WATERSHED STUDY FOR GUJARAT         
                                                    SUMMARY


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction 


The present study broadly aims at an overall assessment of the watershed development programme in Gujarat state with specific emphasis on its impact on poverty alleviation. The study makes an attempt to assess the impact of the project on rehabilitating the natural resource base of the project area and increasing the availability of food, fodder/ fuel, income and employment to the inhabitants of the project area, especially the poorer and disadvantaged groups. 


The study is based on primary information collected at the watershed and household levels. The sample frame consists of four completed watersheds to be selected from those watersheds that were taken up for implementation since 1995-96, after the Government of India accepted the new guideline for watershed development. These sample watersheds (all completed) are randomly selected from two districts representing both tribal/ hill and non-tribal/ plain regions. In order to be able to assess a diversified implementing situation, each of the sample watersheds is selected from a different Project Implementing Agency (PIA). From each of the selected watershed, about 10% of households representing various user groups are randomly selected and relevant information are collected from them through a structured schedule. Group discussions are also held with the members of WT, WDT, and PIA to assess the effectiveness of institutional mechanism to manage and sustain the project.

Sample Characteristics
The watershed areas are about 500 ha (the maximum permissible under the programme) for all sample watersheds, except for one case where the same is 650 ha. The watershed areas are almost equal to the net sown areas in all (but one) watersheds implying that only private agricultural lands have been developed in most cases benefiting only the land owning households. Only in one sample watershed in the tribal/ hill district, more than 100 ha of forest/ community lands have been developed in addition to private lands.

The rainfall data indicate that all sample watershed areas receive an average annual rainfall of about 800 mm, of which about 70 % is received during three rainy season months of June-August. However, since 1999, when most of these watersheds were completed, there has been more than 50% shortfall in the actual rainfall received across all watersheds, resulting in recurring droughts.

Small and marginal farmers mostly inhabit these watershed areas. The landlessness, however, is more prominent in the two watersheds in the plain/ non-tribal district as compared to the tribal/ hill district.

Programme Impact

Land leveling/ bunding and water resource development activities constitute the primary areas of intervention in all watershed areas followed by drainage line treatment and tree plantations. As mentioned earlier, about 90% of the development activities/ expenditure are confined to private crop land areas in three of the four sample watersheds; community land development is significantly taken up in only one of the watersheds in the hill district.

The land and water development activities have significantly improved the soil moisture conservation and thereby improving the crop yield in all watersheds. Although, there was hardly any increase in crop production during the last two crop years (1999-00 and 2000-01) because of successive droughts, there was general consensus that the crop damage was less severe compared to similar drought years prior to the watershed programme in 1996. In fact in the crop year of 1998-99, which was a good rainfall year, and when the land leveling works in many watershed areas were mostly completed, there was a significant increase in their crop production: while up to 25 % of yield increase was reported in three sample watersheds, doubling the yield level was mentioned in the fourth watershed in the hill district.

Tree and fodder plantations are carried out mostly in private lands especially in the plain district, and so there is not much overall impact on community lands. In none of the sample watersheds there is any livestock and grazing practices followed to protect and develop he common land resources.

The watershed development programme has a significant positive impact on creation of employment opportunities for the villagers, both landless as well as landowners. Of the total expenditure of Rs 4000 per ha spent in a watershed area, about 45-75 % are spent on labour across various watersheds resulting in employment generation of around 30-60 man-days per ha. 

The sample households, consisting of both landless and landowners, were asked about what they felt were the main impacts of the watershed programme in their villages. Their overall perceptions indicate that employment benefit is the most favourable impact of the watershed programme, indicated by above 90 % of households in all watershed areas. Equally important is the perception regarding improvement in ground water condition overwhelmingly reported by 85-100% of households across all watersheds. The land-owning households have overwhelmingly mentioned that the project will also increase crop production.

Income Distribution

The tangible income/ benefit flows from the watershed areas may be classified into two categories viz. recurring and non-recurring. The recurring income flows consist of the benefits from crop output, which will continue to be available even after the project period, while the non-recurring income flows from the wage bill are only one-time flows limited to the project period. We have found that while the non-recurring benefits are distributed among all groups of available villagers, the recurring benefits are confined to only some land-owning households in three of the four watersheds. The equity in income distribution depends on how the recurring benefits are distributed and whether the poorer sections have a stake in the projects. In this context, we find that in three out of four sample watersheds, large sections of households (35-60 %) consisting of landless and other groups have no share in the recurring benefit flows or any stake in the projects at all.

The lopsided income distribution pattern found in most watersheds, thus, clearly indicates a trend with no development alternatives for a large section of non-beneficiaries consisting of mostly landless and women groups. As a result, in spite of the positive impact of the watershed programmes on crop production and soil/moisture conservation, there is no significant reduction in the gender and income inequality in the project areas.

Implementation and Institutional Mechanisms 

The Central guidelines make it mandatory for the state governments to create an elaborate instructional structure to plan, implement and monitor the watershed development activities at the district levels, where the available funds are disbursed. The overall success of the programme depends to a large extent on the vision and effective orientation of the Project Implementing agency (PIA), which is responsible for creation and capacity development of the project/ village level institutions like Watershed Association (WA), Watershed Development Committee (WC), etc. In this context we find that although our entire sample PIAs are NGOs having prior experience in watershed development, all of them are not guided by gender and equity considerations so as to attempt for an all round development in the watershed areas involving diverse users’ groups including landless and women groups. 

