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V^H III

COST Of SPGBRCAHB OJLTIVATIOM
Analysis of Sample Datg^

3*2 Objectives of the Satnnla Survey «

The objectives of this study and hence the sample 
survey* are mainly the following t

i) To ascertain the nature* actual level and 
structure of the cost of cultivation of 
sugarcane in the sample area*

ii) lb examine the correlationship, if any* between 
sise of land holdings under sugarcane and 
variations in the cost of sugarcane cultivation*

iii) To ascertain the cost of cultivation of sugar
cane per tonne*

iv) To m£ke suggestions in the light of conclusions 
reached in the process of this study - regarding 
a more pragmatic pricing of sugarcane*

3*2 Selection of the Sample 5

present below*, a detailed analysis of the cost 
data on the basis of sample survey and interviews of the 
farmers from the sugarcane area coining under Shri v/arana 
Sahakari sskhar Karkhana* Warananagar* S*w.s.s#k* is ono of
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the leading sugar faqfcori.ee in Maharashtra* It is located 

on the river Warana in Panbala Taluka in Kolhapur District* 

62 villages provide cane to the said factory. The villages 

belong fco Hatkanangale and Kasueer Taftaails of Kolhapur 

District and. SMrala, end i-Jalawa Tahasils of Sang1A District.

These 62 villages are,divided into 5 blocks for the 

purpose iof effective adrainisfcration by the Warana Sugar 

factory* Block Ho* 1 consists of ID villages fro® fianhala 

Tahsil# 'Block Ho* 2 includes 14 villages from Banhala and 

Hafckanahgale Tahsils* Block Ho* 3 is of 14 villages from 

HafckaiiangaXe and Karveer Tahsils* 12 villages of Parana 

Tahsll are in Block No* 4 and regaining 12 villages from 

Shiraia 'and ttelaura Tahasils are in Block Ho* 5*

Although most of the villages which come under 

S*w*S*s*k* are located in between and on the sides of the 

rivers Parana and fanchaganga* they do not fully rely on 

the river viator for irrigation* as a matter of fact almost 

73f£ of tine farmers make use of their wells partially or 

fully for the .cultivation of cane*

As for the selection of elements of the sample 

information was sought from the aforesaid Karakhana. After 

procuring the list of mesabers and villages under the factory* 

sample elements v?ere selected* To have a better data* two 

villages from each Block have been selected* out of which St
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©n© is dependent on the river water and the other on the 
well water for can© irrigation,

*£he villages selected for sampling the cane 
Cultivators are as follows %

Hock Ko. 1 % Kodoli. KOkhe,
Block f?o. 2 5 Pargaon, Bahirewadi •
.Block Uo. 3 i Kini, vadgaon# &hadol©«
Block Mo.* 4 t Mangle. 3?hanapude,
Block No* 5 • I'andulwadi# Kceregeon,

;ln Block no* 3. we have selected three villages. 
Vadagaon,is the only village coder s.w*B.s.k.# which 
receives water facility from a tank,

Prom the records maintained by the War ana Karkhana, 
it appears that 95% members have less than 2 acres tinder 
can© cultivation, 12% members, have 2 to 5 acres tinder can® 
cultivation# 2% members have 5.to 10 acres under cane 
cultivation and the percentage of members cultivating more 
than 10 scares is only o#4%* While selecting the sample cane 
cultivators the above information procured from the Karkhana 
was taken as the basis* 2en fanners from each of the above 
mentioned villages are selected of which 7 farmers cultivate 
less than 2 acres# 2 farmers cultivate 2 to 5 acres. On© 
farmer 5 to 10 acres# farmers with holdings more than 10 
acres were dropped for lade of response.
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3.3 g^3grife^gl-&MLijgB3Bg *

,a£fcer selecting the villages and farriers, researcher 
started visiting these villages to collect the required 
information* Some of the farmers contacted were rather 
reluctant to furnish the required Information while others 
could not be contacted inspite of repeated attempts to meet 
then* Due to the hesitation of farmers to supply the 
information, inadequate records maintained by -the farmers, 
reluctance on the part of farmers, and illiteracy, adequate 
data could not be obtained from the selected sample* •

Since the required information from the selected 
sample elements could not be collected, information from 
other farmers of nearby villages was gathered * This resulted 
in a difference in'the sample selected initially and actual 
sample from.which information was gathered subsequently* The 
following villages were actually visited and the data was 
gathered,*

Block No. 1 i Kodoli, Khake*
Block No* 2 s i&ibap, Pargaon, Bahirewadi, Male*
Block No* 3 s Kiri, Vadagaon.
Block No* 4 t Mangle, Thanapude, Chikurdo•
Block No* 5 * Koregaon*

It took approximately 6 months to-collect the 
required data* The sample does not represent the farmers
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cultivating more than lo acres of land under cane crop* 
This is so because the big farmers did not give any 
information in respect of their cost* output* income etc* 
We tried to overcome tills difficulty by approaching the 
factory* But it was observed that these big fanners 
supplied the cane in the name of their family members* 
Besides some farmers supplied cane in the name of others 
not belonging to the family relations closely* Xt is also 
surprising to note that, the land under cane crop of sane 
farmers according to factory records and the actual land 
under cane crop do not tally*

She farmers from above mentioned villages were 
visited personally and interviewed with the help of 
questionnaire (%>pendias-l) * She questionnaire was filled 
in in their presence* while collecting the information 
with the help of questionnaire* discussions were made with 
farmers as to the greater details of cost of cultivation*

We met 108 farmers living in above mentioned 12 
Villages* Out of which, 77 farmers had less than 2 acres 
of land under cane crop* 26 farmers had 2 to 5 acres of 
land under can® cultivation and 5 farmors in the range of 
5 to 10 acres* Xhe sample represents 71*4% farmers having 
cane crop under less than 2 acres* 24.08% farmers having 
cane crop under 2 to S acres and 4*62% farmers having cane 
crop under 5 to lo acres* Moreover, those farmers having
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land under cane crop less than 3 acres^are divided into 
two groups « (i) farmers having less than one acre of 
land and Cii) farmers having 1 to 2 acres of land under 
cane crop- The first group covered 37 farmers and the 
second 4o farmers. Their percentage to total sample is 
34-4% and 375S respectively*

For the purpose of easy understanding the farmers 
of the sample ore divided or grouped into four district 
categories- These are :

13 Category-! ; Farmers having less than
1 acre tone crop.

2) Category-!! s Farmers having more than 1 but
less than 2 acre crop.

