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T
thhe role of agriculture in poverty reduc�on is supreme in India. Tamil Nadu, the 7  populous state 

in India has 70% of the popula�on involved in agriculture and allied ac�vi�es. Small scale land 

holders and landless agricultural labourers cons�tute more than 80% of this popula�on.  However 

there has been a gradual decline in the percentage of growth contribu�on of agriculture from 8.51% 

(1997‐98) to 3.44% (2006‐07).  The produc�vity of various crops has shown a sharp decline in Tamil 

Nadu, which are influenced by many factors such as climate, irriga�on, soil proper�es and knowledge 

about agricultural prac�ces and techniques.One of the key reasons for crop failure or low produc�vity 

is acute water shortage a�ribute to irregular monsoon, poor maintenance of water storage and 

conveyance structures, lack of awareness and adop�on of soil and water conserva�on measures, poor 

access to seeds and agricultural inputs, lack of adop�on of improved crop management prac�ces etc. 

The frequent crop failures lead farmers to poverty and food insecurity and shi�ing their livelihood 

away from agriculture.  The worst affected are smallholder families, especially women and their 

children.

To contribute to increase income and ensure food security,Resource Centre for Par�cipatory 

Development Studies has been implemen�ng a project en�tled “Food security through sustainable 

agriculture and health op�ons”, supported by BMZ and KNH, Germany.The project works into blocks 

of Virudhunagar Districtviz. Tiruchuli and Narikudi, covering a total of 8860 families, spread across 

nine panchayats.The project aims to improving the living condi�ons of the inhabitants of 9 panchayats 

by means of sustainable resource protec�on, a more environmentally responsible use of resources, 

diversifica�on of sources of income and provision of sanita�on facili�es. The project adopts an 

inclusive approach of livelihood development for landless, catchment farmers, and command farmers 

in the project villages. 

SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION FOR A SUSTAINABLE 
IMPROVEMENT OF LOCAL AGRICULTURE AND LIVING 

CONDITIONS FOR MARGINALISED FAMILIES 

BASELINE REPORT 

Project Overview

1.1. Background

1

01



Development Goal(s):

Food security and poverty reduc�on by improving soil, water and land management, by protec�ng 

livelihoods and by strengthening women's and children's rights in Virudunagar District, Tamil Nadu.

Project's overall objec�ve:

Improving the living condi�ons of the inhabitants of 9 panchayats by means of sustainable resource 

protec�on, a more environmentally responsible use of resources, diversifica�on of sources of income 

and provision of sanita�on equipment.

Specific objec�ves:

 1,500 farming families dependent on irrigated farming grow and harvest food crops on a regular 

basis.

 4,000 farming families dependent on rain‐fed farming grow food crops in ways that conserve 

water and land.

 1,600 landless families and women‐led households improve their regular income possibili�es.

 2,500 families improve their sanita�on equipment and personal hygiene.

 The target communi�es have access to various state ins�tu�ons and public services. farmers 

and women headed households. The sampling scheme prepared for the study is given below. 

1.2. Project Objec�ves
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Baseline Study

2.1 Study Design

The project envisages a rigorous impact assessment study to measure the outcomes and impact 

created by the project as well as a�ribu�on to project interven�on. For the study design, given that 

the impact evalua�on ques�ons need to address both impact and also the a�ributability, this can be 

done using a longitudinal (before and a�er) method, a treatment‐control method, or a combina�on of 

both. 

In general, a combina�on of longitudinal measures across control and treatment points is considered 

ideal. Using only longitudinal techniques fails to account for changes caused by exogenous factors, 

such as a government policy which affects all people, while measuring outputs in treatment and 

control groups without a �me lapse makes it impossible to assess the changes brought about by the 

programme. Thus a combina�on of before and a�er as well as with and without treatment is 

considered to be the most rigorous way to measure impact.

