
Content

	Sl. No.
	Description
	Page No.

	1.
	Executive Summary
	xvii – xxiv

	2.
	Chapter 1 : Introduction and Study Methodology
	1 – 7

	
	Section 1: Background
	1

	
	Section 2: Objectives of the Study
	2

	
	Section 3: Sample Coverage
	2

	
	Section 4: Methodology
	4

	
	Section 5:  Sources of Information
	5

	3.
	Chapter 2 : Evaluation of Accelerated Irrigation Benefit Program (AIBP) in Uttar Pradesh
	8 – 22

	
	Section 1: State Level Overview
	8

	
	Section 2: Rajghat Canal Project
	9

	
	Section 3: Impact of AIBP
	14

	
	Section 4: Process of Implementation of Project 
	21

	4.
	Chapter 3 : Evaluation of Accelerated Irrigation Benefit Program (AIBP) in Karnataka
	23 – 40

	
	Section 1: State Level Overview
	23

	
	Section 2:  The Upper Krishna Stage – I Major Irrigation Project
	24

	
	Section 3: Analysis of Indi Branch Canal
	27

	
	Section 4 : Impact of AIBP
	32

	
	Section 5: Process of Implementation of Project 
	40

	5.
	Chapter 4 : Evaluation of Accelerated Irrigation Benefit Program (AIBP) in Andhra Pradesh
	41 – 55

	
	Section 1: State Level Overview
	41

	
	Section 2: Yerracalva Reservoir Project
	42

	
	Section 3: Impact Analysis of AIBP
	47

	
	Section 4: Process of Implementation of Project 
	54

	6.
	Chapter 5 : Evaluation of Accelerated Irrigation Benefit Program (AIBP) in Orissa
	56 – 69

	
	Section 1: State Level Overview
	56

	
	Section 2: Naraj Barrage Project
	57

	
	Section 3 :  Impact of AIBP
	63

	
	Section 4 : Process of Project Management 
	68

	7.
	Chapter 6 : Evaluation of Accelerated Irrigation Benefit Program (AIBP) in Jammu & Kashmir
	70 – 87

	
	Section 1: State Level Overview
	70

	
	Section 2: New Pratap Canal, Jammu
	71

	
	Section 3: Impact of AIBP
	80

	8.
	Chapter 7 : Evaluation of Accelerated Irrigation Benefit Program (AIBP) in Rajasthan 
	88 – 103

	
	Section 1: State Level Overview
	88

	
	Section 2: Jaismand Dam Project
	89

	
	Section 3: Impact of AIBP 
	95

	9.
	Chapter 8 : Evaluation of AIBP in Madhya Pradesh 
	104 – 117

	
	Section 1: The Ban Sagar Dam
	104

	
	Section 2: Impact Analysis
	108

	10.
	Chapter 9 : Evaluation of AIBP in Chattisgarh
	118 – 132

	
	Section 1: State Level Overview
	118

	
	Section 2:  The Shivnath Diversion Medium Irrigation project
	119

	
	Section 3: Analysis of Shivnath Diversion Medium Irrigation project
	121

	
	Section 4: Impact Analysis
	123

	11.
	Chapter - 10 : Evaluation of Accelerated Irrigation Benefit Program (AIBP) in Assam
	133 – 153

	
	Section 1: State Level Overview
	133

	
	Section 2: Dhansiri Major Irrigation Project
	138

	
	Section 3 : Analysis of Dhansiri Project
	140

	
	Section 4 : Impact of AIBP
	146

	
	Section 5 : Process of Implementation of Project
	152

	12.
	Chapter - 11 : Evaluation of Accelerated Irrigation Benefit Program (AIBP) in Tripura
	154 – 171

	
	Section 1: State Level Overview
	154

	
	Section 2 :  Gumti Irrigation Project 
	157

	
	Section 3 :  Analysis of Gumti Irrigation Project 
	158

	
	Section 4 : Impact of AIBP
	164

	
	Section 5 : Process of Implementation of Project 
	170

	13.
	Chapter 12 : Conclusions and Suggestions
	172 – 192

	
	Section 1: Irrigated Potential Created and Utilization
	172

	
	Section 2: Quality of Assets under AIBP
	183

	
	Section 3: Process of Implementation of Project
	183

	
	Section 4 : Impact of AIBP
	184

	
	Section 5: Strategies Required
	188

	14.
	Project Team
	193


Preface
The Accelerated Irrigation Benefits Program (AIBP) was formulated in the year 1996 by the Government of India in order to provide financial assistance to States to complete various ongoing multipurpose and irrigation projects in the country so as to extend irrigation to more areas. Over a period of time, the scope of the programme has widened. Presently, Major, Medium and Extension, Renovation and Modernization (ERM) projects are eligible for Central Assistance under AIBP. The surface water minor irrigation schemes of Special Category States as well as such schemes satisfying specified criteria in Non-Special Category States are also eligible for Central Assistance under AIBP.