3) Category-!!! s Fanners having more than
2 but less than 5 acres crop-

43 category-IV t Farmers having more than 5 but
less than 10 acres crop.

This grouping is intended to test the hypothesis 
which says# "The cost of cultivation varies with the 
change in the siaa of land under cane cultivation.H

The information relates to the cane season 
1980-81 and was collected during May 1982 to December# 
1982*
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3*4 dialysis of Sample Data, t

Here we give the analysis of data in reject of 

108 farmers <i *e. sample), who are members of shri Warana 

Sahakari sakhar Karkhana, tarananagar, and are supplying 

their cane to the sugar factory.

3,4*1 Sitae of the land Holdings %

The total land holding of each farmer is shown in 

Table No* l'»

TABlfi HO* 1

Glassification according to 
land sliding

size of the 
land Holding

Farmers % to Total- 
Sample Units

taysa1«»aw ss—»ss**s3—ss«■» s »S5tt*S2

Less than 2 acres 9 3*34

2 to 5 acres 48 44. 44

S to 10 acres 38 35.18

10 to 20 acres 9 8.34

i&ov© 20 acres* 4 3.7
— <<<MIIMIII —il —11—t I'lft* ■IHWUI WH >■ ■» IP)

1 Totals 108 100.00
>~w»8»

This table shows that 9 farmers possess less than 

2 acres land# and 48 farmers hold 2 to 5 acres each, it 

also shows that 38 farmers have S to lo acres each, whereas

3580
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9 farmers possess in between lo to 20 scares of land* The 
farmers who possess more than 20 acres of land are only 4 
in number* out of the total sample# 44% units lie in the 
range of 2 to 5 acres and 35% in the range of 5 to lo acre i 
of land holding# It means# most of the farmer*© (79% of 
sample) land holding is more than 2 acres but less than lo 
acres#

3*4.2 Mae. .of_..the,....^ldlm_jinder 
Cane cultivation i

Table Ho# 2# stews the land cultivated under the 
cane crop of each category of farmers out of their total 
land holdings.

T&BIjS MO* 2
Classification of Farmers according to holding 
under Cane Cultivation*

£3**S=*
Sise of the
Holding

Ho*, of 
Farmers

Percen
tage

lass than 1 sere 37 34.36
II More than 1 but 

less than 2 acres
40 37 #04

III More than 2 acres 
but less than S 
acres

26 . 24.08

IV More than 5 acres 
but less than 10 

. acres
5 4.62

V above 10 acres *

Total * 108 100*00
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We can say that, the farmers do not bring under 
cane cultivation their entire holdings*

As pointed out earlier, the units of saraple are 
divided into 4 categories i*e* the farmers having land 
under cane crop less that one acre grouped in I category,
One to two acres, grouped in IX category, two to five acres 
grouped in III category, five to ten acres grouped In XV 
category*

According to Table NO* 2# it is seen that 37 farmers 
i.e* 34*4% of the sample, are included in category £%>» I.
In the category No* II# there are 40 fanners, which account 
for 37% of the sample# it means that about 71*5% of total 
sample units have less than 2 acres land under cane crop*
25 farmers are grouped in category III and 5 farmers are in 
XVth category# It also means that 24% of total sample is 
in the Category III and 4*6% in category ho* IV*.

3*4*3 Classification on the basis 
of Irrigation Facilities s

The sugarcane crop requires regular and continuous 
supply of water* The Warana subregion like the average 
Indian farm also depends on the vagaries of the monsoon*
As © result, artifical irrigation by way of lift irrigation, 
canals, wells and tanks is absolutely essential for 
sugarcane cultivation*
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Table to* 3 stows the classification of cane 

cultivators toy sources of irrigation* "

mem so. 3
■Glassification on the Basis of irrigation 
Facilities utilised
OmtZlmlSZ*

Source to* of * percan- 
Farmers tag©

gij*3s*<wwsws^a^gsw»3*ia3«*a8»i«^s«ii»~*« gwgs«»»g**-a3ii*e3»«^»i»gi*»a**at««»ga

1) Wells «

a) Owned 72 60*67

b) Hired 6 5,56

'2) Elver t

a) Private Schemas 34 31*49

b) Cooperative , 7 6,48
schemes

,3) Tanks 0,09

As per Table Ho, 3# nearly 78 farmers utilise well 

water ana 41 farmers ere dependent on the river water* Due 

to the scattered fragments of land, 20% farmers rely on 

wells as well as river water*

put can also be seen frem Table mo* 3, that 72% • 

fanners are dependent for their water need on wells* Moreover, 

of the farmers who utilised water from river, 31% of them 

have their own irrigation schemes and 6% are receiving water
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from cooperative irrigation schemes* Some farmers get 

water facility on rental basis also*

Most of the farmers depend on well water because - 

(1) cost of lift irrigation is compatively more esspensive 

especially as the distance of the farm from the river 

increases* (ii) Parana river bed go dry in the summer 

season * <iii) The farmer independently and comparatively 

more easily, can dig the wall and use water according to 

his convenience•

3*4*4 Classification according to 
Plantation or Ratoon *

The cane is planted every year to talc© maximum 

yldld per acre* When the new plantation of cane is grown, 

for 18 months *» it is called 1 Adasali *. wha reas the cane 

crop grown upto 14 to 16 months, is called ‘Aksali * * Seme 

farmers resort to ’Ratoon’, in order to avoid primary 

tillage cost, plantation cost and to take the crop earlier.

Table Mo* 4, shows the, number of farmers who take 

the crops by plantation# ratoon or both* From this table 

we' can see that only 1% farmers take cane crop in tho form 
of ratoon# This is mainly due to tho extremely low yield 

per acre in case of ratoon*
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TABLE No. 4
Classification According to Plantation 
or Ratoon

Klnfl NO* of Fanners Perce**
ntage

Plantation 69 63*83
'(Mas&li/JSksali)
Ratoon (First or
Second)

3 7.4

Plantation and 
Ratoon

31 28.72

Total s 103 100.00
SSU*:S«w$3«»tS&MC3Wa See-Spa*?