2.2  Methods and tools

The focus of this study was to understand the baseline situa�on and develop benchmark on key 

performance indicators so that the achievements made by the project could be measured. Hence, the 

study used quan�ta�ve methods for data collec�on. The logical framework of the project provides the 

base for result and impact indicators which need to be measured both at the baseline and end line.  

Based on the log‐frame indicators, an informa�on procurement plan (IPP) was developed, shared 

during baseline study incep�on mee�ng and finalized. RCPDS with the support of Catalyst 

Management Services Pvt. Ltd. (CMS) designed the overall sampling scheme and conducted the 

baseline survey during the first quarter of project implementa�on. Well trained post‐graduate 

students and RCPDS field teams (staff from other projects) were recruited; oriented and used in data 

collec�on. Data entry and analysis was done in SPSS. 

2.3  Sampling scheme

The study has to be synchronized with the programme M&E system, which allows for a large amount 

of data to be collected in the treatment areas. Control samples were selected from villages nearby, 

mostly adjacent to project villages where the project is being implemented. This has two purposes – 

first, the households will share many characteris�cs like, income level from agriculture, soil type, 

cropping pa�ern, cul�va�on prac�ces, access to services and livelihood profiles. Second, control 

samples in neighborhood villages can demonstrate spill‐over effects of the interven�on.

2

03



The project intends to work with 8860 households. Using 95% confidence level, and a confidence 

interval of 5% with a 50% response distribu�on, a sample of 368 randomly selected samples will give 

significant results.  Adding a design effect of 1.5 (allowance for stra�fica�on) and an a�ri�on rate of 

20% between baseline and end line gives 664. However, to improve the accuracy level, the project has 

covered 900sample households from treatment, and300 samples from control (considering one‐third 

of treatment), totaled to 1200 households. The number of sample households in each village was 

selected propor�onately to the total number of households to be covered by the project. The profile 

of households covered within each village include landless, catchment farmers, command farmers 

and women headed households. The sampling scheme prepared for the study is given below. 

The diagram below (Fig‐1) details out the sampling framework used in the study

Table 1 ‐ Sampling Scheme
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2.4  Sampling Framework
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2.5 Limita�ons

As the study focus is on developing benchmark on key performance indicators, the study did not look 

at qualita�ve part of data collec�on to find answers for 'why' part of the study. However, the analysis 

framework was designed to capture the factors or pa�ern to validate the situa�on. For instance, if 

some people are not having access to sanita�on facili�es, the study tried to find out the profile of such 

communi�es who have access and who don't have. The other challenge faced by the field team is 

'es�ma�on of cost of cul�va�on and average yield rate of major crops' as the respondents could not 

understand/calculate uni�za�on of these with respect to per acre of land, but provided the figures 

based on their own land holding pa�ern. This aspect of the study was validated through focused group 

discussions with select farmers in the project region.

2.1 Key Processes

The sequence of key processes followed in the study and the outcomes are presented in the below 

table (Table‐2)
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Key Findings

3.1 Overview of the sample

During the field work, there were very few varia�ons with respect to coverage of households due to 

availability of respondents for the interview. The actual coverage of households by the study 

disaggregated for type of sample (treatment/control) and Panchayat wise is given in the table below 

(Table‐3)

Table below (Table‐4) shows disaggregated data by various categories to provide a quick summary of 

the kind of households covered in the study.

Table 2 ‐ Overview of sample coverage

Table 3 ‐ Household Profile

3
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It can be seen from the above table, the profile of households covered by the study across treatment 

and control samples looks almost similar except for very few varia�ons in literacy levels. Among the 

total, 10% households belong to scheduled caste category (Dalits) and just 1% have differently abled 

member.   