In March, 2005 in order to accelerate the provision of irrigation to drought prone areas and tribal area, the project providing irrigation benefits to such area were extended the same facility as allowable to the Special Category States. The Central Government has become much concerned about the status of the projects mainly which are in advanced stage of completion. Therefore the Programme Evaluation Organisation (PEO) of Planning Commission was entrusted to conduct an evaluation study on Accelerated Irrigation Benefits Program (AIBP).

The main objectives covered and the important issues discussed in the study are as follows:-

· to verify the potential creation reported by the State from the particular project by completing all the physical works on the ground,

· to ascertain how far the assets created under AIBP are maintained by the state authorities,

· to evaluate how the programme has assisted expediting the irrigation potential creation,

· to review the implementing process of AIBP,

· to assess the utilization of created potential by the beneficiaries of the command and whether the programme has helped in expanding in the net irrigated area in the command,

· to examine the quality of work done under the AIBP assisted projects,

· to evaluate whether rural economy has improved with the inception of the AIBP programme in the command,

· Shortcomings in the programme implementation and suggestions for improvement.

The proposed exercise has been carried out through sample survey in 10 different states covering 10 irrigation (4 Major, 4 Medium and 2 ERM) projects spread in 5 different zones of the country. In order to assess the impact of the programme, information have been collected from beneficiaries, non-beneficiaries farmers, knowledgeable persons and members from the Water Users Associations and through Focus Group Discussions (FGD) on sample basis.

It has been found in the evaluation study that there has been spectacular increase in the irrigated area but state governments are increasingly under severe financial constraints as they find it difficult to finance the recurring costs of irrigation and to collect economic water charges from the farmers. As a result, not only the sustainability of government run irrigation system is in danger, but also its impact on water use efficiency and equity has been dwindling over a period of time.

It has been realized from the evaluation study that if irrigation performance is to improve, a wide range of mutually supporting interventions will be needed which include improved agronomic, maintenance and irrigation management practices, system modernization and promotion of advanced irrigation technologies. Moreover, Institutional reforms including the restructuring of irrigation agencies, irrigation management transfer to the farmers and promotion of self-financing of irrigation schemes are also required.

The study received constant support and encouragement from Hon'ble Deputy Chairman, Planning Commission and Member Secretary, Planning Commission. The study was designed and conducted under the direction of Dr. R.C. Dey, Director, PEO with the assistance of Shri L.N. Meena, Shri Vipin Kumar, Economic Officers of PEO headquarters. The field investigation including data analysis and drafting of the report was done by IIM, Lucknow under my over all guidance. The help and assistance received from all the officers especially the efforts done by Prof. Sanjeev Kapoor, IIM, Lucknow in bringing the report to its present shape is gratefully acknowledged.
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Executive Summary
The AIBP was conceived in the year 1996 by the Government of India in order to provide financial assistance to States to complete various ongoing projects in the country so that envisaged irrigation potential of the project could be created and thereby extend irrigation to more areas. Government of India has made massive investment in developing irrigation sources (major, medium and minor) in the country under AIBP since 1996. At this juncture the major issues are two fold; first whether created irrigation potential has been fully utilized in the assisted projects or not, and secondly, and more importantly, what has been the impact of AIBP scheme on the farmers livelihood? In order to fulfill this need, Planning Commission, Government of India initiated the present study on Evaluation of AIBP Scheme in India with the help of Indian Institute of Management (IIM), Lucknow.

The proposed exercise has been carried out through sample survey in different states covering the selected irrigation projects. Sample survey has been supplemented by participatory evaluation/assessment methods for which a set of participatory tools have been used. Data from each of the selected irrigation project was collected by the team of research staff and faculty members of IIM, Lucknow. The impact of AIBP on farmers’ livelihood has been measured using two different methodologies.  First, data was collected from the farmers using the structured questionnaire and secondly, the farmers’ response on the various parameters was recorded using 5 point scale.

Irrigation Potential Created 

It is disheartening to note that the gap between irrigation potential which was supposed to be created at design stage of the project and the one which has been created so far is highest in Dhansiri (v) project in Assam (62 percent).  The progress of irrigation potential creation has also been quite slow in Yerrakalva (v) in Andhra Pradesh as well as in Bansagar (unit -1) (v) project in Madhya Pradesh. About one third of the designed irrigation potential has not been created in Shivnath Diversion (v) project, Chattisgarh and Gumti (v) project, Tripura.