3*4*5 Average Yield per Acre s

The yield of cane per acre is the most important 
factor because the factories pay the cane price in relation 

to the per tonne and not in relation to per acre* Naturally, 
thos* who have higher yield or tonnage per acre* earn much 
more than those who have lower production of cane per acre 
in tonnage* Normally, the farmers do not have an accurate 
information about their production, so it has to be taken 
from the ‘Tonnage Slips', given by the sugar factory. But 
in few cases there is one difficulty i*e. of counting the 

actual production of each farmer, because some small 
cultivators give their cane crop to the factory in the 
name of seme other farmers. Therefore, the data of cane
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yield of each faring: is confirmed by paying personal visits 
to each farmer*

Table So* 5# shows the actual average of cane yield 
of the fanners belonging to four categories*

of the sample* a little more than 12% farmers have 
the average cane yield of less than 20 tonnes per acre*
This is supposed to foe not viable*. In relation to the cost 
of production the yield per acre must foe at least 25 to 30 
tonnes so that they can .cover atleast variable cost* 30% 
farmers of the sample produce 31 to 40 tonnes on an average* 
Moreover# 24% farmers* yield is between 21 to 30 tonnes and 
20% farmers between 41 to 50 tonnes pa? acre* Kearly 65% 
fanners produce more than 31 tonnes par acre* from this 
table it can foe seen that most of the farmers (72% farmers) 
come in the range of 21 to 50 tonnes per acre* The average 
per acre yield of the sample is 37 tonnes.

ilf we consider the cane yield by groups# most of 
the farmers of the 1st group cease in the range of 21 to So 
tonnes of production per acre* Some marginal farmers of 
1*11 and III groups produced more than 60 tonnes cane per 
acre but such farmers are not found in the, ivth category. 
The farmers, who produce less than 30 tonnes of cane per 
acre are large in number in the II and XXZrd category. 
According to most of the cane cultivators# following are 
the reasons of variation in cane yield per acre t
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1) Inadequate water supply reduces care yield*

2) Guality of land affects production*

3) Farmers may use more fertilisers if there is 
adequate wafer supply* Application of more 
fertilizers may increase yield of cane*

4) Personal attention to cane crop regarding 
weeding* watering* use of fertilisers* 
protecting crop from pests and diseases* 
increases cane yield per acre*

3*4*6 Analysis of cost of Cane Cultivation *

In Chapter rd. 2 we have fully discussed various 
Items of cost of cultivation in an explanatory way. The 
cost of sugarcane can be broadly classified into two 
heads* The first is * Fixed cost* and the other is 
•Variable or Crop oast* * Here these cost items are 
examined on the basis of actual cost data*

3*4*7 Fixed cost *

The cane growers need to spend a large amount in 
the formi of ’fixed capital investment** The term fixed 
capital includes permanent and long term asset facilities 
such as - buying a land* digging a well* purchasing an 
electric! motor or oil engine* pump sets* pipe lines, bullocks* 
carts, plough* harrow* tractor* cost of soil conservation
etc*
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Farm Equipments Utilised t

Table no# 6 Indicates various types o£ farm 
equipments possessed by the fanners* 80% farmers have 
rooter pump sets and 6% f armors possess oil engines* The 
motor ptrop sets are comparatively less costly than the 
oil engines* So roost of the fanners prefer electric 
motor pump sets* $$% farmers' have underground pipe lines* 
Most of /che farmers carry out the tillage activities 
(operation) with the help oi bullocks* Hearly 35% farmers

i
own their bullocks# carts# plough# harrow etc* Only 6%

i

farmers have- their own tractors# trailers and other modern 
farm equipments* Besides above, equipments all fanners 
have their am ancillary' .and sundry farm equipments#

The farmers# who possess farm equipments such as - 
bullocks# cart* tractor* trailers# plough etc*, do not 
strictly use them for' themselves* They may hire them 
equipments to other farmers also* in such clrcumstances, 
it is difficult to measure the cost of such equipments

i

for sugarcane cultivation * So we' have assumed that 
(eventbough farmers have invested some amount in such 
farm equipments)# farmers used such equipment services on 
hire basis.
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3 #4 *7-B Fixed Capital Investment.

The fixed capital investment is calculated in the 
following manner# First, wo consider, the cost incurred 
on various capital assets - like digging well# pipe line, 
motor pump, oil engine, bunding, levelling etc* Then we 
divide this cost on the basis of actual area of land 
covered by cadi' capital asset* For example, a motor pump, 
costs Rs* 5000/-. Using that motor pump a farmer irrigate 
5 acres* It means cost of motor pump' per acre is Rs.lOOO/-*

Here in fixed capital investment, the expenditure 
incurred on well digging before 1965 has not been considered. 
Moreover, as mentioned above we do not consider investment 
on bullocks, carts, tractor and its farm equipments*

The fixed capital investment (excluding land
i f t

investment) of different farmers belonging to the different 
categories is shown in the Table No* 7#

From Table No# 7 we know that 48% of farmers have 
invested, in the range of Rs* 30Q/-» to Rs* 2000/- per acre 
25% farmers have invested Rs* 2000/- to Rs* 6000/-* Of the 
sample* 26% farmers invested Rs# 6000/— to rs,* loooo/- per 
acre* This is a considerably heavy investment as they have 
dug their own wells or expanded Xarga sums on laying pipe 
lines* The farmers who have spert upfco Rs* 1000/- per acre,
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have only ancillary and sundry farm eqjudpmenfs, Hare, we 
do: sot add the investment made la the form of- land, In the 
capital Investment#

The cane crop retires 15 to 18 months for full 
growth« so, the interest on the fixed investment is 
calculated for 18 months at the prevailing rate of interest 
i*e. 1555 per, annum < Besides, the depredation of capital 
asset® is calculated fey assuming their estimated life to 
be 10 years (in case of motor pump, oil engines, pipe 
lines) * Thus interest on fixed capital investment and' 
depreciation on capital assets have both been added to 
the fixed cost*

Cftjf
3,4.7-C Total Fixed (Per Acre

' (Excluding Interest on
Land Investment)

From Table Ho, 8 it is clear that the total fixed 
cost of cane cultivation is in the range of Re* 50/*- to 
Rb* 5000/- per acre, of the total sample, 63% farmers have 
incurred fixed cost Rs* 100/* to Rs* lloo/-, 4% farmers 
Incurred fixed asst of ’rs. lloo/- to Es* 15oa/-, 18% farmer# 
incurred fixed cost of Rs. ISO©/- to Rs. 2500/- and in case 
of llfi farmers’ this range ds‘Rs. 2500/* to'Rs, Sooo/- per 
acre*.