As for type and ownership of household, 28% live in pucca houses, 69% in semi‐pucca and 4% in Kutcha 

houses; About 94% have own houses, 1% live in rented houses, 1% in leased houses and 4% in houses 

provided by government. About 96% of the households have no access to toilet facili�es; 97% of 

households have BPL ra�on cards and 85% of households are beneficiaries of Mahatma Gandhi 

Na�onal Rural Employment Guarantee Act (A scheme which provides 100 days of assured 

employment to rural poor households). An analysis of socio‐economic profile of the target households 

reveals that the selec�on of villages and target households are highly relevant for the project. The 

table below (Table‐5) shows that there is no significant varia�on between treatment and control 

samples concerning the socio‐economic characteris�cs of households.

Table 4 ‐ Household Characteris�cs
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3.2 Occupa�on and income profile of the households

thIt can be seen from the graph below (Fig‐2), a li�le over 3/4  of the households are farmer households 

and 24% are landless. Of the total farmer households, about 44%of the households are belong to 

command farmer category, 40%are catchment farmers and about 16% are having lands in both 

command and catchment area. There are no significant varia�ons between treatment and control 

samples in terms of land holding pa�ern. 

Within the farmer category, more than 85% are belong to marginal and small farmer category, 

followed by medium and large category (Fig‐3). The percentage of marginal and small farmer category 

is slightly higher for catchment farmers than command farmers. 

Figure 1 ‐ Land holding pa�ern of HH

Figure 2 ‐ Type of farmers
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With regard to average household annual net income, more than 90% of the households are falling 

either under 'extreme poor' category (<Rs. 24,000) or 'poor' (Rs. 24,000‐Rs. 46,000) category, with less 

than 10% belong to vulnerable poor or others category. The graph below (Fig – 4) shows that the 

percentage of extreme poor category is more than double for landless farmers compared to 

catchment and command farmers. The pa�ern of poverty levels are almost similar for catchment and 

command farmers. 

Looking at the income level farmer category wise, the average household annual net income for 

'landless' is Rs. 28,263, 'catchment farmer' is Rs. 33,902, 'command farmer' is Rs. 34,255 and for 

farmers having lands both in command and catchment is Rs. 35,526. 

While there are no significant varia�ons observed across blocks and type of samples, the percentage 

of households fall under the 'poor' category is slightly higher for Narikudi block than Tiruchuli block 

and for Treatment than Control samples (Fig – 5).  The poverty level of various farmer categories 

jus�fies the proposed interven�on, and the project shall consider special a�en�on to 36% landless 

households who are in extreme poverty.

Figure 3 ‐ Avg. HH annual net income

Figure 4 ‐ Block and type of sample wise poverty levels
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3.3 Irriga�on – sources and water availability

Overall, 59% households from treatment and 51% households from control samples have access to 

water for irriga�on. 

Of those having access to water for irriga�on, the major source is Tank, followed by open wells, bore 

wells and ponds (Fig – 6). When asked about the dura�on of water availability from the tanks, a li�le 

over 80% report 2‐4 months. There is no significant difference between treatment and control 

samples as for sources and water availability from tanks are concerned (Fig – 7)

Less than one percentage of the households report existence of community managed system to 

regulate water distribu�on from the tanks and just one householdhave membership in such 

commi�ees. Of those having open and bore wells, 90% and more households do not have water to 

cul�vate crops on a regular basis. 

Figure 5 ‐ Sources of water for irriga�on

Figure 6 ‐ Availability of water in tanks
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3.4 Household membership in CBOs

The adjacent table (Table – 6) shows the percentage of households having membership in various 

community based organiza�ons and leadership posi�on. A less than 20% of households have 

membership in women SHGs and of those leadership posi�on is reported by less than 4% households. 

While few households reported existence of watershed management commi�ees earlier ini�ated by 

Government during 1998 and farmers clubs, interac�ons with key stakeholders revealed that these 

were func�oning but currently are defunct. 

3.5 Awareness level on en�tlements

The following table (Table – 7) shows the level of awareness of study popula�on on various schemes 

and services and the status of realiza�on.

