditured group.

At the end of 11 Five Year Plan period Rs. 14889.13 crore remainedtilized under RKVY

out of Rs. 37919.61 crores of allocation theds around 40 per cent of the total allocated
amount. Nearly 55 per cent of this-utilized was accounted by projects of less than Rs. 1 crore
and the rest was shared among remaining three categories, viz., Rs. 1 to 10 crore, Rs. 10 to 25
crore and abov&s. 25 crore which occupied 24.87 per cent, 12.37 per cent and 8.14 per cent
share of the unutilized amount, respectively.

Out of 20 main sectors, 13 sectors had shown an expenditure allocation ratio of more than 0.80
in the projects involving more thaRs. 25 crores expenditure. Crop development and
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horticulture sectors had expenditure allocation ratio more than one, i.e., 1.10 and 1.18,
respectively. Regiocmvise classification of projects is provided in Table 2.10.

All regions mostly followed the sanpattern as discussed above. From the above discussion, it
appears that RKVY implementers had more inclination towards bigger projects of more than Rs.
25 crore worth of each project value. Possibly, there were several administrative and technical
reasonsvhich might emerge after our discussions with the RKVY implementing agencies and
other concerned departments during our primary field survey. For the moment, it may be
assumedthat few numbers of bigger projects could be implemented more efficientlydhan to
many numbers of smaller projects.

2.4. Status Wise Classification of Projects under RKVY

By the end of 11 Five Year Plan, only 3542 projects / programmes had seen completion out of

7234 projects initiated under RKVY scheme from the year ofdgeption in 200708 to 201112, that

is only less than half of the total projects initiated. Among the incomplete projects, 376 were
either not implemented or were abandoned. Thus, nearly 45 per cent of the RKVY projects,
i.e., 3316 numbers remainedgoing although they were supposed to be completed by the end of

11" Five Year Plan. The completion status of the RKVY projects is presented in Table 2.11 and
Figure 2.8.

The abandoned projects included 12 State Flagship projects coming under anioaaldhys
horticulture, farm mechanization, marketing apadst harvesting management, fisheries and

organic farming sectors. These sectors also
and minor irrigation and integrated pest management werdhbetwo sectors which conteid
6not i mpl e me Mtceupl® of pNationaleRtagshkip projects belonging to water

conservation structures and watershed developmergeqibrs of natural resource management
were not implemented.

The modified and oigoing projects hardly utilized its allocation amount of Rs. 12.20 crores
meant for crop development, fertilizers and INM and seeds. It is likely that the implementing
agencies needed some drastic modifications in the projects to suit their local sit&tioasno

fund was utilized for these 11 projects; they have to be treated as not implemented projects.
Further details pertaining to sectoise projects abandoned, not implemented;goimg /
in-progress and completed / substantially completendicated in Table 2.11a and Table 2.11b
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Figure 2.8: Status Wise Classification of Projects under RKVY during 11 FYP

The projects were abandoned invariably in all the sectors. Animal husbaodigulture, and
extension sectors topped the list of abandoned projects in terms of numbers. These three sectors
with 50, 38 and 21 number of projects in that order accounted for nearly 44 per cent of the 249
abandoned projects. The sectors considerédpaBve sectors, based on expenditure, had nearly

50 per cent of the abandoned projects and 54 per cent of not implemented projects. Animal
husbandry and horticulture sectors had high proportion of abandoned and not implemented
projects. These two sectoralso recorded high percentage of completed and substantially
completed projects.

While animal husbandry and horticulture sector were dropped without incurring any expenditure,
extension was abandoned after spending Rs. 1.93 crores amounting to Beettl péthe total
expenditure on abandoned projects. The remaining 62.40 per cent of total expenditure of Rs. 5.17
crores towards abandoned projects was on marketing and post harvest management, fisheries and
nonfarm sectors.

The expenditure on abandahprojects could have been ignored on the assumption that efforts
were made to implement and then they were dropped due to some extraordinary reasons or
circumstances. Ironically, seven of the eight abandoned projects had completely utilized the
allocatedbudget. In fact, few projects had even overstretched the budget allocation. Out of these
7 projects two projects, viz., infrastructure/ponds of fisheries (subsector of fisheries) and
settingup and strengthening marketing infrastructure (subsector of tmgrk@d post harvest
management) had an E:A ratio 2.00 and 1.21, respectively. The reasons need to be ascertained.
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In the case of not implemented projects, all the projects were implemented in cooperatives and
cooperation, noiiarm activities and sericre sectors although these sectors included
abandoned projects. The not implemented projects also had expenditure of Rs. 24.99 crore spent
on animal husbandry, horticulture, micro / minor irrigation, dairy development, research and
organic farming projest Almost all the expenditure, i.e., Rs. 22.09 crore was spent on organic
farming before deciding it to keep out of implementation. Two projects under nursery and
greenhouses sub sector of horticulture and one project of farm pond, a sub sector of micro /
minor irrigation had shown expenditure equal to the allocation.

Projects of group O6in progressod were distribeu
3125 projects which were in progress status, 578 projects had utilized all its allocatedabudge

Rs. 2154.03 crore. Out of the 3542 numbers of completed projects, only about 66 per cent (2380
numbers) of projects had used the entire allocation of Rs. 7563.64 crore. The remaining 1162
number of projects (33 per cent of completed projects) usgdrénper cent of budget allocated

to them, i.e., Rs. 6769.81 crore. Thereby, there was an unspent amount of Rs. 1630.52 crore out

of the budget allocated to projects that were completed by the end' &l Year Plan under

RKVY scheme.

Across the regias, East and North East India and North and North West India regions had
highest proportion of abandoned and not implemented projects. Large number of completed and
substantially completed projects was seen in East and North East India, West and Ghatral In
had highest number of ongoing orprogress projects. The regiwise details on status of
projects are given in Table 2.11c. Map 2.2 and Map 2.3 are also given for more visual clarity.
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2.5. Infrastructure and Flagship Projects

The RKVY planned to address some problems of farming community like lack of cold storage
facilities, difficult and untimely availability of transportation, proper marketing facilities to
profitably sell agricultural produgetc. The benefits of these projects will be enjoyed by group
of farmers at village or district level rather than individual farriéese types of projects were
termed as infrastructure projects.

Infrastructure development for agriculture is the most thrust areas of RKVY programme in the
country. For this purpose, an amount of Rs. 9582.06 crore was made available for 1584
infrastructwe and asset creation projects. Out of ,tRs. 6725.41 crore was spent during the

11" Plan through RKVY budget. In addition to infrastructure projects, Statesuppaome
projects which were special in nature. They were termed as Flagship projects. The projects may
be special to that State or to the nation itself. The projects whicholv&tate importance were

called as State flagship projects and projects of national importance were called as National
Flagship projects. An amount of Rs. 2536.07 crore was spent on 482 State Flagship projects from
an allocation Rs. 3181.82 crore. For iemlenting of 84 National Flagship proje&s. 2064.50

crore was allocatedut of which Rs. 1529.25 crore was utilized. Table 2.12 provides details of
Infrastructure and Flagship projecBrojectswhich are reflected by theatio areshown in Table

2.12.1t leads to inference that infrastructure or asset creation projects were accorded relatively
more importance than neanfrastructure projects. The importance was still higher when the
infrastructure projects happened to be State Flagship projects. Hovweypdéementation of
infrastructure and nemfrastructure projects that had National Flagship nature, by and large, had
equal importance.

With the above facts, it may be noted that only 65 per cent (1027 numbers) out of 1584
infrastructure projects takeup for implementation were completed. Another 42 projects were
under substantially completed status. There were 35 incomplete projects in the category of
infrastructure projects of State Flagship nature. The infrastructure project with National Flagship
recorded 90 per cent completion rate. The details of segs® infrastructure projects are shown

in Table 2.13.

