PEO Study No. 117

EVALUATI ON REPCORT OF THE FI SHI NG
HARBOUR PROJECTS - 1981

1. The St udy

The dawn of the Planning era heralded the
noder ni sation of the fishing industry. The nechanisation
of fishing boats was taken up on a large scale and the

deep sea fishing Programme was |aunched in 1958. The
operation of a large nunber of nechanised boats and
trawlers created navigational hazards in commercia

ports. The need was felt for developing separate
full-fledged fishing harbours in the vicinity of najor
conmmercial ports with facilities like fish [ anding quay,

dredgi ng, berthing basin, supply of fuel, ice water and
ot her accessories like a slipway, internal r oads,
processing of catches and auction hall, etc. The

centrally sponsored schene of construction of fishing
harbours was introduced in 1966-67. Since the State
Governments were short of experience and expertise in
conducting the required i nvestigations and surveys,
Pre-1nvestment Survey of Fishing Harbour Projects was set
up at Banglore in 1968 for preparing techno-economc
project reports. Upto March, 1979 the Governnent of
India had sanctioned five mgjor fishing harbours, viz
Cochin, RoyChowk (Calcutta), Madras, Visakhapatanam and
Bonmbay and 81 minor fishing harbours.

At the instance of the then Mnistry of
Agriculture and Irrigation, the Progranme Evaluation
O gani sation wundertook in 1979-80 an eval uati on study of
5 selected fishing harbours. The study report was
publ i shed in Septenber, 1981

2. oj ecti ves

The objectives of the study covered the follow ng
aspects;

i) The extent to which harbour facilities were
created and i nvest ments nade;

i) I ncrease in the nunber of fishing boats and
efficiency in operation since the creation
of the harbour facilities;

iii) Increase in the fish landings due to the
creation of additional facilities;



i V) Mar keti ng and distribution pattern;

V) Types of benefits flowing as a result of
creation of the facilities and also the
extent to which small fishermen were being
benefited with regard to enpl oynent ,
earni ngs and acqui sition of assets; and

Vi) Problens of traditional fishernen vis-a-vis
operators of nechanised boats and deep sea
fishing vessels.

3. Sanple Size/Citeria for Selection of Sanple

The 5 fishing harbour projects selected for the
study included two major harbours of Cochin (Kerala) and
Vi sakhapat anam ( Andhra Pradesh) and three m nor harbours
of Karwar (Karnataka), Port Blair (Andaman & N kobar
I slands) and Tuticorin (Tam | Nadu).

Primary data were collected fromboat owners who

were listed under three categories : (a) nechani sed boat
owners, (b) Purse-Seine and/or traw er owners and (c)
traditional boat owners. It was proposed to take a
sanpl e of 10 nmechani sed boat owner s, 5
purse-seine/trawl er owners and 10 traditional boat owners
t hrough circul ar sanpling et hod. However, due to

non-availability of these categories in one harbour or
the other, the total sanple size had eventually to be

limted to 40 nechani sed boat owners, 10
traw ers/ purse-seine boat owners and 40 traditional boat
owners. Port Blair Harbour did not contribute to the

sanpl e for canvassing of respondents in the categories of
mechani sed boat owners and traditional boat owners.

4, Ref erence Peri od

The field survey was initiated in March 1979 and

conpleted in April, 1980. The tables contained data
regarding the pre-project period and the post-project
peri od. Nonet hel ess, nost of the data and observations

presented in the report related to the period 1972-73 to
1978-79.

5. Mai n Fi ndi ngs

1. Three of the five selected harbours, Vviz,
Cochi n, Karwar and Visakhapatanam were being fully
utilized and even beyond their targeted capacities. The
Tuticorin Fishing Harbour was yet to come up to the
envi saged capacity whereas Port Blair Fishing Harbour



constructed at a cost of Rs.68 |akhs rermained largely
unutilised due to the lack of basic infrastructure. The
latter was being utilised mainly for Dberthing of
inter-island passenger ferries and cargo boats. Maj or
commer ci al houses had already started showing interest in
t he devel opment of fishing industry as had been seen in
Cochi n, Vi sakhapatanam and Port Bl air.