Some of the prominent reasons behind the non-completion of the designed irrigation potential have been cited as follows:

(a) Problem in land acquisition

(b) Law and order problem particularly in North-Eastern states

(c) Construction of railway and road bridges in the command areas of the project

(d) Labour problems

(e) Lack of coordination among different departments of State Government

Irrigation Potential Utilization 

It is clear that the problem of utilization of irrigation potential is sever in major irrigation projects where the irrigation potential utilization has been found very low in Dhansiri (v) project, Assam(17%), Rajghat Dam, Uttar Pradesh (37%) and Bansagar (unit-1) (v), Madhya Pradesh (28%). On the other hand 100% irrigation potential utilization has been reported in all selected four medium irrigation projects. 

The various factors responsible for gap between irrigation potential created and its utilization have been classified in the following categories as given in Chart 1.

Chart 1: Classification of Factors Responsible for Gap between IPC and IPU

	Sl. No.
	Category
	Example

	1.
	Technical
	· Incomplete water distribution channels

· Earthen distribution channels

· Irregular de-silting of distribution channels

· Non-availability of continuous and proper electric power 

	2.
	Socio-political
	· Encroachment of field channels by farmers

· Overuse of irrigation water

· Destruction of water outlets

	3.
	Institutional
	· Non-existence of effective WUA

· Low technical and managerial capacity of Irrigation Department staff

	4.
	Managerial
	· Lack of staff

· Lack of fund for O&M

· Low motivation of Irrigation Department Staff

· Lack of supervision by Irrigation Department Staff

	5.
	Natural
	· Lack of rainfall

· Decreased water level in the River

	6.
	Policy Level
	· Ineffective method for charging irrigation water cost based only on acreage system 

· Low administrative powers given to Irrigation Department Staff 

· Incorrect definition of irrigated area by not incorporating the number of irrigation

· Lack of coordination between Irrigation Department, Revenue Department and CADA

	7.
	Agrarian
	· Change in demand of irrigation water due to change in cropping pattern in the command area

· Increased demand of irrigation water due to use of chemical fertilizers and HYV seeds 

· Diversion of cultivable land for industrial and other purposes


(a) Social Issues

· Farmers of head reach of the canal over irrigated their fields, assuming that they may not get water for the following irrigation, this make canal water not to reach at the tail end of the main and minor canal and this area remains un-irrigated.

· Farmers at reservoir rim and those at idle reaches of canal systems lift water through pump and irrigate their fields located at higher levels and out of command area. This causes less availability of water for the tail end farms as well as damage to the canal, which results into increase in seepage and further loss of water on the way.  

· Use of a large number of lift irrigation pumps submerged in the canal by farmers of idle reaches of canal obstruct the flow of canal water and reduces velocity of water and ultimately less supply and delay of water supply at the tail ends. 

· Surrounding residents remove flag stones used for the lining of main canal for their domestic use. Frequent removal of flag stones causes severe damage to the main canal, and in turn high ration of seepage and less supply of water towards tail reaches. 

 (b) Technical Issues

· Because of weeds and siltation in the canal, water bearing capacity of canals is reducing.

· Non-provision of micro distribution (field channels and water course) network in original project plan led to inefficient use of canal water.

· Top bank level of entire canal section as exists, is lower than that designed, results in low discharge capacity of canal. 

· Leakage of irrigation water through irrigation sluices reservoir basin causes less storage of water for irrigation. 

 (c) Management Issues

· Shortage of staff in irrigation department to maintain the canal system, leads continuous deterioration of canals. 

· Lack of vehicles (four wheels) on the field for carry out regular patrolling during the irrigation season. Without four wheel vehicle it is very difficult to carry out the regular patrolling in the peak winter of Rabi season, to restrict wastage of water and damage of canal. 

· According to the Irrigation Department, now responsibility of maintenance is given to the ‘Water Users’ Associations’. They have power to get the work done, with approval of irrigation department. WUAs had been given financial power, without preparing them for performing their role. WUA members neither have technical knowledge, nor perception for the community work.  If the Irrigation Department does not approve the canal work done by WUA, the members specially chairman make it political issue and get the approval forcefully done through local MLA or MP. Therefore, maintenance of canal work gets done without technical parameters, which leads to poor performance of canal system.

· There is lack of clarity of the role of WUA, to the staff of irrigation department as well as members of WUA. Irrigation staff members at the field level assume that Water Users’ Association is only of twelve members, while they are only committee members. In reality WUA consists of all the farmers’ of command area who use canal water. Usually irrigation staff members focus on participation of only committee members, while they should ensure participation of all the members, and try to empower them. 

