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Chapter- 6

RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on our findings from four sample watershed areas in the tribal and non-tribal districts of Gujarat state, we have identified some issues that need attention of the policy makers as well as the project functionaries. The emerging issues and the recommendations are presented in this chapter.

1. In this study, we have found that the watershed development is better implemented in the hill/ tribal areas compared to the plain/ non-tribal areas, because of the history of community management in hill areas. The existing community management systems have been strengthened under the watershed development programme in the form of technical trainings being provided to the community leaders, who can now better execute the development plans and also can handle development funds. 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 this connection, the government needs to prepare a development index for each Block/ Taluka based on the extents of tribal population, wastelands and forest area, and identify the number of Blocks that can be funded in a year from the priority list based on value of their development indices. PIAs may be asked to take up projects in the pre-identified priority Blocks, rather than in any area identified by a PIA.
2.   Unlike in the initial years (early 1990s), when proposals for watershed development came essentially from established NGOs, the district administration (DWAC) is now faced with tremendous local political pressure to accommodate many new PIAs without any relevant project background. As a PIA is allowed to take up an area of 500 ha, the total fund entitlement is Rs 20 lakh at the present rate of Rs 4000 per ha, which is quite a big sum for any new agency. In the recent years (since mid-1990s), after the new guidelines are accepted, and NGOs, Panchayats, etc. are allowed to participate in the programme, there have been increasing number of 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. The new PIAs selected for the purpose should be advised to take up watershed areas adjacent/ contiguous to a fully developed watershed, where there is demand for such works, and so the community organization would be easier for the new PIAs to manage.

3.
We have found in our sample watersheds that although rainfed and water scarce areas have been chosen for the programme, the land areas developed are essentially private croplands. The community land development activities, especially in the plain/ non-tribal district, have hardly received any attention. While about 15-32 % of total project expenditure is incurred on community land development activities in the hill/ tribal district, the same is 0-10 % in the watershed areas of Plain/ non-tribal district. As the target of a PIA is to develop a total area of 500 ha, with no minimum expenditure or area earmarked for 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. We have seen that not only such easier private land development options have been adopted, especially in the plain/ non-tribal district, but also a significant proportion of households (40-60 %) representing the landless and non-land beneficiaries are left out from any direct benefit from the watersheds. 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. 
4.
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.
5.
The effectiveness of community organization and sustaining the watershed activities depend to a large extent on the composition of the WA. We find that in three of the four sample watersheds the WA consists of only one user group representing the direct land beneficiaries; the indirect land beneficiaries and landless groups, constituting about 40-60 % of total households, remain out of any WA or WC. In such a situation, the WC, which does not represent all user groups and communities, cannot take up other development works and manage development funds meant for the entire village and the poorest in particular. The role of the WDT in this regard is thus important. The WDT is required 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. The training topics should include:  

· Identification of various user groups

· Assessing the need for each user group

6. 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.

6.
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.

7.
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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