In this calculation we did not include interest on 
land investment. Here the land investment is equal to 
imputed value of land at the current generally quoted 
pries of the land.
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Following are the causes of varying total cost per 
acre - (i) Differences in the quantity and quality of farm 
equipment* (ii) Those farmer's who do not have their own 
well or underground pipe line or motor pump sets, have 

lower total fixed cost, (ill) in case of farmers who dig 
wells* having inadequate water* per acre fixed cost is 
high* Civ} Total fixed cost tends to be higher in case of 
farmers who spend money on soil conservation*

3«4**7-D, Total Fixed Coat - Far. Acre 
(including interest on Band 
Investment)

$dke other industry, agriculture is also an industry. 
So, while measuring total cost of production, we must count 
cost incurred on land investment. This is one of the major 
demands of the farmers1 agitation* It means we must count 
interest on investment.in' acquiring the land* Therefore, it 
is suggested that the reasonable amount of interest on land 
value under cane crop he added in the fixed cost*

itf&le collecting the data concerning the value of 
land holdings the following information was gathered t

Kb. of Fanners Estimated Value■ of
Land (Par Acre)

11 Rs* 20,000/-

S3 Rs# 30,000/-

30- . . Rs* ,40,000/-
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The farmers who furnished this Information strongly 

felt that interest on the investment in land should he 

included in the total cost*

Table Ko* 9 help© to reveal the total fixed cost of 

cane production by considering all the ingredients of the 

fixed cost* These are (i) reasonable interest (15%) on 

land investment <ii) interest <15%) on fixed capital 

investment <iii) depreciation on capital assets, (iv) inte

rest on cost of soil conservation*

Eton Table-Ho* 9 we can see that the total fixed 
cost is between the range of minimum Rs* 4000/- end 

maximum Rs* 14000/** per acre* 7% farmers have incurred 
total fixed cost upfco Rs# 6000/-*# 40% formers in the range 

of Rs. 6000/*- to Rs* 8000/- and 54% farmers in the range 

of Rs* 8000/- to Rs* l^bo/«* cost per acre*

Those fanners# who incurred more than Rs* 10000/- 

per acrd as total fixed cost show very high fixed cost 

because of large sums being spent on wells# motor pumps 

or engines# pipe lines etc* But because of inadequate 

water supply in both eases# average per acre investment 

cost seems to have increased*

3*4*8 Variable Cost (Crop Post) s ,

The variable cost of cane crop is that cost which 

is required to be incurred during the period of cultivating
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the crop. Descriptive explanation of all these variable 
cost items lias been given in ebapter-IX* bow, the actual 
variable costs incurred by the farmers are analysed in 
detail in the following paragraphs *

3.4*8 (a) Primary Tillage s

Before planting the cane crop, the farmers have 
to carry out the primary tillage operation. Sugarcane 
crop requires a thorough and clean preparation of land* 
Ploughing, cross ploughing and harrowing operations are 
done for this purpose, it was found that ploughing by 
tractor cost Rs. 150/** to Rs* 200/- and by bullodks upto 
Rs. loo/** per acre* ©or the year 1980-81, the bullock 
ploughing charges were assumed to be Rs* 20/- for a pair 
per day.

For the cane cultivation labour service is necessary. 
We assumed that faimers paid Rs* 5/- to a labour per day*
It. is assumed that the labour required for all the 
activities Of cane cultivation is hired* naturally, cost 
of ©elf labour of the cultivators is included in the labour 
cost. labourers are put,to work for removing the waste 
materials, making ridges and furrows, cross furrows, weeding, 
watering etc.

She cost of makihg ridges and furrows per acre is 
Re. 50/** to Re* loo/-. If farmers use bullocks for this
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work they incur a cost of Rs* 50/- to Rs, 70/- and if they 
use tractor,, tbs cost comes to Rs* 200/- per acre#

In case of ratoon* the farmers need not go through 
the primary tillage operation* It saves the expenditure on 
the ploughing, harrowing, meting ridges and furrows, 
plantation etc* Bit other operations such as collecting 
the stripped out old leaves of cane, wastage of previous 
cane crop* earthing up, making cross furrows are required.

Gut of the tote 2 aesrple, 8 farmers have ratoon crop# 
69 farmers have new plantation and 32 farmers have ratoon

i 1 - i * t

as well as new plantation crop* In case of farmers who have 
taken ratoon crop, primary tillage cost and plantation cost 
are not taken into consideration,

Table Ho, 3.0 shows the expenditure incurred on 
primary tillage by 100 farmers« 26% farmers have incurred 
this cost in the range of Rs* 250/- to Rs* 200/-, 35% 
farmers, in the range of Rs, 200/- to Rs* 300/-# These 
cultivators incurred much less primary tillage cost, because 
the cane crop was taken in the land which, was used 
previously for paddy crop#

In case of remaining 39% fanners, cost on primary 
tillage was in the range of rs# 300/- to Rs* ?qo/-, it 
means they had to spend more on this item, because they 
performed all the primary operations such as - ploughing, 
cross ploughing, harrowing, clod-crushing, removing the
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wastage of previous crop etc. in the land, where previous 
crop wasl ratoon or jawar etc.

The average primary tillage cost of the sample is 
8s* 353/-* In case of nearly 69% farmers, tills cost is 
less than the average tillage cost*

3.4*8 (B) Cost of cane seeds *
Per Acre t

After completion of the tillage, the cane crop is 
planted* Most of the farmers use their own earlier cane 
crop as cane seed* some fanners use seeds from sugar 
factory or cane seed farms, Those who use externa! seeds 
have to pay more because transportation cost becomes the 
additional cost item* Moreover, prices of such seeds are 
higher because they ere commercially cultivated*

The traditional method of planting (2 to 3 buds 
seeding method) requires 10 to 12 thousand cane pieces 
(seeds) Or 2 to 2*5 tonnes of cane* Single bud seeding 
method of plantation requires, 6000 to 650QQ cane pieces 
(seeds) or 1 to 1.5 tonnes of cane,

Table liOm 11 indicates that cost of cane seeds par 
acre varies between Rs. 100/- to Rs. 600/*. Only 5% of 
farmers* cost on this item was between Rs* 101/- to Rs*200/-, 
Nearly 70% of farmers* cost on this it® is less than 
Rs. 40o/~ but in case of 30% of fanners* this cost is in 
the range of RS* 400/«* to Rs* 700/-*
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The farmers who use internal seeds (their own farm 
seeds) single bud seeding method or seeds from top shoots, 
require less cost, but those farmers* who used traditional 
plantation method* or seeds purchased from sugar factory, 
or whose plantation germinated incompletely have to incur 
much more cost on seeds*