It is evident from the above table that the percentage of households aware of agriculture related 

schemes is much lower than that of other general welfare schemes of government. Though the 

awareness level on agriculture credit facili�es is reasonably good, the percentage of households that 

availed the services is less than 10%. The awareness level and realiza�on status is good for schemes 

and programmes like PDS and MGNREGA.

Table 5 ‐ Membership in CBOs

Table 6 ‐ En�tlements
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3.6 Awareness level and Prac�ces related to NRM

The study assessed awareness and prac�ces related to various natural resource management 

prac�ces, focusing on soil and water conserva�on,  which are summarized and given in the below 

table (Table – 8). The table suggests that barring 'use of fer�lizers and soil condi�oners' and 

'applica�on of organic manure', none of the other prac�ces have been followed regularly. Even though 

there is reasonable awareness shown on many prac�ces the adop�on level is found to be low. There 

are no significant varia�ons between treatment and control villages. 

Table 7 ‐ Awareness and adop�on of SWC prac�ces
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3.7 Migra�on

5% households from treatment and 7% households from control samples migrate for occupa�onal 

reasons. There are significant varia�ons observed between treatment and control samples with 

respect to dura�on of migra�on. Of those migrate among treatment samples, 47% report seasonal 

migra�on of 3‐6 months and 26% each report short term migra�on (12 months) and long term 

migra�on (3 years and above). On the contrary, among control samples, 26% each report seasonal and 

short term migra�on and the rest 47% migrate for longer term. Migra�on is high in Pillaiyarnatham 

(Pillayarendal) panchayt (15%) compared to other panchayats where the percentage of households 

report to be migrated is less than 10%. No significant varia�ons in migra�ng pa�ern observed across 

different farmer category types. During the �me of migra�on, usually the parents either le� their 

children with their rela�ves or taking along with them.  As per the records of Pillayarnatham high 

school records reviewed for three previous years, an average of 15% children drop out a�er class nine 

and ten.  Of this major propor�on (10% plus) a�ributed to family migra�on. However, the head master 

cau�oned that all these drop‐outs could not be a�ributed to migra�on of families, but most children.

3.8 Sanita�on facili�es and prac�ces

Overall, 5% or less households have access to toilet facili�es. Of those having access, more than 90% 

have own toilets, and the rest either use community toilets or shared type. 68% households from 

treatment and 92% from control report availability of adequate water facili�es for toilets. About 43% 

households from treatment and 67% households from control samples report availability of safe 

disposal system. Of those prac�cing open defeca�on, more than 90% of households report issues such 

as abuse by others, snake/insects bite, infec�ons and safety issues. About 41% of those prac�cing 

open defeca�on are aware of ill effects of this prac�ce and repor�ng them as frequent infec�ons and 

other health complica�ons such as stomach ache. Concerning adop�on of hygienic prac�ces, more 

than 90% of households report all their household members are following prac�ces such as hand 

washing before food and a�er toilet, nail cu�ng, and safe disposal of used sanitary napkins (women). 

However, less than 80% of households use footwear while going out for open defeca�on. 
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Interac�ons with community leaders and police officials regarding abuse of girls reveal that in most 

cases these are verbal abuses/teasing which usually goes without making any formal complaint with 

the police or village administra�on. Whenever there is an issue raised in this regard by a girl or her 

family, the issue gets sorted out through nego�a�ons and censuring of the accused. Making formal 

complaints to police or village administra�on is not commonly in prac�ce in any of the target 

Panchayats due to cultural issues, specifically considering the future of the girl children.

Interview with the Block Medical Officer (BMO) bring to light that the average number of cases 

repor�ng to a health sub‐centre of this region is as follows.