All the 20 sectors had infrastructure projects and State Flagship projects. The National Flagship
projects were not found in fertilizers andM, nonfarm and sericulture sectors. However, crop
development had only one nanfrastructural National Flagship project, i.e., incentivizing paddy
cultivation through SHGs in Southern region of Goa State. Hence, crop cultivation did not have
any infrastucture oriented National Flagship programme. Five sectors which occupied top
position according to expenditure had 36.80 per cent of the total infrastructure projectspaken
under RKVY scheme. Majority of these projects were normal in nature. The$edagectors

had an allocation of Rs. 5148.85 crore to implement 583 infrastructure projects. The remaining
15 sectors had to cover 1.71 times more numbers of infrastructure projects, i.e., 1001 with only
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86.10 per cent (Rs. 4433.21 crore) of fund allatati® top five sectorsDespite this, the
expenditure allocation ratio of top five sectors remained higher at 0.72 as compared to other
sectors.

As far as Flagship, infrastructure and fofrastructure projects are concerned, the top five
sectors had alnsb half (49.79 per cent) of the 482 State Flagship projects and 28.56 per cent of
National Flagship projects implemented all over the country. Share of animal husbandry and
horticulture sectors in implementing number of State Flagship projects was higisiyicuous.

Animal husbandry had 18.26 and horticulture had 15.98 proportions of the total State Flagship
projects. In fact, these two sectors implemented highest number of projects as compared to any
of the 20 sectors of RKVY programme. More than 60 et of the National Flagship projects

were in natural resource management (25.00 per cent, fisheries (13.10 per cent), agricultural
mechanization (11.90 per cent) and seed (10.71 per cent).

The details pertaining to sectaise, Flagship wise infrastrugtl and nofinfrastructure are

shown in Tables 2.13a, 2.13b, and 2.13c. In addition to tables State Flagship programmes are
given in the Map 2.4 and National flagship programmes are given in the Map 2.5. Details of
infrastructure projects are given in Maj6 2or more clarity.

The performance of all the regions was impressive as measured by their total expenditure
allocation ratio. The ratio was much higher than all India ratio of 0.61 in all the regions. In spite
of highest total E:A ratio at 0.88, Nortimé North West India could not be assessed as best
performer with respect to implementation of infrastructure projects. First of all, it implemented
lowest number of (only 115) infrastructure projects. Not only it was just lowest, the next higher
performane by East and North East implemented 231 infrastructure projects that were two times
more than the North and North West region. Further, the latter had implemented only 8 State
Flagship projects and did not implement any National Flagship projects. OtiteoB
infrastructure projects, 5 were in Uttar Pradesh. Punjab and Himachal Pradesh of this region did
not have any infrastructure flagship projects. Proper planning should have been done before
taking allocations by this region for infrastructure projeétgriculture Mechanisation, Dairy
Development and Natural Resource Management were the sectors chosen by North and North
West region for infrastructure proje¢able 2.14)

The second highest total E:A ratio of 0.86 was in East and North East Indiplé@e utilization

of allocation in State and National Flagship projects was seen only in this region. However, 5 out
of 12 States covered in this region did not have any infrastructure projects. Only two States, viz.,
Arunachal Pradesh and Orissa had otal Flagship infrastructure projects in fisheries,
marketing and horticulture sectors. The budget was also low and naturally it could manage to
utilize entire allocated funds. Out of the 22 Flagship projects, 18 were-tigkenOrissa State
alone.East ah North East India had completed all Flagship infrastructure projects implemented
and also had utilized entire budget allocation.
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South India region stood third as per the E:A ratio of infrastructure projects is concerned. All the
five States of this regn had implemented infrastructure projects. Kerala accounted for more
than 63 per cent (473 projects) of the total infrastructure projects implemented in this region.
However, allocation of Rs. 383.65 crore to Kerala State for infrastructure projecissivéss.

49 crore more than allocation to Karnataka, which had implemented 69 infrastructure projects.
Thus, in comparison to number of projects implemented by Karnataka State, the budget
allocation to Kerala State was much smaller. Still, the E:A ratidkefala (0.85) under
infrastructure remained less than 0.89 attained by Karnataka State. There were 45 State and 13
National Flagship infrastructure projects in south India region. While Goa did not have any
Flagship projects, Tamil Nadu had only 4 NatioRkagship projects and had no State Flagship
projects. Kerala had completed all the 4 National Flagship infrastructure projects it had
implemented. Almost every sector had infrastructure projects in this region.

EXPENDITURE-ALLOCATION
RATIO

Map 2.4:RegionWise Infrastructure and Non-Infrastructure State Flagship Projectsunder
RKVY during 11™ FYP
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West and Central India region was the poor performer based on E:A ration of infrastructure
projects. The ratio of 0.62 was much lower than all the other three regions. The reason for the
same as it appears was excessillecation of budget for this regio®ut of the total budget
allocation of Rs. 9582.05 crore for infrastructure projects, West and Central India alone was
allocated more than twihird, but the region implemented not even™L(g the infrastructure
projects implemented all over the country. This excess allocation was only into two States,
namely, Maharashtra and Rajasthan. But for these two States, West and Central India would
have also achieved the E:A ratio of more than i0e8, at par with the other regions. Out of 90
State Flagship projects implemented in this region, 82 projects were located in Gujarat State
alone. Only Gujarat and Maharashtra States implemented National Flagship projects. Again, out
of 21 National Flagsip projects, 12 were implemented in Gujarat. In this region also almost all
the sectors had infrastructure projects.

2.6. Special Programmes

The special schemes were not a part of RKVY scheme in the beginning. niager$pecial
ProgramméSchemes undeRKVY were implemented as sigchemes in the Plan starting

from 201011. The special programmes retained flexibility and authority with States. It is not
clear whether these new schemes were provided with additional allocation. Over the years the
allocation to these schemes was increasing denying larger outlays available for States under the
programme. The data available indicated that about 20 per cent of overall RKVY fund was
earmarked to special schemes. In the last two years it has exceeged &ht of the tota
allocations. (Anonymoy2013).

The name of the special schemes are: The Vegetable Initiative for Urban Cluster, Programme of
Integrated Development of 60,999 Pulse Villages in rain fed Area, Extending Green Revolution
to Eastern India, Special Programme on Oil Palm Area Expansion (QR&R)fed Area
Development Programme (RADP), Accelerated Fodder Development Programme (AFDP),
Initiative for Nutritional Security through Intensive Millets Promotion (INSIMP), Vidarbha
Intensive Irrigation Development Programme (VIIDP) &adfronMission
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TABLES

Table 2.1: Discrepancies and/ariations in Data collected from RDMIS Website

Allocation
Data Source No. of in Rs. Release in | Expenditure | State wise | Sector wise| Year wise
Projects crores Rs. crores | in Rs. crores
Circulars,
Letters and N.A. 22874.14 | 22295.03 22072.38 A N.A. A
Agenda@
Consolidated 5768 39594.52 N.A. N.A. A A. A
Projectwise 7234 37919.42 N.A. 23030.52 A A NA

Note: 1.N.A. = Not Available; A = Available
@ Statewise allocation, release and expenditure data is providégpendix Table 2.1
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Table 2.2: SectofWise Allocation and Expenditure incurred under RKVY during 11" FYP

