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COST OF SUCARCANE CULTIVATION
Anzlysis of Sample Data

3.1 Objectives of the Samnle Survey ¢

The objectives of this study and hence the sample
survey, are mainly the £ollowing ‘

1) To ascertain the nature, actual iovel and
structura of the cost of ecultivation of

sugarcane in the ganple area.

11) To examine the correlationship, if any, between
size of land holdings under sugarcane and

variations in tha cost of sugarcane cultivation,

1ii) To ascertain the cost of cultivation of sugar-~

cane per tonne.

iv) To mcke suggestions in the light of comclusions
reached in the process of this study - regarding

a more pragnatic pricing of Sugarcance

3.2 8 ~tion of the Sampls 3

Ve present below, a detalled analysic of the cost
data on the basis of sample survey and interviews of the
farmers from the sugarcane area coming under Shri Warana

Sahakari Sskhar Karkhana, lWarsnanagors SeW.SeS«Ke 15 one of
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the leading sugar factoriss in Maharashtra., It ia located
on the z?ivez:’ Warana in Panhola Taluka in Rolhapur Districk,
62 v:a.ilggea provide cane to the szald factory. The villages
belong to Hatkanangsle and Rerveer Tahasils of Kolhapur
District snd Shirala end Waléwa Tahasils of Sangli Digtrict,

These 62 villages are divided intoc 5 blodks for the
purpese of effective adninistyation by thes Warana Sugar
Factory. Blook No. 1 consists of 10 villages from Fanhala
Tahsil, Block No. 2 includes 3.{.%‘ viilagaé from Fanhaia and
Hatkanangale Tahsils, Block Noe 3 is of 14 villages from
Hatkapangale and i{arveer ‘Pahgils, 12 v;i.ilages of Warana
Tahsil are in Blotk No. 4 apd remaining 12 villages £rom
Shirala and Walawa Tehasils afe in Block No. 5.

,Althauglz most of the villages which come under
SeWeSeSaKe ave located in betuwsen and on the sides of the
rivers Warana aund Panchagangs, they do not £ully rely on
the river water for drrigation., As a matter of fact almost
73% of the farmers make use of their wells partially or
fully for the cultivation of cene. |

A8 Eor the selection of clements of the sanple
izifermaé&on was gought £rom the aforessid Rarakhena. After
procuring the list of mevbers and villages ander the factory,
sample elements vere selocted. To have a better data, two
villages from cach Block have been selected, out of which BB
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one ig dependent on the river water and the other on the

well water for cans irvigation.

‘The villoges selected for sampling the cane

cultivators ave as £ollows 3

Block No.
Block BEo,
Blodk Noe.
" Block No,
Block No.

s Rodonli, Kokhe.

*p

Pargson, Bahirewadi.
3 Kind, Vadgeon, Bhadole,
s Mangle, Thanapude.

N & N
L ]

s Tandulwadi, Koregeon.

In Block Noe 3, we have selectad thres villages,
Vadageon, 18 the only village under S.wW.S.5.8., which
regelives water facllity £rom s tank.

Frem the records malntained by ths Warans XKarkhana,
it appesrs that §5% members have leass than 2 agres under
cane cultivation. 12% members have 2 to 5 acres under cane
coltivation, 2% members hava 5. teo 10 scres under gane
cultivation and the percentage of members eultiwvating more
than 10 acres is only C.4%. dWhile seclogting the sample cane
cultivators the above information procured from the Karkhana
was taken as the basiss Ten farmers from each of the above
mentioned villages are scleckted of which 7 farmars cultivate
less than 2 acres, 2 farmers cultivate 2 €0 5 acres. One
farmeor 5 to 10 acres, farmews with holdings more than 10
acres vere dropped for lack of response.
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3,3 Condugt of the Survey :

After sclecting the villages ond farmers, researcher
started visiting these villages to collect the reguired
information. Some 0Ff the farmers contacted were rather
reluctant to furnish :the roeopired information while others
could not be aontl’:—xc:téd inspi‘t;é of repea{:e:}‘ attenpts to meect
them. Due tn the hesitation of farmers to supply the
:lnfcrmation, inadecuate records mciﬁtainecx by the farmers,
reluctance on the paz:i. of farmers, and :Lll:i.’t;c.sacy, adequate

data could not be obtained from the cslected somple,

Since the required information from the selected
sample clements could not be enllected, information from
other farmers of nearby villages was gathered. This resulted
in a diffez;ence in the sample selectod indtially and actual
s@pie £rom. which information was gathered subsequently. The
following viliages were actually visited and the data was
gathered,

Block . t Kodoli, Khake.