Stomach pain/diarrhea – 1500 per month, Worm infec�on – 900 per month ‐ of which, adult 

propor�on stand at 64% and children 36%, snake bites – 10 to 12 (yearly) and insect bites – 35 – 40 

(yearly).  While all these cases cannot be a�ributed directly to 'open defeca�on prac�ce', the officer 

further said 'most cases' are due to this prac�ce

  3.9  Access to common property resources (CPR)

The adjacent graph shows (Fig – 8) the percentage 

of households have access to various common 

property resources. About 70% households have 

fishing rights, 50% have access to tanks or ponds 

and 30% have access to grazing lands. Another 20% 

to 30% of households have access to these 

resources to some extent. There are no significant 

varia�ons observed across treatment and control 

samples.

3.10. Linkages with Government Departments

The adjacent graph shows (Fig – 9) the 

percentage of households have links with 

various government departments.  It can be 

seen that less than 15% of households have 

links with various government departments 

like agriculture research sta�on, agriculture 

department, agricultural engineering 

department, social forestry and BDO. The 

percentage levels are slightly higher for 

treatment samples than control samples 

especially for linkages with agricultural 

engineering department and social forestry.

Figure 7 ‐ Access to CPR

Figure 8 ‐ Linkages with Govt. Departments
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3.11 Source of seeds and issues

The study finds that groundnut is the predominant crop in the project villages followed by black gram, 

green gram, red gram and paddy. While ground nut and paddy are cul�vated as main crops the pulses 

are mostly grow as an intercrop. The following graph (Fig ‐ 10) shows the main sources of seedsfor 

various crops.

High cost is reported to be the key issue in sourcing of seeds as reported by most households, followed 

by not available in �me, not available in required quan�ty and poor quality. There is no significant 

varia�ons observed across treatment and control samples.

3.12 Cost of Cul�va�on and Produc�vity

The following table (Table ‐ 9) provides the cost of cul�va�on of major crops being cul�vated in the 

project villages. Green gram and Red gram are predominantly cul�vated as inter crops.

It can be seen from the above table that there is no significant varia�ons in cost of cul�va�on of all 

major crops either by type of samples or blocks. Overall, the cost of cul�va�on of all crops are quite 

high and it can be brought down through appropriate training packages and facilita�on of community 

seed bank models. 

Figure 9 ‐ Sources of seeds

Table 8 ‐ Cost of cul�va�on of major crops
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The table below (Table – 10) shows the average yield rate of major crops. 

From the table above, the produc�vity of major crops is far lower than its poten�al and the project has 

an opportunity to increase the yield through appropriate technology and management based 

interven�ons. No significant varia�ons observed across either type of samples or between blocks. 

3.13  Access to credit services

Overall, 16% respondent households (12% from control villages and 18% from treatment villages) 

have availed credit during the last two crop seasons. It can be seen from the graph below (Fig – 11) that 

the major sources of credit are local money lenders, na�onalized banks and private banks or chit 

funds. Among those who have availed loans, about 36% received from local money lenders, followed 

by 25% from na�onalized banks, 21% from private banks/chit funds, 9% from SHGs and 8% from 

coopera�ve socie�es. 

Compara�vely, higher propor�on of households from treatment samples access loans from local 

money lenders and this is contrary for those access loans from private banks or chit funds.

Table 9 ‐ Average Yield Rate of Crops

Figure 10 ‐ Sources of loan
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3.14  Access to training and technical support services

Overall, 12% of the respondent households received training support during the last two crop seasons. 

No significant varia�ons between treatment and control villages observed. Of those who a�ended any 

training programme, 34% par�cipated in training on 'crop cul�va�on prac�ces',21% on 'land 

prepara�on techniques', 14% on soil and water conserva�on, 9% each on post‐harvest techniques and 

schemes and 6% of produc�on of bio‐fer�lizers. 