 (d) Change in Land Use Pattern

· Cultivated area in the head reaches had been converted into urbanized residential area. This changed the focus of use of canal water from irrigation to domestic purpose. Indirect effect of this change is that tail end of these colonies also do not get water because of obstacle created in the minors by these colonies. 

· Adoption of HYV wheat by farmers of command area, which requires more water. On the other hand water for kharif crop is not used at all

An exhaustive list of factors explaining the gap between IPC and IPU for sample irrigation projects in different States has been summarized in Chart 2 below:

Chart 2: Ranking/Prioritization of the Factors Responsible for Gap between IPC and IPU in Major Irrigation Projects

	Sl.No.
	Reason for Gap Between IPC and IPU
	Rank

	Supply Side Factors
	

	1.
	Broken water outlets and minors
	1

	2.
	Encroachment of area under field channels
	6

	3.
	Non-maintenance of channels
	2

	4.
	Diversion of cultivable land to other purposes within command area
	10

	5.
	Diversion of water for other purposes
	11

	6.
	Low water carrying capacity of distribution channels due to silting
	3

	7.
	Seepage from unlined minor canals
	8

	8.
	Insufficient availability of water
	12

	9.
	Non-completion of construction of field channels as per design
	4

	Demand Side Factors
	

	10.
	Change in cropping pattern
	5

	11.
	Non-reporting of irrigated area by farmers/Irrigation Dept.
	13

	12.
	Lack of awareness among farmers about use of water
	9

	13.
	Over utilization of irrigation water by farmers
	7


It is evident from Chart 2 that supply side factors have emerged more important for explaining the gap between IPC and IPU. Majority of these supply side factors are caused by lack of funds for operation and maintenance of irrigation projects. The only important demand side factor emerged in the analysis is change in cropping pattern by the farmers over time. As a result in many cases, the demand of irrigation water has increased as compared to what was planned at the time of inception of the project. The irrigation potential was calculated based on a particular cropping pattern in the command area of the project, as the demand of water is based on the nature of crop under cultivation. This parameter has changed over time. Based on market conditions for technological changes, cropping pattern has changed almost in all the places in favor of more water intensive crops. This has resulted in increased demand of irrigation water by the farmers. On the other hand, due to lack of effective control on the distribution of water, farmers located at head of the canal over irrigate the land leaving less water availability to the users at the tail end.

Quality of Assets under AIBP

The results of farmers’ response on the maintenance of assets (water outlets and distribution channels) reveal that abysmally low percent of respondent feel the proper maintenance of water outlets and distribution channels in major irrigation projects. On the other hand maintenance of water outlets and distribution channels has been found by and large very good in medium irrigation projects and ERM projects. 
Process of Project Implementation and Management 

The responses of beneficiaries related to process of project implementation and management has been captured in the survey of the study.  Water being a common property resource, cannot be distributed efficiently and equitably without a common agreed system among the users. Majority of the farmers in the command of medium irrigation projects responded that a proper system exist as far as distribution of water is concerned in their villages. The situation is not good in case of major irrigation projects of Uttar Pradesh and Madhya Pradesh where only 30 percent farmers responded positively about existence of proper system for distribution of water. Although water is not distributed by any standard system in these two projects, it is worthwhile to note that about 80 percent farmers were of the opinion that there exists equitable distribution of water in the villages.   The same response was received in all the irrigation projects except the medium irrigation project in Chattisgarh.  The response pattern is more or less similar among the beneficiary farmers located at different locations of the canal.

Payment of irrigation charges on time by the users is the most sensitive issue in the irrigation management across the country.  Here also it has been observed that majority of the farmers do not pay irrigation charges on time in major irrigation projects of Uttar Pradesh, Karnataka, and Assam.  The percentage of farmers making timely payment of irrigation charges is comparatively higher in medium irrigation projects and ERM projects.  Surprisingly, more than 50% of the farmers in major irrigation projects are willing to pay extra charge for assured water supply.  It clearly indicates that access to water is more important then the cost of it.

Impact of AIBP on Agricultural Development 

The cropping intensity has been found higher among the beneficiaries’ farms as compared to that of non-beneficiaries’ farms in all the irrigation projects.  The difference is more pronounced in the medium and ERM irrigation projects.  This is quite obvious as availability of irrigation has increased the opportunities to the farmers for taking more crops in area.  Subsequently, average annual income of the farmers has increased as evident from data on average annual income of beneficiary and non-beneficiary households.  Here the increase in income is more among the beneficiary farmers of the command area in major irrigation projects.      