1
Block No. 2 ¢ Ambap, Pargeon, Bahirewadl, Male.
Block No. 3 : Kini, Vadagson.
Block No. 4 ¢ Mangle, Thanapude, Chikurde.

moci: o, 5 1 Koregaoh,,

It took approximately 6 months €0.cpidlect the

recuired data. The sample does not represent the farmers
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cultivating more than 10 acres of land under cane CXop.
This is so because the big farmers did not glve any
informatlion in respect of their cost, output, income ekc.
We trisd to overcome this Aifficuliy by opproaching tho
factory. But 1t was observed that these big formers
suppiied the cane in the name of thelr fanmlly manbers.
Besides gome farmers supplied cane in the name 0f others
not belonging to the family relations clogely. It is also
surprising to note that, the land under cane crop of some
farmers accsr&ing to factory records and the actual 1&::6
undef cana c:mp Ao not Lallys

The farmmers fxom sbove mentioned vlllages were
visited personally and interviewed with the help of
questionnaire (Appendix-l). The questionnaire was filled
in in their presence. whilc mllectiné the information
with the help of questionnaire, discussions were made with
farmerg as to the greater detmils 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 farmars had 2 to 5 aqres of
lznd under cane cultivation and 5 farmers in the range of
5 to 10 acres. ‘I‘he sample represent., 71.4% farmers having

cane crop under lesa than 2 acres, 24.,08% farmers having
cane crop under 2 o 5 acres and 4.62% farmers having cane

crop under 5 o 10 acres. Moreover, thogse farmers having
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land under cane crop less than 2 acres_are divided into
two groups = (1) farmers having less than one acre of
land and (ii) farmers having 1 to 2 acres of land under -
cane crops. The first group covered 37 farmers and the
second 40 farmerz. Thelr pereentage to toctal sawple is

S4.4% and 37% respectively.

For the purpose of easy understanding the fammers
of the sample are divided or grouped into four district

categories, These are :

1) Catogory~I : Parmers hoving less than

1 scre cene Crtp.

2} Category=-IT : Farmers having more than ) but

less than 2 acre orop.

3) Catecory-£Il s Farmers having more than

2 but less then 5 acres Crop.

4) Category~IV 3 Farmers having more then 5 but

less than 10 acres orop.

This qrouping is intepnded to test the hypothegis
which says, "The cost of cultivation varies with the

change in the size of land under cane cultivation.®

The information relates to the cane séascn
1980«81 and was collected during May 1982 to Degember,
19824
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344 Analysis of Sample Daty @

Here we give the analysis of data in respecot of
108 Eaxwers {1.2. sarple), who are nembers of shyi Warana
Sghakari Sakhar Karkhars, @rananagar, and are suprlying
their cang to the suger factory.

3.4.1 Size of the and Holdigas

The Hotal land holiding oFf each farmer is shown in

THEIE Nos )

Classiflcation According to
Land fplding

oy S 0 e 2t ree I e e o S e £ o S T St s e T2 ST ST D0 S I

Size of the " Farpers % to Total
Iand Holding Sample Units
L0023 e T e S T s T3 et 02T e 2 S e T S 22 e e i 5 v e e T S
Less than 2 acres '9 8,34

2 to 5 acres 48 44, 44

5 to 10 acres 38 35.18

10 to 20 acres ] 8,34
Ioove 20 acres: 4 . 3.7

L Total: 3108 100,00

i il S IO e e L ST ST T 2 e S S22 e s T e e Tl ena s 220w TR

This table shows that 9 farmers possess less than
2 =cres land, and 48 farmers hold 2 to 5 acres each. It

also shovs that 38 farmers have 5 to 10 acres each, whereas

3950



42

9 faxmers postess in belwesn 10 to 20 acres of land, 'J.‘hel
farmers who posSsess more than 20 acres of land are only 4
in nmnbe?i Out of the total sample, 44% units lie in the
range of 2 to S'ac:es and -35% in the range of § to 10 acras
of land holding, It means, most of the farmer's (79% of
sample) land holding is more than 2 acres but less then 10

acrag.

32442 Size of the Holdina under
Cane Gul tdon 2

Table Ho. 2, shows the land oultivated under the
cane crop of each category of farmers sut of thelr total
land holdings.

TABLE Mo, 2

Clasgification of Farmers according to holding
under Cane Cultivation.

e I TS s T e 2o v T e e [T O S T 2 o Sy e e 5 it 2t e I 0 SN S et S S0 XS aw s

Size of the Ne, of Percon-
Holding Farmers bage
L o e ST e S e e e S een Tzt S TR S e 2 et St T ru Eet SN e TR A ST e e
4 I2ss then 1 acre 3% 34.36
ix Mora than 1 but a0 3704
less than 2 acres
IIT More than 2 acxres 26 . 24.08
but less than 5
noras
v Viores than 5 acres 5 4.62
’ but less than 1D
. Aores
L2 Above 10 acres - -
Total ¢ 109 100.00

g;q::o.-:n::wz—c&.—.mm—z-=~a~zq=b§mzqzn:¢==*:smm:
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lle can say that, the famers do not bring under
cane cultivation thaly entire holdings.

As pointed oubt earlier, the units of sample are
divided lpto 4 cotegories l.e, the farmers having land
under cane orop less thah one acre grouped in I category,
One to two acres, grouped in II category, two to £lve acres
grouped in ITFI category, five to ten acres grouped in IV

_category.