2. There was a huge time over-run in the
conpletion of the selected fishing harbours which ranged
from24 nonths in the case of Port Blair to 78 nonths in
the case of Cochin. The resultant price escalation
forced a cost over-run (of actual expenditure over the
envi saged expenditure) varying from34%in the case of
Cochin to an astronom cal 177%in the case of Port Blair.
There was a noticeable tine |ag between the initiation of
project formulation and the date of clearance of projects
which was mainly attributed to the non-finalisation of

project reports on tinme. The tardy progress of
construction was inputed to the non-availability of |and,
pr obl ens in securing the servi ces of suitabl e

contractors, escalation in input prices, delay in the
sanction of revised estimates, lack of co-ordination
between different departnments of the state Govts in
regard to the provision of infrastructural facilities
i ke water, power, drainage etc. and procedural delay in
sanctioning the construction of conplenentary facilities.

3. The sel ected harbours, excluding Port Blair,
showed an inpressive track record in several aspects.
First, there was an increase in the nunber of mechanised
boats, which ranged from 94% to 410% leading to a
considerable increase in fish landings. Secondly, there
was a sizeable increase in the exports of narine products
ranging from 22%to 99% The graph of export value was
kept rising also by the sharp rise in the internationa
price of shri nmp. Thirdly, the switching over to
nmechani sed fishing led to an increase in enploynment per
catch which varied from 31% to 100% at di fferent
har bour s. Fourthly, the approximate nonthly inconme per
mechani sed boat increased by 289%in the case of Karwar,
634%in case of Tuticorin, 460%in Visakhapatanam and
225%in Cochin when conpared to the approximate incone
per boat prior to mechanisation

4. Concealed in this bright scenario was the
predicament of the traditional fishermen. I ncr eased
operational activities of nechanised boats and trawlers
near the coastline adversely affected the fish catch and
earnings of the traditional fishermen. The conditions
for grant of |oans were such that the relatively well off
sections of the Community were nostly benefited. The
role of fisheries co-operatives was very [imted.
Traditional boat owners did not have any organised

facility for fish landing nor did they have any
arrangenent for registration of non-nmechani sed boats, nor



the services of any extension organisation.

5. Vi sakhapat anam and Cochin fishing harbours
were administered by the respective Port Trusts. These
Trusts inposed different charges and | evies for berthing,
landing and water supply and for the maintenance and
upkeep of the harbours. Karwar and Tuticorin fishing
har bour s were controlled by the respective State

Fi sheries Departrments which were ill-equipped for the
purpose. The jetty at the Port Blair fishing harbour was
| ooked after by the Port authorities. No levy was

reported to be charged by the adninistrative authorities
of Karwar and Port Blair fishing harbours.

6. Institutional finance for acquisition of
mechani sed boats was provided by the conmercial banks
through mediumterm loans on rigid conditions. It was
observed that sone snmall mechani sed boat owners had to
de- conmi ssi on their boats due to difficulties in
repl acenment of worn-out engines.

7. The marketing of fish was domnated by
m ddl emen and conm ssion agents. |In Karwar, however, the
District co-operative Marketing Federation, which managed
the sales of fish Jlanding on 6% conmission at prices
fixed by a committee of the fishernmen, the purchasers of
fish and the officials of the federation did an exenpl ary
j ob.

8. The respective State Covernnents had
developed training facilities for the traditionally
backward coastal fishing comunity. Nevertheless, the
shortage of trained personnel was highly felt.

6. Maj or suggesti ons

1. Integrated credit service should be provided
to the fishermen so as to link credit with marketing of
fish catches. This is necessary to elinmnate t he

presence of middlenen or conmission agents from the
mar keting of fish |andings.

2. User charges should be levied to defray the
admi ni strative and mai nt enance expenses of the harbours.

3. A seperate adnministrative authority should be
instituted for efficient pl anni ng, supervision and
running of the fishing harbours. This authority should
be entrusted with the responsibility of registration of
boats, maintenance  of statistics relating to the
operation of boats, specie-wise |landing of fish catches
and marketing intelligence.



4. The lot of the traditional fishermen should
invariably be inmproved. The suggestions nooted in this
regard include (a) demarcating areas for traditional
boats, mechanised boats and deep sea vessels; (b)
initiating legislation on lines of a “nodel bill', as was
suggested by the CGovernnment of India, to enforce fishing
zones; (c) providing fish landing facilities and auction
centres in the formof mni-harbours neant exclusively
for the traditional fishernen; (d) crafting specific
programres for traditional fishermen which enable themto
acquire traditional boats under self-enploynent schenes;
(e) advancing co-operative loans to them for consunption
pur poses; (f) providing registration facilities at a
nom nal rate; and (9) forming fishery extension
organi sation to train them