Expenditure

Sector Nq. of Allocation in Expenditure in E:A per project
Projects Rs. Crores Rs. Crores Ratio in Rs. crores
Crop Development (5’_21%) Zgiig)l 3(210319‘)17 0.75 6.16
Micro/Minor Irrigation (2.1321) 4&;202)1 ?ggig)g 0.68 9.92
Hortcuture A I I S VAR R
Animal Husbandry (1172%55) 3()?3138;3 2%388')13 0.57 1.80
Agriculture Mechanization (43.3::3) 3(:;’33%9?7 2(2;’%9 0.67 6.89
Seed N O N T
Innovative Programmes (21.8522) 121838%8 1(253;75;4 0.66 6.80
2| e S [ os | e
Marketing & PHM (j_g%) 1814??3?7 18155?6?7 0.64 2.93
Extension (53_322) 1815;37%4 223872)2 0.52 2.19
Fisheries (gill) lé6§4?;3 Zgg%z 0.60 1.12
Dairy Development (2_12%) lé9§5(;1 gﬁli)‘l 0.48 2.31
Research (g'.?;?) 9(574;)4 5(52374;)3 0.60 1.12
Organic Farming & Bio Fertilizer (21.85;) 7(210;)7 5(211;;3 0.64 2.68
Fertiizersé. INV N A R I IR "
Cooperatives &Cooperation (1?53) E(’iéé)g 2(19’15)3 0.53 2.85
= EAN 1796505 | 1as
Non Farm Activities (iL.(4)155) 2(2076?5 %316;)6 0.62 1.35
Sericulture (1?23) %303;1)9 3)63371) 0.61 0.90
: o | e s [ ow | s
Total (7120%‘; 37(%?)')65 2?2238547 0.61 3.18

Note: 1.Figures in the parenthesis indicates percentage to Eofatatio Expenditure Allocation ratio
2. NRM-Natural Resource Management; PHMst Harvest Management; INMtegrated Nutrient Management;
IPM- Integrated Pest Management and Iifformation Technology
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Table 2.3 RegionWise Allocation and Expenditure under RKVY during 11™ FYP

_ No. of Projects Allocation Expenditure .
Region ) Rs. crores Rs. crores E:A Ratio

South India 1911 8117.75 5867.31 0.72
(26.42) (21.41) (25.48)

West and Centrdhdia 1689 13983.89 8376.40 0.60
(23.35) (36.89) (36.38)

East and North East India 2236 9098.08 5182.66 0.57
(30.90) (23.98) (22.49)

North and North Western India| 1398 6719.88 3604.08 0.54
(19.33) (17.72) (15.65)

Total 7234 37919.60 23030.45 0.61
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

Note: Figures in the parenthesis indicates percentage to Eofakatio Expenditure Allocation ratio

Table 2.4: RegionWise Allocation and Expenditure under Crop Development

Region No. of Projects Allocation Expenditure E:A Ratio
Rs. Crores Rs. Crores

South India 169 808.29 624.83 0.77
(32.50) (19.05) (19.52)

West and Central India 89 1354.29 1137.22 0.84
(17.12) (31.91) (35.52)

East and North East India 185 1737.41 1211.44 0.70
(35.58) (40.94) (37.84)

North andNorth Western India 77 343.52 227.99 0.66
(14.81) (8.10) (7.12)

Total 520 424351 3201.47 0.75
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

Note: Figures in the parenthesis indicates percentage to total

Table 2.5: RegionWise Allocation and Expenditure under Micro and Minor Irrigation

Region No. of Projects Allocation Expenditure E:A Ratio
Rs. crores Rs. crores
South India 50 185.53 97.13 0.52
(16.03) (4.06) (3.14)
West and Central India 93 2703.33 1877.20 0.69
(29.81) (59.13) (60.63)
East and North East India 78 554.73 346.55 0.62
(25.00) (12.13) (11.19)
North and North Western India 91 1128.62 775.20 0.69
(29.17) (24.68) (25.04)
Total 312 4572.21 3096.09 0.68
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

Note: Figures in the parenthesis indicates percentage to total
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Table 2.6. Region-Wise Allocationand Expenditure under Horticulture Sector

Region No. of Projects Allocation Expenditure E:A Ratio
Rs. crore Rs. crore
South India 184 1048.62 802.60 0.77
(19.03) (21.11) (35.48)
West and Central India 211 1382.45 827.16 0.60
(21.82) (27.83) (36.56)
East and North East India 312 818.37 352.17 0.43
(32.26) (16.47) (15.57)
North and North Western India 260 1718.19 280.30 0.16
(26.89) (34.59) (12.39)
Total 967 4967.64 2262.23 0.46
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

Note: Figures in the parenthesis indicates percentage to total

Table 2.7: RegionWise Allocation and Expenditure under Animal Husbandry Sector

Region No. of Projects Allocation Expenditure E:A Ratio
Rs. crores Rs. crores

South India 334 993.42 724.41 0.73
(26.61) (25.21) (32.08)

West and Central India 296 1457.55 742.57 0.51
(23.59) (36.98) (32.88)

East and North East India 357 898.14 449.34 0.50
(28.45) (22.79) (19.90)

North and North Western India 268 591.97 341.81 0.58
(21.35) (15.02) (15.14)

Total 1255 3941.08 2258.13 0.57
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

Note: Figures in the parenthesis indicates percentage to total

Table 2.8: RegionWise Allocation and Expenditure under Farm M echaniation Sector

Region No. of Projects Allocation Expenditure E:A Ratio
Rs. crores Rs. crores
South India 90 1257.34 847.48 0.67
(27.78) (37.74) (37.95)
West and Central India 79 830.29 542.21 0.65
(24.38) (24.92) (24.28)
East and North East India 97 1089.88 709.37 0.65
(29.94) (32.71) (31.78)
North and NorthVestern India 58 154.16 133.84 0.87
(17.90) (4.63) (5.99)
Total 324 3331.67 2232.90 0.67
(100.0) (100.00) (100.00)

Note: Figures in the parenthesis indicates percentage to total
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Table 2.9 SectorsClassification of Projects according to their Expenditure (in percent to total)