Of the total, 33% from treatment and 21% from control sample households received technical support 

during the last two crop seasons. The support has been mainly provided by brokers/commission 

agents, followed by neighbouring farmers and pes�cide/fer�lizer shops. Less than 5% households 

have accessed any kind of technical assistance from government ins�tu�ons like agricultural research 

sta�on, college, or agricultural department. The support were sought mainly on harvest/post‐harvest, 

pest and disease management and selec�on of crop varie�es. 

th
As for size of loans (Fig – 12), around 3/5  have received loans more than Rs. 20,000 and 30% between 

Rs. 10,000‐Rs. 20,000. There are no significant varia�ons between treatment and control villages as far 

as size of loans is concerned. As for interest rate for credit from these sources, the exorbitant rates are 

charged by local money lenders and private banks/chit funds (24%‐60%) as reported by most 

households. Concerning sa�sfac�on level on credit services, except SHGs, all other services have been 

rated as either average or poor by 60% or more households. 

Figure 12 ‐ Size of loan Figure 12 ‐ Interest rates
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3.15  Livestock

The following table (Table – 11) shows the percentage of households having milch animals and small 

ruminants.

th
It is observed that about 1/4  of households have at least one cow and a close to 60% have at least one 

rdgoat. About 1/3 of household rear poultry and the varia�ons are significant as the percentage of 

households that rear poultry from control samples are almost double of sample households from 

treatment. 

The project will collect household profile and village profile as part of Management Informa�on 

System development (MIS) for all the households and villages which will be covered under animal 

husbandry and other entrepreneurship. The household profile will have socio‐economic indicators, 

occupa�on pa�ern, membership in CBOs, status of women and children etc. This informa�on and 

data will be, monitored as part of M&E and will be updated at regular intervals. Further the selec�on of 

beneficiaries will be based on a set of socio‐economic indicators developed par�cipa�ve during the 

project.

Table 10 ‐ Livestock
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The findings of baseline study substan�ate the overall project logic of RCPDS‐BMZ‐KNH, i.e. the 

target group are largely poor; agriculture dependent; frequent monsoon failure and poor 

management of water harves�ng, storage and conveyance structures leads to inadequate water for 

irriga�on; lack of awareness and adop�on of natural resources management prac�ces, crop 

produc�on methods,  lack of access to affordable credit sources and poor access to government 

extension and technical support services leads to low produc�vity and high cost of cul�va�on. The 

study also validates the poor sanita�on facili�esin the project villages which make the communi�es 

and children vulnerable to high risks.

While most of the study findings corroborate what the project has stated in its proposal, there are few 

varia�ons. For instance, the average annual household net income for farmer households obtained 

from the study is Rs. 33,000 – Rs. 34,000 as against Rs. 18,000 men�oned in the proposal. It could be 

because of their enrollment with MGNREGA scheme which provides them 100 days of assured 

employment in a year with Rs. 100 per day. The eligibility for becoming a beneficiary of this scheme is 

poverty and it is an indica�on that these farmer households are living below poverty line. Any crop 

failure during a par�cular year will make them en�rely depend on this scheme which could fetch a 

maximum of Rs. 10,000 per year and this expose their vulnerability compared to landless.

The findings also indicate that there is a need to keep in mind the Panchayat/Block‐wise varia�ons, 

with baseline for few of the result indicators is varying in a major way (Eg: high migra�on in 

Pillayarnatham panchayat). Also, the contexts are different in each panchayat (few have farmer 

clubs/watershed commi�ees and most not) and therefore the engagement mechanism and 

approaches will have to be different for each of these panchayat. The expected outcomes for each 

panchayat is therefore likely to be different. 

The findings and analysis of baseline have provided pointers for the major areas related to project and 

impact evalua�on which are explained below.

Programme Opportuni�es

 Water availability for irriga�on – the study finds that the water availability in tanks for irriga�on 

is just about 2‐4 months in a year. By taking up the renova�on ac�vi�es as men�oned in the 

proposal such as de‐sil�ng of tanks, clearance of waterways and feeder channels, and repair of 

sluices as well as soil conserva�on measures such as contour bunds, gully checks etc. there is a 

scope of improving the water availability in tanks and wells, and conveyance efficiency. The 

project needs to ensure community involvement and contribu�on right from the beginning 

stage to make the benefits sustainable.  