3*4*8 (C) Labour cost of Plantation 
per Acre $

qane plantation requires large number of labourers* 
This operation includes the cutting of cane, stripping of 
cane leaves, recasting the cane into small pieces, carrying 
the seeds to the place of plantation, spreading the pieces 
all over the field, earthing seeds in tranches, making 
proper ridges, mixing the fertilisers in soil, making cross 
furrows etc*

Data from Table 12 reveals the labour cost of 
plantation ox the various farmers of the sample* From this 
table it can be observed that 32% farmers spend upto Rs *100/-, 
30% farmers rs • loo/-* to Rs* ISO/- and 26% farmers spend in 
between Rs* 151/** to rs* 200/- on plantation labour cost. 
Alternatively we can say that 88% farmers spend upto Rs*200/~ 
for plantation*

Sane farmers face certain difficulties such as 
inadequate water supply, fluctuating power supply, carrying 
seeds from long distance etc* . In such cases, they have to 
spend more on labour services*
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3.4.8 (D) cast of leading
y"

Weeding out is necessary because weed© harrsper the • 
health growth of cane crop* Weeds are the plants# which 

, grow where they are not wanted. They grow In the fields 
where they compete with crops for water* soil# nutrients, 
light and space and thus reduce crop yields.

In case of lands where growth of weed plants is 
scare© and scanty, weeding cost is less* but where the weed 
plants are thick and are geminated again and again, weeding 
out operation costs increase* Most of the farmers undertake 
weeding out 3 to 4 times during the crop's life span*

Erara Table No. 13 it can be observed that cost of 
weeding per- acre is, minimum Ha. 150/« and raassimura Rs*6Q0/~. 
It is generally observed that expenditure on weeding varies 
directly with the frequent growth and thickness of weeds in 
the sugarcane farms* In our sample* 56% farmers spent 
Re# 150A* to Rs. 300/-* and remaining 44% farmers gpent in the 
range of Re* 301/- to Rs. SOQ/W on weeding out operations 
during the sugar cane crop *

3*4#8 (£»} Cost of J^rthino-un and Making 
caress FurrOws - Per Acre s

The earthing-up operation is essential for cane crop 
for following seasons* (i) It helps in steady growth.
(ii> It assists the firm rooting of the crop, (iii) It make
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watering of the crop easier whether the crop is plantation 
or ratoon# the earthing up is necessary* The soil between

earthing up operation* This operation is done 3 or1 3*5 
months after plantation* If the area of cane fans is lees* 
then this operation is done by manual labour and if the 
holding is large it is done by bullocks using the ridger* 
Manual labour is costlier than use of bullocks* After 
earthing up operation* cross furrows are made by using manual 
labour* cross furrows, are essential for effective and easy 
watering*, Generally, fanners give large doses of fertilizers 
at the time of earthing up*

In, Table Mo* 14* the cost of earthing up and making 
cross furrows is shown* This cost ranges from Rs. 40/r to 
Rs. 230/* per acre* Nearly 76% farmers incurred this cost 
between Rs. 51/*» to Rs* ISO/-* Average cost of earthing up 
and cross furrowing of the sample is Rs* 130/-*

WO must note here one important thing that the 
efficiency of hired labour or bullocks is less than self 
labour and owned bullocks. Those farmers who rely on 
hired labour or bullocks have to spend more money*

3.4*8 (F) Farmyard Manure Cost - ££r Acre $
Manure and fertilisers from a very important cost

factor in sugarcane cultivation • Use of manures and
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fertilisers increases the yield of cane* It is found that 
the fanners use different types of farmyard manures such 
as compost, green manure, press mud, cattle dung, sheep 
dung, poultry manure# tobacco dust etc* Very few fanners 
vis., 2% fanners use green manures like - dhancha hulagi 
and jut.,

Almost all the farmers use compost and cattle 
dung for cane crop. A cart of compost is assumed to cost 
Rs# 20/-* In the cost of farmyard manure, the following 
costs are included - the cost incurred on compost, cattle 
dung,. sheep dung, press mud, poultry manure, tobacco dust 
etc* which are used by farmers#

•fable Ho* 15 stows the farmyard manure cost of 
the sample* Fran this table it can be observed that, 
farmers incurred a minimum cost of Rs. 50/- and maximum 
Rs. 1000/-* Out of the semple, 70% farmers spent on this 
Item in the range of Rs* 300/- to as* 600/-. Ihe average 
farmyard manure coot of the sample is as* 500/-*

Row much farmyard manure is used by the farmers 
depends on the availability of it. But if the farmers use 
more quantity of farmyard manure, less quantity of 
chemical fertilisers is used. Generally# farmers use more 
farmyard manure for cane crops and less for other crops.
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3*4*8 (G) Cost of Chemical Fertilizers -
Per "ore s ,

Farmyard manure helps the rich growth of the crop 

at Its different stages of growth hut chemical fertilisers 

have an instant effect which is rather short lived* 

chemical fertilisers contain nitrogen, phosphorous and 

potash* Fanners buy fertilisers In the form of urea, super 

phoephet, potash, aonordum sulphate and other mixed 

fertilisers*

Table 2$o* 16 stows cost incurred by the fanners 

on buying chard cal fertilisers* Evenfchough farmers use 

farmyard manure, they also buy chemical fertilisers. From 

this table, we can say that farmers spend on fertilisers 

Rs* 450/- to Rs* 3000/-. Out of the sample 50% farmers 

spent on fertilisers upto Rs, loop/- and remaining 50% 

farmers spent, in the range of Rs. 1000/- to Rs* 3000/-*

Generally* if the farmers use greater quantity of 

farmyard, manure, they use less quantity of chemical 

fertilizers* With adequate - supply of water the use of 

chemical fertilisers increases*

3*4*8 (H) Total Oast of Fertilisers - 
Per Acre s

In the total cost of fertilisers we included 

(i) cost of farmyard manure, (ii) cost of chemical
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fertilizers, (iii) cost of transport of fertilizer,