UptoRs. 1 crores

More than Rs. 1 Crore

More than Rs. 10 Crore

Above Rs. 25 Crores

Total

Sector and less than 10 crores | and less than 2%rores

A E E/A A E E/A A E E/A A E E/A A E E/A
Crop Development 7.70 5.88 | 0.08 8.31 8.58 | 0.68| 12.82 12.12 | 0.71| 1594 19.73 | 1.10| 11.19 13.90 | 0.75
Micro and Minor Irrigation 3.68 3.45 0.10 4.95 3.95 0.52| 12.34 9.43 0.57| 26.15 23.87 | 0.81| 12.06 13.44 | 0.68
Horticulture 22.63 13.86 | 0.07 13.05 11.33 | 0.57| 13.68 13,51 | 0.74 4.61 6.13 1.18 13.10 9.82 0.46
Animal Husbandry 12.63 17.12 | 0.15| 14.16 16.86 | 0.78| 9.66 11.58 | 0.90 5.22 2.78 | 0.47| 10.39 9.80 0.57
Agriculture Mechanisation 5.81 4.14 | 0.08 5.45 465 | 056| 5.28 599 | 0.85| 17.08 16.17 | 0.84 8.79 9.70 0.67
Seed 4.44 3.81 | 0.09 5.78 6.30 | 0.71| 9.96 11.02 | 0.83 8.76 8.33 | 0.84 7.11 8.16 0.70
Innovative Programmes 3.29 1.87 0.06 2.42 2.36 0.64 5.40 3.57 0.50 8.70 9.03 0.92 4.98 5.37 0.66
NRM 3.05 3.92 |0.14 9.93 565 | 0.37| 6.54 7.27 | 0.83 3.20 3.53 | 0.98 5.71 5.09 0.54
Marketing and PHM 4.27 485 | 0.13 6.58 6.88 | 0.69| 2.93 3.70 | 0.95 3.08 3.32 | 0.96 4.33 4.56 0.64
Extension 7.84 6.29 | 0.09 3.86 472 |0.80| 3.97 436 | 0.82 2.18 235 | 0.96 4.37 3.73 0.52
Fisheries 5.04 12.41 | 0.27 6.01 735 |0.80| 222 223 | 0.75 0.00 0.00 | 0.00 3.34 3.32 0.60
Dairy Development 5.61 3.92 | 0.08 5.61 564 | 0.66| 4.38 452 | 0.77 0.58 0.33 | 051 3.95 311 0.48
Research 3.86 6.70 0.19 4.06 5.19 0.84 1.88 2.28 0.91 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.45 2.42 0.60
Organic Farming / Bio Fertilizef 1.51 2.98 0.22 3.46 2.98 0.56 1.33 1.99 1.12 1.64 1.61 0.87 2.06 2.18 0.64
Fertilisers And INM 1.50 1.59 0.12 2.19 2.74 0.82 2.25 1.53 0.51 2.25 211 0.83 2.05 2.14 0.63
Cooperatives and Cooperation| 1.26 1.73 0.15 1.10 0.99 0.59 3.53 2.93 0.62 0.23 0.26 1.00 1.36 1.19 0.53
IPM 3.76 2.18 | 0.06 1.32 152 | 075 104 0.92 | 0.66 0.00 0.00 | 0.00 1.48 0.78 0.32
Non Farm Activities 0.96 1.34 0.15 0.75 1.00 0.87 0.23 0.29 0.94 0.40 0.45 1.00 0.60 0.62 0.62
Sericulture 0.63 1.53 | 0.27 0.67 0.85 | 0.83| 0.15 0.20 | 1.00 0.00 0.00 | 0.00 0.37 0.37 0.61
IT 0.54 0.44 | 0.09 0.34 047 | 091| 0.42 0.56 | 1.00 0.00 0.00 | 0.00 0.31 0.30 0.59
Grand tota (100.00)| (100.00)| 2| (100.00) | (100.00)| 5| (100.00)| (100.00)| ©75 | (100.00) | (100.00)| O | (100.00) | (200.00) |

Note: A: Allocation; E: Expenditure;
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Table 2.10: RegionWise Classification of Projects based on Expenditure during f1FYP

Region Per project value No. of Allocation Expenditure E:A
Projects Rs.Crores Rs. Crores Ratio
Less than Rs 1. crore 1234 1358.09 269.37 0.20
(64.57) (16.73) (4.59)
Between Rs. 1 to 10 Croreg 533 2329.70 1697.49 0.73
(27.90) (28.70) (28.93)
South India Between Rs. 10 to 25 Cror 92 1846.26 1410.27 0.76
(4.812) (22.74) (24.04)
Above Rs. 25 Crore 52 2583.70 2490.22 0.96
(2.72) (31.83) (42.44)
Total 1911 8117.76 5867.35 0.72
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00)
Less than Rs 1. crores 835 2735.21 210.63 0.08
(49.44) (19.56) (2.51)
BetweenRs. 1 to 10 Crores 657 4045.47 2255.96 0.56
(38.90) (28.93) (26.93)
West and Between Rs. 10 to 25 Crorg 137 2788.54 2128.92 0.76
central India (8.11) (19.94) (25.42)
Above Rs. 25 Crores 60 4414.66 3780.88 0.86
(3.55) (31.57) (45.14)
Total 1689 13983.88 8376.39 0.60
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00)
Less than Rs 1. crores 1486 2774.46 314.85 0.11
(66.46) (30.49) (6.08)
Between Rs. 1 Crore to 10 646 2717.14 1914.13 0.70
East and Crores (28.89) (29.86) (36.93)
North East Between Rs. 10 Crores to 2 66 1351.20 976.42 0.72
India Crores (2.95) (14.85) (18.84)
Above Rs. 25 Crores 38 2255.29 1977.27 0.88
(1.70) (24.79) (38.15)
Total 2236 9098.09 5182.66 0.57
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00)
Less than Rs 1. crores 923 2276.72 213.64 0.09
(66.02) (33.88) (5.93)
Between Rs. 1 Crore to 10 382 1627.60 1153.09 0.71
North and Crores (27.33) (24.23) (31.99)
North Between Rs. 10 Crores to 2 67 1371.13 999.53 0.73
Western India Crores (4.79) (20.40) (27.73)
Above Rs. 25 Crores 26 1444.43 1237.82 0.86
(1.86) (21.49) (34.35)
Total 1398 6719.88 3604.08 0.54
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00)
Less than Rs 1. crores 4478 9144.48 1008.49 0.11
(61.90) (24.12) (4.38)
Between Rs. 1 Crore to 10 2218 10719.92 7020.66 0.65
Crores (30.67) (28.27) (30.48)
Total Between Rs. 10 Crores to 2 362 7357.13 5515.14 0.75
Crores (5.00) (19.40) (23.95)
Above Rs. 25 Crores 176 10698.08 9486.19 0.89
(2.43) (28.21) (41.19)
Total 7234 37919.61 23030.48 0.61
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

Note: Figures in the parenthesis indicates percentage to total
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Table 2.11: StatusWise Classification of Projectsunder RKVY during 11" FYP

Status No. of Allocation Expenditure E:A Ratio
Projects Rs. Crores Rs. Crores
Abandoned 249 657.84 5.17 0.01
(3.44) (1.73) (0.02)
Not implemented 127 318.44 24.98 0.08
(1.76) (0.84) (0.11)
Approved and ofgoing 868 4696.38 208.13 0.04
(12.00) (12.39) (0.90)
In Progress 2197 16369.42 9092.02 0.56
(30.37) (43.17) (39.48)
Completed for previous 49 476.54 195.25 0.41
year and going on for current year (0.68) (1.26) (0.85)
Modified and orgoing 11 12.20 0.00 0.00
(0.15) (0.03) (0.00)
Completed 3542 14333.44 12702.92 0.89
(48.96) (37.80) (55.16)
Substantially completed 191 1055.34 802.02 0.76
(2.64) (2.78) (3.48)
Grand Total 7234 37919.60 23030.49 0.61
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

Note: Figures in the parenthesis indicates percentage to total
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Table 2.11a: SectorWise Abandoned and Not Implemented Projects