Impact of AIBP on Socio-economic Development 

The status of migration among the beneficiary and non-beneficiary farmer households across the different projects indicates that average duration of migration in a year is lower among the beneficiary households as compared to that of non-beneficiary households in all the irrigation projects. This is because of availability of irrigation water has increased on-farm involvement of the farming community.

The farmers’ response on various parameters on socio-economic development indicates that AIBP has been successful in increasing literacy rate of the farming community in Karnataka and Andhra Pradesh.  These are the two states were there has been increase in non-farm activities.  Unfortunately, farmers from none of the state reported in increase in health care services and decrease in disease out break.  Increase in employment opportunities was responded in A.P. and Orrisa.  AIBP has failed to increase the credit availability to farmers in all the states.  Moreover, there has been no impact in the visit of government officials to rural sector after AIBP.  

Suggestions: 

1. 
Enough budgets should be allocated for timely repair and maintenance of the canals.

2. 
High priority should be given to the task of lining of the whole canal system, including main medium and minor canals, along with a provision of appropriate slope. High quality technical work should be ensured in this regard. In addition, contractors and field staff of irrigation department should be trained to deliver technical work of a sound quality. 

3. 
Since it is very difficult to stop farmers from lifting water, it is better to install a lift irrigation system on the bank of canals. In this way, farmers can be charged for the amount of water they collect. As per the suggestion of the officials of irrigation department, lift irrigation through the main canal should be legalized and that area should be converted into a command area. This would help eliminate the frequent damage to the canal undergone during lifting water by the farmers. 

4. Restructuring of the WUA should be carried out. This should be followed by aggressive training for organizational development, leadership, maintenance of, financial and operational records, training in the basic technical components of canal system and in the methods of monitoring technical work. Instead of vesting WUA with financial clout, it should be given a management and supervisory role, so that wastage of water can be prevented and equity in distribution of canal water can be ensured. WAU should be given enough power to monitor the construction and repair work of canals and if they do not find work done as per the norms, they should have power to get the modifications done. Field level irrigation officials should be given enough financial power, so that they can implement corrective measures in time to save the canal from further damage. 

5. 
Physical safety of the field staff (sub engineer and field personnel) of the irrigation department should be ensured, by providing them appropriate police security, so that they are able to supervise the canal operation even during night and thus prevent wastage of water resulting from damage to canal during peak irrigation season. 

6. 
There is a need to develop a mechanism for proper coordination between relevant government departments, such as the irrigation, agriculture, revenue and the land development department. Perhaps a committee consisting of representatives from the relevant departments can be formed, to look at the holistic development of the command area.

7. 
A policy needs to be formed to make farmers to adopt appropriate cropping pattern for optimum use of water. A balanced ratio has to be introduced between high, medium and low water consuming crops. This will help maximize the benefits of canal water and at the same time protect head reach land from water logging and ultimately prevent it from becoming infertile land. Some mechanism is needed to be developed to impose fine on the farmers who disproportionately grow high water consuming crops. Growing high water consuming crops continuously makes the land water logged and saline and ultimately makes it unsuitable for cultivation. It is in the interests of the farmers to adopt balanced cropping pattern. There are many examples in India where highly fertile agriculture land has turned infertile because of excess use of water and imbalance cropping pattern. Farmers need to make aware of this. 

8. 
As of now, under AIBP programme there are constraints for providing funds towards construction of Field Irrigation Canal (FIC) net works. Funds are being provided for construction of main canal, distributaries, laterals and sub laterals. But the networking right from main canal up to the sub laterals does not meet the requirement towards the wet potential unless FIC network is put in place. As such it would be better, if AIBP assistance is extended even for construction of FIC net works so that the networking could be made through in full, wet potential could be achieved and the finished product in true sense could be realized.

9. 
The main constraint in implementation of AIBP scheme is land acquisition and Rehabilitation & Resettlement. Though the guidelines prescribe that land acquisition need be completed before the project proposals are approved under AIBP, this is not the case in some of the projects. Certain lands remain to be acquired after the project is taken up and it is expected that the lands can be acquired during the course of execution of parts of the project. In many of the cases, the project is continued under AIBP even after the prescribed completion time of 4 years either as Normal AIBP or as Fast Track Programme. Thus the very objective of the Accelerated Irrigation Benefits Programme is undermined.

10. Expenditure incurred on the project is being considered on a year to year basis. If the expenditure incurred on a project during a current financial year is more than the programmed expenditure, the guidelines should be modified suitably to allow reimbursement of central share on expenditure thus incurred.
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