Civ) cost of application of fertiliser in the field*

The total cost of fertiliser is presented in the 

Tsbl@ No* 17*

Frora this table we can see that farmers spend on 

this item in the range of minimum Ro. 7SO/- and maximum 

Rs* 4300/-* Out of the sample, 10% farmers spent on 

fertilizers in the rang® of Rs* 750/- to Rs* 1000/- per 

acre* Not only big cultivators but small cultivators also 

spend considerable amounts on fertilisers* Nearly 70% 

farmers spend in the range of Rs* 1000/- to Rs, 1750/-, 

and 22% farmers spent on this item in the range of Rs .2000/- 

to rs* 2500/-* The farmers who spend more on fertilizers 
have higher yields per acre. Farmers who cannot provide 

adequate water supply in the summer, use less fertilizers*

Q While required information was being gathered, in 

this regard, it was observed that a farmer who was an 

exception to the other farmers, had spent Rs* 4100/- on 

fertilizers. Because he has sufficient source of water 

he uses 40 carte of farmyard manure, 2000 Kg* of various 

types of chemical fertilizers and got an yield of 93 tonnes 

per acre*
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3*4.8 (I) Cost of, Pesticides »
Pei? Acre *

For the healthy growth of cane crop, some pesticides 
and insecticides are necessary. Sugarcane crop is vulnerable 
to several pests and diseases* However, very few farmers 
(vis* 8.3356 of sample), are aware of using pesticides and 
insecticides* They ube orgenophosphorus, organomercurials, 
B.u.c*, lo%, Sulpher etc.

In ’Table Ho* 18, cost, of pesticides per acre is 
presented. From this table, it can be seen that very few 
farmers use pesticides and insecticides. Their cost on 
this item is in the range of Rs. 25/** to Rs, 100/** per acre.

3.4*8 (J) Cost of Irrigation »
Per &cr& $

Sugarcane crop always requires artificial irrigation* 
For artificial irrigation farmers generally rely on wells, 
tanks, rivers. In Table Ho* 3, we have seen different 
irrigation facilities utilised by the farmers of the sample* 
From Table Ho* 6, we know that 80*5% farmers possessed 
electric motor pumps and 6*5% farmers possessed oil engines 
and 13% farmers received water facility on rental basis.
Now wa estimate the cost of irrigation provision. This cost 
comprises electricity charges and cost of oil including the 
repairing charges of motors and engines respectively.
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a) Cost of Electricity - 
Per Acre %

Out of the sample# 87 fanners possessed electric 
motor pump sets* By the use of motor pump set# they 
irrigate some portion of their land holdings and the area 
actually irrigated is considered for dividing the cost of 
electricity«

Fran Table No# 19 we can see the cost of electricity 
of 87 farmers. The minimum cost per acre is Rg. 87/- and 
maximum cost is Re# 450/-* Nearly 7o% farmers have to pay 
in the range of rs. 100/- to Rs. 250/-# Those farmers who 
irrigate more land by using motor pump set* have lower 
electricity charges • The wells of some of the farmers get 
dry in the summer season# hence they cannot irrigate more 
land. Naturally their,cost per acre rises.

b) Cost of oil - 
Per &cre a

For the irrigation purpose# use of oil engine is 
costlier than the use of electric motor* we find that 7 
farmers of the sample possessed oil engines. The cost of 
oil per acre is calculated in the same manner as in the 
case of cost of electricity per acre.

From Table No. 20 we can point out that* out of 
the 7 fanners# 2 farmers incurred oil cost in the range
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of Rs* 5q0/~ to Rs. 600/-. The cost incurred by these 
fanners Is less than some fanners having wells# which go 
dry in the summer season* Four engine holders incurred 
oil cost in between Rs. 1000/~ to 1500/-% These farmers 
have their engines on the river bank*

Oil bill is much more than electric charges, that 
is why very few farmers use oil engines. One advantage 
which an engine holder gets is’that# he can start his 
engine at any time and anywhere provided adequate water 
is available.

c) Cost of Rental Basis Water - 
Per Acre «

Out of the total units of the sample# 14 farmers 
received water on rental basis# and 4 farmers had taken 
water on hire# in the summer season,

The Table !7o. 21 is shown the cost of hired water* 
This cost is minimum Rs. 700/- and maximum Rs. 2000/-.
Out of these farmers# one farmer received water from tank 
and he paid Rs. 700/- per acre. 9 farmers who get water 
from cooperative lift irrigation schemes# paid in the 
range of Rs. 7oo/« to Rs. 1400/- per acre*

Out of the 14 farmers, 4 farmers got water on 
contract basis viz. one fourth of the production to be 
paid to the water supplier. In this my# they paid
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Rs# 1400/- to Rs» 2000/- per acre# From this it is clear 
that the cost of hired water is exorbitant in comparision 
with own irrigation scheme.

If we compare these three kinds of irrigation costs, 
we can say that (i) Own irrigation scheme is cheaper from 
other methods, (ii) Oil engine is costlier than electric 
motor, (iii) Cooperative Lift Irrigation schemes water 
supply is cheapter than private rental basis water supply.

3*4#8 <K) Labour cost of Watering -
Per Acre ;

In the Table Ifos. 19, 20, 21, we present informa
tion regarding the cost of providing irrigation to the 
crop# For irrigation the cane crop labour service is 
necessary# In the rainy season, artificial water supply 
is not necessary, but in the dry season (or in the absence 
of rains) cane crop is irrigated every lo to 15 days during 
its growing period# Towards the time of harvesting, 
irrigation frequency is reduced*

The number of times cane crop is irrigated depends 
on availability of water. Gsnerally, farmers water the 
cane crop 15 to 30 times in a crop season * If the motor 
pump or oil engine works continuously then one labour Is 
needed for watering one acre land, but if the pump set 
does not work properly or there is inadequate water, then 
more than one labour is needed for watering one acre land#



84

In Stable No, 22# wg have shown the labour cost of 

watering the cane crop of the sample • The minimum labour 
cost of watering the cane crop per acre is Rs, 00/- and 
maximum cost is Rs, 300/-. Nearly IQ1% farmers incurred 
this cost in the range o*» Rs, loo/** to Rs, 200/- per acre •

3,4,3 <L) Total dost of Labour -
Per Acre :

. Sugarcane cultivation requires labour service * 
Labour service is retired for various purposes for 
preparatory tillage, making furrows and ridges, making 
cross furrows# for plantation, applying fertilisers# for 
using, pesticides# weeding# watering the cane crop# for 
tying the cane crop# repairing the water channels etc.
The farm owner or, maobers of hi© family alone cannot do 
all these activities.. Therefore he uses hired labour. 
Staall cultivators do these activities on their own but 
it is impossible for big cultivators. Labour charges are 
calculated at the rate of Rs, 5/— per day.