Abandoned Not implemented
Sectors No. of Allocation Expenditure | E:A No. of Allocation Expenditure | E:A
Projects | Rs. Crores Rs. Crores | Ratio | Projects | Rs. Crores Rs. Crores | Ratio
14 32.03 0 9 19.78 0
Crop Development (5.62) (4.87) ) 0.00 (7.09) (6.21) ) 0.00
Micro/Minor 14 31.76 0 0.00 5 11.49 0.78 1.00
Irrigation (5.62) (4.83) 0) ) (3.94) (3.61) (3.12) )
. 38 69.07 0 16 111.94 0.62
Horticulture (1527) | (10.49) ) 000 | 1261) | (35.14) 248 | 29
. 50 144.27 0 38 39.59 0.51
Animal Husbandry (20.1) (21.92) ) 0.00 (29.92) (12.43) (2.04) 3.00
Agriculture 8 25.73 0 0.00 1 0.24 0 4.00
Mechanisation (3.21) (3.91) (0) ' (0.79) (0.08) 0) '
12 29.66 0 3 7.15 0
Seed (4.82) (4.51) ) 0.00 | ;35 (2.25) 0) 5.00
Innovative 8 11.39 0 0.00 5 25.79 0 6.00
Programmes (3.22) (1.73) 0) ) (3.94) (8.1) ©) )
4 29.22 0 5 15.64 0
NRM (161) (4.42) ) 0.00 | (394 (4.91) ) 7.00
. 18 31.9 1.13 3 10.72 0
Marketing & PHM (7.23) (4.85) (21.9) 0.04 (2.36) (3.37) ©0) 8.00
. 21 77.92 1.93 3 7.10 0
Extension 8.43) | (11.85) @7.4) | %92 | (236 (2.23) ©) 9.00
. . 18 37.41 1.10 10 11.61 0
Fisheries (7.23) (5.69) 2132) | 9% | (787 (3.65) ) 10.00
Dairy 2 13.6 0 6 35.19 0.9
Development ©8 | (207) © | %] @ | @ios @6 |
3 2.03 0 15 10.41 0.09
Research (1.2) (0.31) ©) 000 | 1181 | (327) ©0.35) | 1200
Organic Farming 5 28.53 0 0.00 2 10.27 22.09 13.00
& Bio Fertiliser (2.01) (4.34) 0) ’ (1.57) (3.22) (88.4) ’
s 7 25.52 0 2 1.06 0
Fertilisers& INM (2.81) (3.88) 0) 0.00 (1.57) (0.33) ©0) 14.00
Cooperatives 3 4.98 0 0 0 0
&Cooperation (1.2) (0.76) 0) 000 1 (9 ©) ©) 15.00
8 17.00 0 3 0.42 0
IPM (3.21) (2.58) ) 000 | 5 36) (0.13) ) 16.00
Non Farm 8 15.98 1.00 0 0 0
Activities (3.21) (2.43) @938 | %% | (o ©) ©) 17.00
. 6 20.89 0 0 0 0
Sericulture 0.00 18.00
(2.41) (3.18) (0) (0) (0) (0)
2 8.94 0 1 0.06 0
IT (0.8) (1.36) ) 0.00 | 79 (0.02) ) 19.00
249 657.83 5.16 127 318.46 24.99
Total (100) (100) @0 | %% oo (100) (100) | 008

Note: 1.Figures in the parenthesis indicates percentage to total

2. NRM-Natural Resource Management; PHMst Harvest Management; INMtegrated Nutrient Management;

IPM- Integrated Pest Management and Iifformation Technology
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Table 2.11b: SectotWise Projects OnGoing / In-Progress and Completed under RKVY
during 11" FYP

On-going / in progress Completed and substantially completed
Sectors No. of | Allocation | Expenditure | E:A No. of | Allocation | Expenditure | E:A
Projects Rs. Rs. Crores | Ratio | Projects Rs. Rs. Crores | Ratio
Crores Crores
Crop Development 255 2398.78 1719.01 0.72 242 1792.93 1482.46 0.83
(8.16) (11.13) (18.1) (6.48) (11.65) (10.98)
Micro/Minor 159 2809.37 1450.39 0.52 134 1719.58 1644.92 0.96
Irrigation (5.09) (13.03) (15.28) (3.59) (11.17) (12.18)
Horticulture 419 3405.27 1015.01 0.30 494 1381.35 1246.6 0.90
(13.41) (15.8) (10.69) (13.25) (8.98) (9.23)
Animal Husbandry 526 2200.42 1042.32 0.47 641 1556.8 1215.9 0.78
(16.83) (10.21) (10.98) (17.17) (10.13) (9.00)
Agriculture 159 1662.96 673.22 0.40 156 1642.73 1559.69 0.95
Mechanisation (5.09) (7.72) (7.09) (4.18) (10.68) (11.55)
Seed 147 1209.33 618.71 0.51 201 1450.D 1260.D 0.87
(4.7) (5.61) (6.52) (5.38) (9.42) (9.33)
Innovative 89 841.3 319.77 0.38 80 1009.0 918.07 0.91
Programmes (2.85) (3.9) (3.37) (2.14) (6.56) (6.8)
NRM 110 1307.73 417.64 0.32 165 814.47 754.31 0.93
(3.52) (6.07) (4.4) (4.42) (5.29) (5.59)
Marketing and PHM 144 919.64 454.32 0.49 194 678.42 595.52 0.88
(4.61) (4.27) (4.78) (5.2) (4.41) (4.41)
Extension 170 955.92 352.24 0.37 198 614.31 504.15 0.82
(5.44) (4.43) (3.71) (5.3) (3.99) (3.73)
Fisheries 211 655.98 222.21 0.34 442 563.33 541.01 0.96
(6.75) (3.04) (2.34) (11.84) (3.66) (4.01)
Dairy Development 146 1060.83 381.22 0.36 156 388.39 334.01 0.86
(4.67) (4.92) (4.01) (4.18) (2.52) (2.47)
Research 253 510.67 203.55 0.40 226 404.04 354.09 0.88
(8.1) (2.37) (2.14) (6.05) (2.63) (2.62)
Organic Farming / 75 318.02 129.07 0.41 105 424.94 350.02 0.82
Bio Fertiliser (2.4) (1.48) (1.36) (2.81) (2.76) (2.59)
Fertilisers andNM 55 410.38 198.39 0.48 82 340.84 29451 0.86
(1.76) (1.9) (2.09) (2.2) (2.21) (2.18)
Cooperatives and 47 234.85 90.66 0.39 46 277.46 182.56 0.66
Cooperation (1.5) (1.09) (0.95) (1.23) (1.8) (1.35)
IPM 48 393.42 82.87 0.21 62 150.69 96.76 0.64
(1.54) (1.83) (0.87) (1.66) (0.98) (0.72)
NEA 45 140.15 72.68 0.52 52 71.22 68.07 0.96
(1.44) (0.65) (0.77) (1.39) (0.46) (0.5)
Sericulture 45 65.57 36.82 0.56 45 54.03 49.49 0.92
(1.44) (0.3) (0.39) (1.21) (0.35) (0.37)
T 22 53.97 15.29 0.28 12 53.48 53.28 1.00
0.7) (0.25) (0.16) (0.32) (0.35) (0.39)
Total 3125 21554.56 9495.39 0.44 3733 15388.81 13504.92 0.88
(100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100)

Note: 1.Figures in the parenthesis indicates percentage to total
2. NRM-Natural Resource Management; PHRdst Harvest Management; INMtegrated Nutrient Management;
IPM- Integrated Pest Management and Iifformation Technology

3. ongoing / in progress = Approved and-@oing + in progress + capleted for previous yeand ongoing forcurrent
year + modified and on going

42




Table 2.11c:RegionWise Status of the Projectsinder RKVY during 11" FYP

Regions Status No. of Allocation | Expenditure | E:A Ratio
Projects in Rs. in Rs. Crores
Crores
25 116.12 0
Abandoned (10.04) (17.65) ) 0
. 22 50.79 22.09
South India Not t implemented (17.32) (15.95) (88.43) 0.43
uth Indt : 985 356457 3219.61
Completed and substantially completed (26.39) (23.16) (23.84) 0.9
. . 879 4386.27 2625.64
On-going // in progress (28.13) (20.35) (27.65) 0.6
43 170.09 1.63
Abandoned 17.27) | (25.86) (31.53) 0.01
. 6 17.75 0
Westand | Ot Implemented (4.72) (5.57) ©) 0
Central India Completed and substantially completed (225253) ‘g? 162)8 3(23262)5 0.88
. . 885 9544.95 4641.91
On-going// in progress (28.32) (44.28) (48.89) 0.49
107 253.74 1.31
Abandoned (42.97) | (3857) (25.34) 0.01
. 46 199.68 1.39
East and North | Ot Implemented 36.22) | (62.71) (5.56) 0.01
East India Completed and substantially completed (3%2181) ‘gfdé%g A(';ggf)s 0.86
. . 735 3780.59 1005.12
On-going / in progress (23.52) (17.54) (10.59) 0.27
74 117.89 2.23
Abandoned 20.72) | (17.92) (43.13) 0.02
North and Not implemented 53 50.22 150 0.03
North Western (41.73) (15.77) (6.00
India Completed and substantially completed 645 2709.04 231763 0.88
(17.28) (17.6) (17.61) )
. . 626 3842.73 1222.73
On-going// in progress (20.03) (17.83) (12.88) 0.32
249 657.84 5.17
Abandoned (100) (100) (100) 0.01
. 127 318.44 24.98
Al ndia Not implemented (100) (100) (100) 0.08
. 3733 15388.78 13504.94
Completed and substantially completed (100) (100) (100) 0.88
. . 3125 21554.54 9495.9
On-going // in progress (100) (100) (100) 0.44