 Produc�vity and Cost of cul�va�on – the study finds that the produc�vity of major crops such as 

ground nut, paddy and black gram in the target panchayats has been low than its poten�al. 

Similarly the cost of produc�on of these crops has been high. By facilita�ng services such as 

quality seeds, training and appropriate linkages there is a scope for improving the produc�vity 

and reduce the cost of cul�va�on at the end line, at least by 25% in each case. 

Key takeaways from Baseline4
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 Community Ins�tu�ons – the percentage of households having membership in community 

based organiza�ons that have exclusive focus on 'agriculture and water management' is low. As 

per the project design, the project can promote watershed management commi�ees in each 

watershedwhich can act as effec�ve pla�orms for facilita�on of services specific to agriculture 

and water management. Instead of forming new watershed management commi�ees, the 

project can first consider revival of exis�ng watershed commi�ees in the Panchayats. As it can be 

seen that the WMCs promoted by other organiza�ons are defunct now, the project needs to 

conduct periodical performance assessment of these WMCs and deliver customized training 

packages to make it func�onal beyond project period.

 Seeds – it is evident from the study that the farmers are sourcing seeds majorly from private 

companies and traders which are of high cost. As per the design, the project can promote seed 

banks in each watershed area which could be managed by WMCs. The ins�tu�onal systems and 

procedures needs to be well thought of and implemented.

 Awareness on en�tlements and realiza�on status – the study reveals that the awareness level 

on various schemes, especially those related to agriculture and their capaci�es to realize them is 

low for the target households. These services can be effec�vely facilitated by the WMCs through 

networking and linkages with service providers such as agricultural research sta�on, agricultural 

engineering department, agricultural department etc. 

 Awareness and adop�on of NRM and SWC prac�ces – the findings show that the level of 

awareness and adop�on of NRM and SWC prac�ces has been low barring 'applica�on of 

fer�lizers and organic manure'. The project has the poten�al to provide knowledge inputs and 

make farmers to prac�ce through seeing‐is‐believing concept by the way of building 

demonstra�on plots, so that these resources are well managed.

 Cul�va�on prac�ces – less than one‐third of the farmer households received any 

training/technical support services during the last two crop seasons, that too mainly from 

informal sources such as brokers, commission agents or fellow farmers. The project can equip 

farmers to adopt improved cul�va�on prac�ces through appropriate training packages 

(trainings, field demonstra�ons, exposure…) and thereby contribute to reduce cost of 

cul�va�on as well as increase produc�vity

 Credit – it is observed that only 16% have availed loans during the last two crop seasons, that too 

mainly from informal sources such as local money lenders for a higher cost of credit. The project 

has the poten�al to design appropriate credit products and deliver through WMCs to improve 

access to credit for the farmers, especially small and marginal. This will not only help farmers but 

also these WMCsfinancially viable

 Livelihood support for landless – the study finds that the average annual household net income 

of landless is around Rs. 28,000 and again significant por�on of it comes through MGNREGA 

scheme. In order to survive any shocks or disasters diversifica�on is absolute necessity for these 

groups. Hence, as men�oned in the proposal, the project can work for livelihood promo�on of 

these groups through animal husbandry, collec�ve farming and other appropriate needs based 

interven�ons
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 Sanita�on facili�es –as men�oned in the proposal, the access to sanita�on facili�es are very 

poor in the target villages. Apart from construc�ng the planned number of toilets, the project 

should walk the extra mile by crea�ng awareness on the importance of sanita�on facili�es, 

linking with government programmes such as green housing scheme, total sanita�on 

programme etc. and advocate for community toilets in the project villages. Special subsidized 

loans for construc�on of toilets can also be planned and implemented by WMCs.  

Overall, there are many opportuni�es exists for the project to create substan�al impact and make it 

sustainable. Given the strengths and experience of RCPDS in the sector and region, the poten�al of 

achieving these are high.
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 Revised indicators – Based on the study
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