In cultivating sugar cane# a farmer acts in dual 
capacity; as labour and organiser at the same time, As 
labour he does above mentioned work, And as an organizer 
he does following work-planning of cane crop#, maintaining 
the fertility of soil# supervising all the activities# 
protecting cane crop from pests and diseases# fencing the
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cane crop, providing adequate water etc* Hence he is 
entitled to get managerial reward also. For 18 months 
period, Rs* looo/- are assumed as a managerial reward for 
per acre* This managerial reward or supervision cost is 
included in the labour cost*.

’ Th*Table No* 23 43 shown the total labour cost per 
acre of the cane crop* From this table we can say that 
this cost varies between minimum Rs« 1200/- and maximum 
Rs* 2400/- per acre* Small farmers* labour asst per acre 
is less than the big farmors'« nearly 80% farmers of the 
sample incur total labour cost in between Rs* 1400/- to 
rs* 2000/-* The average total labour cost per acre is 
Rs. 1751!/—*

We assumed that supervision cost per acre is 
Rs* iOQO/- for all farmers* lfet there is variation in 
labour cost for following reason*

1) The farmers who use family members as 
labourers get higher efficiency because 
they put in greater efforts and longer 
time on own farm*

2) The farmers who use more labourers for 
plantation, weeding, watering the cane 
crop, have to incur more labour cost*
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sa
3) The fanners who have fco undertake works 

like repairing water chanel, fencing the 
cane crop have to incur additional labour 
cost#

4) The fanners who apply fertilisers in 
several does©©, and water cane crop more 
than 20 times and,use pesticides have to 
incur more labour cost#

3*4*8 (M) Cost Due to Taxes *
Per Acre s

/

Every year, farmers are required to pay certain 
taxes to the concerned authorities - such as land revenue, 
educational cess, Employment guarantee Scheme cess etc* 
But all farmers do not know exactly ho^’? much tax is 
required to be paid for cane crop only. Eor the year 
1980-81* farmers were required to pay Rs* 10/- to 15/- as 
land revenue per acre and Rs. 40/- as educational cess 
per acre* If land holding is more than 5 acres, the 
farmers have to pay E.G.S. tax. It may be noted that the 
information regarding above mentioned taxes given by 
farmers is taken into consideration but some types of 
taxes they were not aware of and naturally are not taken 
into consideration*

Table ko* 24 reveals amounts of taxes paid by 
farmers* The cost due to taxes per acre is minimum
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Rs. 50/- and maximum Rs. 70/-. Out of the sample* 88% 
farmers paid taxes in the range of Rs. 50/- to 60/- and 
11% farmers paid in between Rs* 61/- to Rs, 70/-* In the 
survey* we did not find a single farmer*, who paid agricul
tural income tax.

3.4.8 (H) Total Variable cost -
■ . o

Under paras ,3.4.8 A to M we have seen various cost 
items of variable cost* If we add up all these items of 
variable cost* we get total variable cost. In the total 
variable cost, we include primary tillage cost, plantation 
cost, eartiling up cost, cane seeds cost, fertilisers cost, 
irrigation cost, taxes* labour and supervision cost, farm 
equipments repairing cost, interest on working capital etc.

In Table Ho. 25 we'have shown* total variable cost 
pear acre of the sample. This total variable cost is minimum 
Rs. 3000/- and Maximum Rs. 9000/- Nearly 87% of farmers 
incurred total variable cost in the range of rs. 4000/- to 
Rs. 7000/-. Only 7% farmers incurred more than Es.70QO/- 
as total variable cost per acre.

From Table Ho. 25* it can seen that in case of I and 
II group’s of land holdings total variable cost is spread 
in the range of Rs. 3000/- to Rs. 9000/-, but the cost in 
case of III group is in the range of Rs. 4000/- to Rs.7000/-*
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The total variable cost of the IVth group of land holdings 
is spread up thinly*

3*4*8 (0) Total Cost o£ Cane *•
Per Acre a

Total cost of sugarcane cultivation is the sura 
total of total fixed cost and total variable cost of cane 
cultivation* The total cost of cane production is derived 
in two ways in this exercise.

i) If we consider all items Of fixed cost including 
interest on land investment and adding tills cost to total 
variable cost, we will get total cost of cane cultivation 
per acre*

ii) By adding, fixed cost of cane production 
excluding interest on1land investment - and variable cost 
of cane production# we will get total cost of cane 
production per acre*

In Table Wo* 26# wo have shown total cost of cane
cultivation by using the first approach* in this table# we
have shown the total cost of production per acre of the
sample* In the total cost we have included fixed cost ~
including interest on land investment - and variable cost*
Interest on land investment is calculated at the rate of

0

15% for 1.5 years*
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Table l\b* 26 reveals that., the total cost of cane 
production per acre is minimum Rs. 80<K)/- and maximum 
Rs* 22000/-, Nearly 93% of formers incurred total cost in 
the range of Rs* 10000/- to rs* 18000/- and 62% farmers' 
total cost is in between rs* 12000/- to Rs. 16000/-. The 
average total cost of the sample Is Rs* 14290/-*

TMs variation in the total cost of Gane production 
can be explained on the basis of following factors*

i) In case of the farmers, who spend more on fixed 
capital investment, total cost is also high* The farmers 
who incurred cost more than Rs* 18000/-, have wells? but 
these wells have inadequate water supply* That is why 
their fixed capital investment per acre is high, resulting 
into higher total cost*

li) In case of the farmers, whose total cost is less 
than Rs. 12000/-, we find that their fixed cost is less and 
they spend less on chemical fertilisers and hired labour.
&s a result their total cost of cane production is less#

3*4*8 {P% Total cost of Cane (Excluding 
Interest on Land investment) -
Per Acre t

In table No* 2? we have presented, data regarding 
the total cost of cane cultivation - excluding interest on 
land investment. From this table it can be seen that, this 
cost varies between minimum Rs* 3000/- and Maximum
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Rs* 13000/—* Nearly 51% of farmers incurred cost in the 
range of Rs* 5000/- to Rs* 8000/- per acre and 87% farmer's 
total cost is in the range of Rs* 4000/- to Rs* 9000/-.

The variations in this cost are due to - (i) some 
farmers, whose cost is less than Rs* 5000/- have ratoon

p-r ivweiry -pillAge
crops* Their expenditure on seeds, waster labour
is less*

(ii) Those farmers, whose cost is more than Rs.10000/- 
per acre,, had to spend more on fertilisers, water supply, 
labour charges and on capital assets collectively* Due to 
these factors or in various combinations of them farmers 
incurred more cost per acre but their cane yield is not high.