Note: 1.Figures in the parenthesis indicates percentage to total
2.0n-going / in progress = Approved and-@oing + in progress + completed for previous year andaing for current
year + modified and on going
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Table 2.12: Details ofl nfrastructure and Non- Infrastructure F lagship Projectsunder
RKVY during 11" FYP

Flagship Infrastructure / Non - No. of Allocation in Rs. Expenditure in E:A Ratio
Projects infrastructure Projects Projects Crores Rs. Crores
Infrastructure 1382 7124.59 4745.07 067
(87.25) (74.35) (70.55) )
5286 25548.67 14220.08
Normal Non-Infrastructure (93.56) (90.16) (87.21) 0.56
6668 32673.26 18965.15
Total Normal (92.18) (86.16) (82.35) 0.58
Infrastructure 165 1350.10 1167.61 0.86
(10.42) (14.09) (17.36) )
State Non-Infrastructure (53 %71) 1(%316;2 1(%62‘;;;6 0.75
Total State Flagship (g%%) 3&5;52 2(55’60%7 0.80
37 1107.37 812.72
Infrastructure (2.34) (11.56) (12.08) 0.73
National Nor+Infrastructure (048753) 3273;)3 7(1235? 0.75
Total National Flagship (18116) 2(056:'45)0 1(562242)5 0.74
Infrastructure 1584 9582.06 6725.40 0.70
(21.90) (25.27) (29.20) )
5650 28337.52 16305.07
Total Nor-Infrastructure (78.10) (74.73) (70.80) 0.58
7234 37919.58 23030.47
Grand Total (100) (100) (100.00) 0.61

Note: Figures in the parenthesis indicates percentatmab
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Table 2.13 Details of SectorWise Infrastructure Projects under RKVY during 11" FYP

ety | peeton | Epenie | amto
Crop Development (2‘.12 4) %574%0 357%5 0.84
Micro/Minor Irrigation (71_%27) 2(223837;)4 2(35%3)5 0.75
Horticulture (71_%1) ‘22102)4 %2192)1 0.69
Animal Husbandry (1242_;3) 1(28:1%2 ?gig)g 0.57
Agriculture Mechanisation (47_982) 6(3;3(’);)5 ??395)2 0.79
S| B ew T ow
Innovative Programmes 33 268.01 196.69 0.73
(2.08) (2.8) (2.92)
o | BT e | o
Marketing & PHM EZNN I 050
Extension (3(:3815) 2(222)9 2(2915)7 0.89
Fisheries N I LT 066
Dairy Development (61.03%3) ?g%g)l 2(2(1%2 0.46
Research (1115_;;2) 2(2(‘?3%2 2(3752)1 0.88
Organic Farming & Bio Fertiliser (2‘_1;9) (705_'70; 5’02_;1288) 0.43
Fertilisers & INM (l?.)S:BLB) %11242)7 %(1)252)9 0.72
Cooperatives &Cooperation (O%Q) 278;)5 %i%%:g 0.63
IPM (12.36) (40%1992 302.499(; 0.70
Non Farm Activities (12.36) (30%782) (108_'275 0.51
Sericulture (0%9) (30?4712) (308.;5377) 0.97
T 038 | (@2 027 094
Totl o000 | (o000, | qooon | O

Note: Figures in the parenthesis indicates percentatsab
NRM-Natural Resource Management; PHst Harvest Management; INMtegrated Nutrient Management;
IPM- Integrated Pest Management and Iifformation Technology
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Table 2.13a State Hagship Infrastructure and Non-Infrastructure Projects under RKVY
during 11" FYP

Sectors State flagship infrastructure projects State flagship non infrastructure projects
No. of Allocation | Expenditure E:A No. of | Allocation | Expenditure E:A
Projects in Rs. in Rs. Ratio | Projects in Rs. in Rs. Ratio
Crores Crores Crores Crores
Crop Development 9 49.95 39.96 17 98.49 74.38
(5.45) (3.7) (3.42) 0.80 (5.36) (5.38) (5.44) 0.76
Micro/Minor 6 491.03 430.84 12 69.86 13.46
Irrigation (3.64) (36.37) (36.89) 0.88 (3.79) (3.81) (0.98) 0.19
Horticulture 13 45.95 48.66 64 257.48 167.58
(7.88) (3.4) (4.17) 1.06 | (20.18) (14.07) (12.24) 0.65
Animal Husbandry 27 124.61 111.72 61 198.36 137.89
(16.37) (9.23) (9.57) 0.90 | (19.24) (10.83) (10.08) 0.70
Agriculture 8 80.85 67.03 23 289.62 265.99
Mechanisation (4.85) (5.99) (5.74) 0.83 (7.26) (15.81) (19.44) 0.92
Seed 12 17.56 17.2 14 151.24 117.24
(7.27) (1.3) (1.47) 0.98 (4.42) (8.26) (8.57) 0.78
Innovative 4 27.28 14.31 8 60.51 59.27
Programmes (2.42) (2.02) (1.23) 0.52 (2.52) (3.3) (4.33) 0.98
NRM 15 187.27 155.03 12 113.19 97.78
(9.09) (13.87) (13.28) 0.83 (3.79) (6.18) (7.15) 0.86
. 7 31.75 27.45 16 55.31 33.54
Marketing & PHM (4.24) (2.35) (2.35) 0.86 | (5.05) (3.02) (2.45) 0.61
Extension 7 60.08 59.78 21 147.76 121.79
(4.24) (4.45) (5.12) 1.00 (6.62) (8.07) (8.9) 0.82
Fisheries 12 24.23 24.23 11 42.4 39.3
(7.27) (1.79) (2.08) 1.00 (3.47) (2.31) (2.87) 0.93
. 13 85.57 85.57 6 49.5 26.15
Dairy Development (7.88) (6.34) (7.33) 1.00 | (1.89) 2.7) (191) | 053
Research 12 55.04 53.38 9 18.56 17.72
(7.27) (4.08) (4.57) 0.97 (2.84) (1.01) (1.29) 0.95
Organic Farming & 6 14.63 8.13 20 137.42 98.44
Bio Fertiliser (3.64) (1.08) (0.7) 0.56 (6.31) (7.5) (7.19) 0.72
Fertilisers & INM 2 6.39 6.39 4 23.78 17.83
(1.21) (0.47) (0.55) 1.00 (1.26) (1.3) (1.3) 0.75
Cooperatives 1 6.6 0 2 4.06 4.06
&Cooperation (0.61) (0.49) 0) 0.00 (0.63) (0.22) (0.3) 1.00
PM 7 19.53 11.14 12 74.95 52.16
(4.24) (1.45) (0.95) 0.57 (3.79) (4.09) (3.81) 0.70
Non Farm Activities 3 21.55 6.64 4 18.35 3
(1.82) (1.6) (0.57) 0.31 (1.26) 1) (0.22) 0.16
Sericulture L 0.23 0.15 0 0 0
(0.61) (0.02) (0.01) 0.65 (0) (0) (0) 0.00
T 0 0 0 1 20.88 20.88
(0) (0) (0) 0.00 (0.32) (1.14) (1.53) 1.00
Total 165 1350.1 1167.61 317 1831.72 1368.46
(100) (100) (100) 0.86 (100) (100) (100) 0.75