The approaches of three of the four sample PIAs have been to implement only a land development plan with no integrated planning for all user groups. So, although WA and WC are formed in these watersheds, these are not represented by all sections of villagers including landless/ non-beneficiaries. In this connection, the roles of WDTs in all watersheds are confined to only technical supervisions of watershed works and imparting limited training and extension services relating to improved crop and livestock practices. The WDT is not effective in the area of community organization. Thus, in all these watersheds, the services of the WDT and that of the PIAs have only benefited one of the user groups- the direct beneficiaries: the landless and other weaker sections have not been provided with any other income generating activities. 

Watershed Development Fund (WDF) of Rs 0.7-1.0 lakh has been created (from the wage bill paid to the beneficiaries) in all watersheds to meet the future maintenance expenditure. There are, however, no management plans for the protection and development of community land resources.

In the absence of any non-farm development alternatives for the non-beneficiaries, consisting of landless and women groups in the watershed areas, not only the poverty alleviation objective would remain unfulfilled, but even the maintenance of existing structures would be adversely affected, as the sections left out would have no stake in sustaining the watershed structures and other related assets. 

Recommendations

Based on our above-mentioned field findings, we have identified the following issues that need attention of the policy makers as well as the project functionaries:

· The watershed committees formed in the tribal hill areas are in a better position to sustain the project activities, and can independently handle the development activities even when the services of PIAs are not available to them. So, it is advisable that the State / district administration, while selecting the project areas, gives first preference to tribal and hill pockets. The tribal areas are not only rainfed, but these are also inhabited by the poorest of the poor who need priority development attention. So, instead of selecting/ sanctioning watersheds in any area, the state government should be guided by a priority list of areas/ Blocks that need to be taken up under the watershed programme.

· In the recent years (since mid-1990s), after the new guidelines are accepted, and NGOs, Panchayats, etc. are allowed to implement the programme, there are umpteen proposals for watershed development from several new PIAs in all districts. In order that political pressures are avoided in the selection PIA, some minimum qualifications and relevant work experience for an eligible PIA should be introduced in the guidelines.
· As the target of a PIA is to develop a total area of 500 ha, with no minimum expenditure or area earmarked for development of community land areas, many of the PIAs opt for the easier (and least expensive) course of developing only the flatter terrain of cropland areas, where quick participation of land owning households is also possible. Such a development option leaves out a large proportion of landless and non-land beneficiaries from participating in the programme. In order to avoid such problem and minimize the conflict between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries, a clause should be included in the guidelines indicting a minimum % area and expenditure (30-50 %) that need to be devoted for the development of community land resources and introduction of income generating activities for the landless and other weaker sections. 

· The cost norm for watershed development is not based on land slope or type of land area that need to be developed. In general, a flat rate of Rs 4000 per ha is allowed, and so the PIAs attempt to select a rainfed village having a flatter terrain and having a minimum land area above 500 ha, where the land development works can be cost effectively implemented, even though the village may not be in the top priority list of watershed villages. There is thus a need to review the cost structure and norm, allowing higher per ha cost for the hill areas and community/ forestlands having higher land slopes.

· The effectiveness of community organization and sustaining the watershed activities depend to a large extent on the composition of the WA and participation of all users’ groups in development programme. As most PIAs have overlooked this aspect, the WDT should be asked to rework the development plan prepared by PIA, before commencement of the project activities, to include other (income generating) activities, which would directly benefit the left-out user groups or non-beneficiaries. In the absence of direct flow of benefits to all household groups, all of their participation/ membership in the WA is not possible. In order to achieve this objective, the WDT members, especially the social science experts, need to be further trained and oriented along with relevant PIA staff. The training topics should include:  

-
Identification of various user groups

-
Assessing the need for each user group

-
Finding suitable project activities mostly in the non-farm sector that would provide direct and recurring consumption benefit to all user groups, especially the landless poor and women groups.

-
Roles and agreement of all user groups in the management and protection of community land areas.

· There is a need to diversify the role of WDT to get associated in the post project activities for a minimum period of 2-3 years after the project period to help various user groups in their production and marketing activities. The need for crop demonstration/ diversification is felt only after the project period when the effects of soil-moisture conservation are actually experienced. Similarly, the new activities (dairy, poultry, etc.) introduced during the project period are to be supported with market networking. The WA and WC need professional support in these respects for a few years after the project period, when the PIA withdraws from the area. The WDT could provide such post project professional services. If required, an additional member, a marketing expert, needs to be added to the existing four-member WDT to effectively handle this new responsibility. There is need for inter-departmental coordination to provide technical and marketing supports to the SHGs formed and activated in the project areas.

· We have found in this study that although there is positive impact of the watershed programmes on crop production and soil/moisture conservation, there is no significant reduction in the gender and income inequality in the project areas, as a large number of non-beneficiaries consisting of landless and women groups have not been provided with suitable development/income alternatives. Can we generalise this finding? We need to have an interstate study in this regard involving analysis of diverse watershed projects implemented by a cross section of PIAs including both government and non-government agencies. This study should specifically pin point the changes from primary activities to secondary activities in a post project scenario with specific reference to participation of landless-poor and women groups in such activities. This would enable the authorities to formulate suitable policies for development of the areas. 
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