If we compare Table No* 26 and 27, we can say
that -

1) Excluding interest on land investment, the sugar 
cane cost per acre is very less* From Table No* 27 we 
observe in case of nearly 87% farmers total cost is in the 
range of Rs. 4000/- to Rs* 9000/-, aid considering table 
No*26, hardly Z% farmers incurred cost in the same range.

2) If we include Interest on land investment in 
total cost of cane production - this cost jumps up signifi
cantly. From Table Mo. 26, we can observe that in case of 
nearly 62% farmers total cost is in the range of Rs *12000/-
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to Rs. 1600p/~, but considering Table ho* 27# only in case 
of 2.5% fanners# total cost is more than Rs. 110Q0/~ per 
acre.

3) In the sugarcane production# cost of interest on 
land investment assumes a very important significance •

3.4*8' (0) Average Cost of cane -

Farmers receive price of cane according to the yield 
of cane and the average recovery of the factory. Eventhough 
some farmer's cost of can© cultivation is similar# their 
can© yield per acre is different. Hence there is difference 
in their incomes. m Table mo* 5* we have shown the average 
care yield per acre of the sample* How we can see the cost 
cane per tonne*

In Table Mo. 28 we have shown, the average cost of 
cane pea: tonne* Here we have considered the total cost of 
cane production and average cane yield and derived the 
average cost of cane per tonne* From this table# it can be 
observed that, the can© cost per tonne is in the range of 
minimum Rs* ISO/- and maximum Rs* 700/-* In case of nearly 
9% farmers# average cane cost per tonne is less than 
Rs* 250/«*# but there are 3o,4% farmers whose cane cost is 
more than Rs. 450/-* and it is upto Ks. ?oo/«. Moreover# in 
case of 58% farmers# average cane cost per tonne is in the 
range of Rs# 2 50/- to Rs* 450/-*
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If we consider group*?!se cost, it is observed that 
in case of I and II category farmers, average cost is spread 
in the range of Rs, 150/- to Re« 700/-, but in case of III 
category farmers, cost is in the, range of Rs • 2ol/- to 
Rs* 550/- and in the IVth category, cost is in the range of 
Rs* 302/- to Rs, 450/-.

. . Agricultural Prices Commission does not consider in 
the total cost of cane production such cost items - as 
interest'on land investment, cost of self labour* supervision 
cost and depreciation cost in their proper perspective. That 
is why cane'producers are not satisfied with a.p.c.’s cane 
price.

In the table so* 29 we.present the average cost of 
cane per tonne excluding interest on land investment from 
total cost of cane production * Table Ko. 29, reveals the 
average cost of cane per tonne of the sample. Prom tills 
table, it is seen that the cost per tonne is minimum rs *85/- 
and maximum Rs* 450/-* Nearly 27% farmer's average cost 
per tone is in the range of Rs. 05/— to Rs. 150/-, and 7% 
farmers incurred this cost snore thanRs. 350/-. There are 
60% farmers, whose average cost is in the range of Rs.150/- 
to Rs* 300/- per tonne*

Prom Table no. 29, it can bo observed that 26% farmers 
total, average cost per tonne is in the range of Rs ,85/- to 
Rs. 150/-* Following reasons may explain this low per tonne 
cost s



100

10
8 1

00
,0
0

26

4*
6

22
.2

30
*5

15
.7

14
.8
 

4.
6 

5*
5 

1.
8

5 24 33
. 17 16 5 6 2

To
ta
l P

er
ce
” 

nt
ag
e

0*
9

1.
8

0.
9

0*
9

1 2 1 1

0.
9

5.
5

8.
3

3.
7 

0.
9

1.
8

2.
7

1 6 9 4 1 2 3

2.
7 

7*
4 

8*
3

7.
4

5.
5 

1 
*8 1.
8 

1.
3

Opzzz9868Z
To
ta
l 
of
 

37
ea
ch
 c
at
eg
or
y

1 
0*
9

9 
8.
3

13
 
12
*0

5 
4*
6

•8
 

7*
4

«»

1 
0.
9

©Baq.a
-eo«©tf ai 

-303©«3
" xri 

*sa»e>a 
rx 

X

05
/-
 t
o 
10
0/
* 

10
1/
* 
to
 I
SO
/*
 

15
1/
* 
to
 2
00
/*
 

20
1/
* 
to
 2
50
/-
 

25
1/
* 
to
 3
00
/-
 

30
l/
*t
o 
35
0/
— 

35
1/
- 
to
 4
00
/-
 

It
oo
ve
 4
01
/*

Co
st
 i
n 
Ru
pe
es

3fj*xwSS5«»S
■ 

_ 
»n 

| —
 

■» —
i 
'

**
»S
?t
**
C5
**
£

TA
BU
S 
Wo
* 
29

Av
er
ag
e 
Co
st
 o
f 
Ca
na
 P
er
 T
on
ne
 

(E
xc
lu
di
ng
 I
nt
er
es
t 
on
 l
an
d 
In
ve
st
me
nt
)



101

a) High yield per acre vis* 60 to 93 tonnes per 

acre - because of good quality of land and 
availability of adequate water.

B) More use of family labour, more use of farmyard
Sotnt of fhtw\ hove

manure and [ratoon crop.

Moreover, there are 12% farmers whose cane cost 

per tonne is more than R's, 300/-. it moans these farmers* 

can© cost per tonne is very high. Following seem to be 
the reasons %

d) Low cane yield per acre vis. 11 to 24 tonnes 

per acre’ because of low quality of lend and 
shortage of water*_

b) Per acre total cost is high via, Rs* 6000/- to 

Rs. 10000/- - because some of them incurred weeding cost 
more, while some spend more on cane seeds, some of them use 
more fertilisers but due to shortage of water it is adversely 

affected *

For the season 1980-81, Shree War ana SahaKari Sakhar
Karkhana has given Rs* 319/- for a tonne, of sugar cane and

/

had deducted rs* 10.50 (as a non-refundable deduction) per 
tonne« It means farmers received only Rs* 303.50 per tonne 
of cane. Considering this price of cane per tonne, wo can
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say that nearly 90% fanners coyer their total cost of 
cane production excluding interest on land investment. 
But if interest on land investment is included in the 
total cost# only 22% farmers cover their total cost of 
cane production from this price*