Note: Figures in the parenthesis indicates percentage to total
NRM-Natural Resource Management; PHMst Harvest Management; INMtegrated Nutrient Management;
IPM- Integrated Pest Management and Iifformation Technology
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Table 2.13b: National Flagship Infrastructure and NonlInfrastructure Projects under

RKVYduring 11" FYP

Sectors National flagship infrastructure projects National flagship non infrastructure
projects
No. of Allocation | Expenditure | E:A | No.of | Allocation | Expenditure | E:A
Projects in Rs. in Rs. Ratio | Projects in Rs. in Rs. Ratio
Crores Crores Crores Crores
Crop 0 0 0 1 0.31 0.19
Development (0) (0) (0) 0.00 | (2.13) (0.03) (0.03) 0.61
Micro/Minor 4 466.4 364.17 0 0 0
Irrigation (10.81) (42.12) (44.81) 0.78 (0) (0) (0) 0.00
Horticulture 2 22.14 26.38 3 101.99 65.52
(5.41) (2) (3.25) 1.19 | (6.38) (10.66) (9.14) 0.64
Animal 1 204 35.55 3 64.36 83.42
Husbandry (2.7) (18.41) (4.37) 0.17 | (6.38) (6.72) (11.64) 1.30
Agriculture 4 32.53 31.53 6 192.98 124.75
Mechanisation (10.81) (2.94) (3.88) 0.97 | (12.77) (20.16) (17.41) 0.65
Seed 1 43.63 40.42 8 444.3 361.63
(2.7) (3.94) (4.97) 0.93 | (17.02) (46.43) (50.47) 0.81
Innovative 3 86.11 69.21 3 29.97 29.97
Programmes (8.11) (7.78) (8.52) 0.80 | (6.38) (3.13) (4.18) 1.00
NRM 10 132.88 130.84 11 76.64 30.03
(27.03) (12) (16.1) 0.98 | (23.4) (8.01) (4.19) 0.39
Marketing & 5 80.4 78.84 0 0 0
PHM (13.51) (7.26) (9.7) 0.98 (0) (0) (0) 0.00
Extension ! 25 25 0
(2.7) (2.26) (3.08) 1.00 (0) 0(0) 0(0) 0.00
Fisheries 4 3.45 3.45 7 9.81 6.48
(10.82) (0.31) (0.42) 1.00 | (14.89) (1.02) (0.9) 0.66
Dairy 0 0 0 1 20 6.5
Development (0) (0) (0) 0.00 | (2.13) (2.09) (0.91) 0.33
Research ! 5 1.5 0 0 0
(2.7) (0.45) (0.18) 0.30 (0) (0) (0) 0.00
Organic Farming 0 0 0 2 11.71 2.98
& Bio Fertiliser (0) (0) (0) 0.00 | (4.26) (1.22) (0.42) 0.25
Fertilisers & INM | () 0(0) 0(0) 0.00 | 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0.00
Cooperatives 0 0 0 1 0.06 0.06
&Cooperation (0) (0) (0) 0.00 | (2.13) (0.01) (0.01) 1.00
IPM 1 5.83 5.83 0 0 0
(2.7) (0.53) (0.72) 1.00 (0) (0) (0) 0.00
Non Farm 0 0 0 0 0 0
Activities (0) (0) (0) 0.00 (0) (0) (0) 0.00
Sericulture 0 0 0 0 0 0
(0) (0) (0) 0.00 0) (0) (0) 0.00
T 0 0 0 1 5 5
(0) (0) (0) 0.00 | (2.13) (0.52) (0.7) 1.00
Total 37(100) | 1107.37(100) 812.72(100)| 0.73 | 47(100) | 957.13(100)| 716.53(100)| 0.75

Note: Figures in the parenthesis indicates percentage to total
NRM-Natural Resource Management; PHMst Harvest Management; INMtegrated Nutrient Management;

IPM- Integrated®est Management and-IThformation Technology
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Table 2.13c: Overall Infrastructure and Non-Infrastructure Projects under RKVY during

11" FYP

Sectors

Total infrastructure projects

Total non- infrastructure projects

No. of | Allocation | Expenditure | E:A No. of Allocation | Expenditure | E:A
Projects in Rs. in Rs. Ratio | Projects in Rs. in Rs. Ratio
Crores Crores Crores Crores
Crop Development 45 137.5 115.35 474 4105.7 3085.92
(2.84) (1.43) (1.72) 0.84 (8.4) (14.41) (18.82) 0.75
Micro/Minor 112 2853.24 2139.46 204 2185.37 1320.8
Irrigation (7.07) (29.78) (31.82) 0.75 (3.62) (7.67) (8.05) 0.60
Horticulture 121 481.64 331.6 845 4406.14 1891.48
(7.64) (5.03) (4.93) 0.69 | (14.97) (15.47) (11.53) 0.43
Animal Husbandry 227 1003.32 568.79 1026 3077.4 1641.47
(14.33) (10.47) (8.46) 0.57 | (18.19) (10.8) (10.01) 0.53
Agriculture 78 673.15 533.22 244 2498.06 1606.47
Mechanisation (4.92) (7.03) (7.93) 0.79 (4.33) (8.77) (9.79) 0.64
Seed 89 483.64 407.08 267 1811.93 1150.52
(5.62) (5.05) (6.05) 0.84 (4.73) (6.36) (7.01) 0.63
Innovative 33 268.01 196.69 149 1676.3 1080.39
Programmes (2.08) (2.8) (2.92) 0.73 (2.64) (5.88) (6.59) 0.64
NRM 96 988.07 569.05 187 1235.2 703.7(
(6.06) (10.3) (8.46) 0.58 (3.32) (4.34) 4.29) 0.57
Marketing & PHM 124 693.31 554.31 240 1027.76 575.5
(7.83) (7.24) (8.24) 0.80 (4.26) (3.61) (3.51) 0.56
Extension 61 234.39 209.27 332 1445.85 674.05
(3.85) (2.45) (3.11) 0.89 (5.89) (5.08) (4.11) 0.47
Fisheries 173 317.49 210.02 505 944.48 551.28
(10.93) (3.31) (3.12) 0.66 (8.95) (3.32) (3.36) 0.58
Dairy 101 640.51 296.82 208 837.5 412.82
Development (6.38) (6.68) (4.41) 0.46 (3.69) (2.94) (2.52) 0.49
Research 184 269.82 237.81 314 662.32 321.42
(11.62) (2.82) (3.54) 0.88 (5.57) (2.32) (1.96) 0.49
OrganicFarming 41 75.03 32.28 144 695.03 465.93
& Bio Fertiliser (2.59) (0.78) (0.48) 0.43 (2.55) (2.44) (2.84) 0.67
Fertilisers & INM 31 142.07 102.88 115 635.72 390.01
(1.96) (1.48) (1.53) 0.72 (2.04) (2.23) (2.38) 0.61
Cooperatives 11 177.75 112.33 84 339.48 160.84
&Cooperation (0.69) (1.86) (1.67) 0.63 (1.49) (1.19) (0.98) 0.47
IPM 20 46.98 32.9 102 520.38 152.56
(1.26) (0.49) (0.49) 0.70 (1.81) (1.83) (0.93) 0.29
Non Farm 20 36.72 18.72 85 190.63 123.03
Activities (1.26) (0.38) (0.28) 0.51 (1.51) (0.67) (0.75) 0.65
Sericulture 11 39.72 38.37 85 100.77 47.95
(0.69) (0.41) (0.57) 0.97 (1.51) (0.35) (0.29) 0.48
T 6 19.7 18.45 30 91.74 45.12
(0.38) (0.21) (0.27) 0.94 (0.53) (0.32) (0.28) 0.49
Total 1584 9582.06 6725.4 0.70 5640 28487.76 16401.26 | 0.58
(100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100)

Note: Figures in the parenthesis indicates percentage to total

NRM-Natural Resource Management; PHMst Harvest Management; INMtegrated Nutrient Management;

IPM- Integrated Pest Management and IifformationTechnology
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Table 2.14 RegionWise | nfrastructure Projects under RKVY during 11" FYP

Region Flagship type No. of Allocation in Expenditure in E:A Ratio
Projects Rs. Crores Rs. Crores
1 2 3 4 5 9
South India | Normal 675 1052.74 879.12
(48.84) (14.78) (18.53) 0.84
StateFlagship 45 286.49 252.50
(27.27) (21.22) (21.63) 0.88
National Flagship 13 188.54 168.17
(35.14) (17.03) (20.69) 0.89
TOTAL 733 1527.77 1299.79
(46.28) (15.94) (19.33) 0.85
West and | Normal 394 4722.14 2719.49
central (28.51) (66.28) (57.31) 0.58
India StateFlagship 90 745.58 603.25
(54.55) (55.22) (51.67) 0.81
National Flagship 21 912.71 638.42
(56.76) (82.42) (78.56) 0.70
TOTAL 505 6380.43 3961.16
(31.88) (66.59) (58.90) 0.62
Eastand | Normal 206 576.94 471.79
North East (14.91) (8.10) (9.94) 0.82
India StateFlagship 22 215.24 212.47
(13.33) (15.94) (18.20) 0.99
National Flagship 3 6.11 6.11
(8.11) (0.55) (0.75) 1.00
TOTAL 231 798.29 690.37
(14.58) (8.33) (10.27) 0.86
North and | Normal 107 772.77 674.69
and North (7.74) (10.85) (14.22) 0.87
west India | StateFlagship 8 102.79 99.39
(4.85) (7.61) (8.51) 0.97
National Flagship 0 0.00 0.00
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 0.00
TOTAL 115 875.56 774.08
(7.26) (9.14) (11.51) 0.88
All India Normal 1382 7124.59 4745.09
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) 0.67
StateFlagship 165 1350.10 1167.61
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) 0.86
National Flagship 37 1107.36 812.70
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) 0.73
TOTAL 1584 9582.05 6725.40
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) 0.70

Note: Figures in the parenthesis indicates percentage to total
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CHAPTER Il

Assessment of Agricultural Performance during the Recent Planned Period

3.1. Introduction

This chapter focuses on the performance of agriculture and sélidrs during the™ 10" and

11" Five Year Plans (FYP). The analysis of this chapter is presented in five distinct sections. The
first section analyses the growth of the agricultural sector in relation to the total economy and the
economic shiftsexpei enced i n I ndia from the | iberalizat
The second section discusses Gross Capital Formation (GCF) and Investment share in relation to
GCF/Investment in the overall economy. This section also discusses total outthgsStiHtes

and how expenditure has changed with the advent of the RKVY program. The third section
discusses area, production and yield of principal crops in India, and how cropping patterns have
changed from the f0Plan to the 1% Plan with the adveraf RKVY initiatives. There is also a
discussion on the increase of intensive agriculture and overall fertilizer usage especially in
comparison to changes in irrigation practices. The fourth section analyses the performance of
agriculture by regions. The fett RKVY programme has had on high value agriculture
production and its effects on poverty are also discussed under this section. There is also
discussion on unique traits in the regional rural expenditure. The fifth and final section examines
the correléion between yeawise per cent changes in RKVY expenditure and-y@ae percent

change in investment, irrigation, fertilizer use, area, production and yield of food grain and area
and production of horticultural crops.

3.2.Growth of Agriculture and All ied Sectors in India from 19972012

Discussing the agriculture performance of India during thet@" and 11" Plan is to witness the

structural shift the country has undergone away from its agrarian roots and towards
manufacturing and service basedmamy due to the liberalization of the Indian economy in the
19906s. The i mmediate aftermath of a newly mo
of volatile growth in Indian agriculture. Figure 3.1 and Table 3.1 depict the growth rate of the
Indian economy, the agricultural sector and allied sectors at constanr030f}tes.

The Figure 3.1clearly depicts the large booms and busts experienced in the agriculture sector
growth in comparison to the relatively linear pattern of increasing grovetergterienced in the
overall economy. The data for the years 2082and 20094 are illustrative examples of this
phenomena, where we see huge loss4 per cent) and subsequent large gains (10.8 per cent)
in the following year. In the case of the caéreconomy, there has been a much smoother
growth pattern with 4.0 per cent growth rate in 20320 8.1 per cent in 20634. It is apparent
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that the volatility of Indian agriculture is perhaps due to the inherent volatility of monsoon
seasons.

Growth ratr (per cent)

Year

—&—TotalEconomy - Agriculture, incl. livestock

Figure 3.1: Growth Rate of Total Economy andAgriculture Sector

Besides the larger volatility in agriculture growth rates during the Plan period, we see a constant
decrease in contribution of agriculture sector to titaltGDP during the last three Five Year
Plans. The GDP share of the sector has declined from 19.7 per cBriRlan%o 16.0 per cent in

10" Plan and further to 12.9 per cent in th& Plan (Table 3.2). Even the yearse contribution

to GDP has a tatively linear trend, with the year ending of "LPlan (201112) recording the
lowest during the last three plans. It is not so surprising to see some of the volatility experienced
in the agricultural sector playing out against a background of structhaalge in the overall
economy.

Against this backdrop of volatility, the RKVY project was initiated in th& Plan (2007) in

order to achieve an overall growth rate of 4 per cent in the agricultural sector. Referring to Table
1, we can see the final average agricultural growth rate for the year2@0R7s 3.8 per cent,

just under the targeted growth rate o tRKVY project. However, individual years witnessed
extreme high growth rates (6.3 per cent and 8.8 per cent growth irO80@rd 20141,
respectively) and extreme lows as wel.03 per cent and 0.4 per cent growth in 2008and
200910, respectively) As such, it is hard to argue that the RKVY project has in anyway
smoothened out the previous years of volatility in the agriculture sector.

Expenditures through RKVY have had an extremely large effect on the total expenditure on
almost all facets of thagriculture sector. Figure 3.2 describes the per cent change of investment
from 10" Plan to the 1% Plan (when RKVY was put into effect). Here we see that historical
issues in the agriculture sector are being targeted (such as post harvest loss and water
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scarcity/irrigation etd. Even so the most sectors have had over 50 per cent increases in
investmen compared to the foPlan.

Figure 3.2: Percent Changein Expenditure over 10" Plan by Sector

3.3. Public and Private Investment in theAgricultural Sector

One of the prime reasons for the low growth of agriculture sector has been lowimpasitent

in the sector. This can be understood by analyzing the pattern of public and private sectors
investment in agriculture. Figure 3.3 and Table 3.3 and 3.4 show the percentage share of public
and private investment in Gross Capital Formation (G@H)oth the agriculture and fishery
sector.

Here, we see that the private sector makes up much of the overall contribution of GCF in the
agriculture sector, at a rate that averages around 80 percentile marks. ConGargetpment
investment accounts fat8-20 per cent of GCF in agriculture from 192012. RKVY was
initiated in the 11 Plan (20072012) andGovernmentinvestment over the first four years
averaged at 17.7 per cent (18.3 per cent including livestock) which is commensurate with
previous pladb s average percentage share. However,
private sectors does not describe shift taking place away from agriculture to other sectors. Table
3.5 depicts the share of GCF/Investment of the agriculture sector to totabrmecon
GCF/Investment.
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