Aocording to Table 0. 2, it is sesn thht 37 farmers
liee 34.4% of the sample, are inciuded in category No. I.
In the category No. II, there are 40 farmers, widch 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.
26 farmcrs are grouped in category IIXI and 5 farmers are in
Ivth categoryes It also means that 24% of total sample is
in the category III and 4.6% in categery . IV.
3.443 Clasgification on the basis

F Irrigation Facdililt 3

The sugarcane crop requires regular and contimous
supply of water. The Warana subregion like the average .7~
Indlian ferm also depends on the vagardes of the monsoon.
As a result, artifical irrigation by way of 1lift irrigation,
canals, wells and tanks is absolutely essentiazl for

sugarcane cultivation.
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Tgble fos 3 shows the classificatlon of cane

cultivators by sources of izrigation.

TABLE Ho, 3

Clasgification on the Basis of Irrﬁ.gatien
Facilities vkilised

50 £ 2 et v 2 e T35 e T S e T e S T e S e S e
Source No. of & Percen-
Farmers tacea

AR T i Tl T e e S T L e e v i e D Do T S e T e S b D e s

1) Wells @
a) Owmed .72 65 .67
b’ Hlred ) 5,56
'2) River :
a) Private Schemes 34 31,49
b} Cooperative \ 7 6448
Schomes
3) Tapks 1 0409
e o T S T IO ST e 2 s S ST S s e ST S D S A T e

» As per Toble No. 3, nearly 78 fzamers untilise well
water and 41 farmers are dependent on Lne river vwater. Dne
to the scattered fragments of land, 20% farmers pely on

wells as well as river water,

It can also ba acen fm fable No. 3, that 724 -
farmers are dependent for thelr water need on wells. ﬁoreover;
of the farmers who utilised water from river, 31% of them
have their own irrigstion gchames and 6% are recelving water
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from cooperative irrication schemes. Some £armers get

water facllity on rentel basis also,

i&o@t of the farmers depend on well water becauge «
(1) cost of 1ift irrigation is compatively more esponsive
especially as the distance of the farm from the river
inereases. (11) warvana ziver bed go dry in the Sumner
geason. (1ii) The farmer indopendently and ccmparatively
more easily, can Gig the well and use water according to
hig convenience.

3e4.4 Clasgification docording o
Plantation or Ratoon s

The cane is planted gvery year £o take maximum
vidd per acre, Wher the new plantation of cane is grown,
for 18 months ~ 1t is c¢alled 'Adasali's whe reas the cane
erop grown upto l4 to 16 months, is called ‘Aksali!, Some
farmers resort tw 'Ratoon’, in order to avoid primary
tillage ovst, plant:atiafz cost and to take the orop earlier,

Table Noe 4, sbows the number of farmers who take
the crops by plantation, ratoon or both. From this tsble
we can See that only 7% farmers tzke cane crop in the form
of ratoon. This is mainiy due to the extranely low vield

per acre in case of ratoon.
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IABLE No, 4

Classification According to Plantation
or Ratoon '

ST e e T o e 25 0 T e e 2w T S e v Tt o ST s s a3 et e S5
Kind No., of . Perce-
Farmers ntage

AR T e 0 1 S S e R G T e T e e TN ST e T e T 00 S s e e e T

Plantation 1532 63.88
{pdasall/rksall)
Ratoon (First or 8 7.4
Second)
Plantation and 31 28.72
Ratoon
fotal 3 108 100,00

E0200 5 aumirt o ST 0 10 T e =S T e oot e T v S e e S D ek 2D S e S e

3.4.5 Average Yield per lore

The yield of cene per acre is the most important
factor because the fachories pay the cane price in relation
to the pér tonne and not in relstion to per acre. Naturally,
those whoe have higher yie.tii or tonpage per acre, earn much
more then those who have lower production of cane per acre
in ‘f:analge.' Normally, the fammers do not have an accurate
informatian about thelr production, so it has to be taken
from the '"Tornage Slips’, given by the sugar.factory. But
in few cases there is ane difficulty i,¢. of counting the
actual production of each farmer, because some smail
cultivators give thelr cane erop to the factory in the

name of some other fammers. Therefore; the data of cane
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yield of cach Zavmer is confimne_d by paydng persenal visits

o each fsrmer.

Table No, 5, ghows tho actual average of cane yield
of the fammners belonging o four categories.

Of the sample, a little more than 12% farmers have
the average cane yield of less than 20 tonnes pexr acve.
This is supprosed €5 beée not wviasble. In relation to the cost
of production the vield per acre rst be atleast 25 to 30
tonnes so that they can cover atlesst variable cost. 30%
farmers of the sample produce 31 to 40 tonncs on an average.
Moreover, 24% farmers' yield ls between 21 to 30 tonnes and
20% farmers between 41 to 50 tonnes pey mcre. Nearly 65%.
farmers produce more thon 31 tonnes per acres From this
table it can be 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.

I wo consider the eane yleld by groups, most of
the farmers of the lst group come in the range of 21 to 50
tonnas of production per acre. &Sone merginsl farmers of
I, 1L and III grouns8 produced more than 60 tonnes cane per
acre but such farmers are not found in the IVEh category.
The farmers, who product less then 30 tommes of cane per
acre aye large in mumber in the IT and I;Izrfi Lategory.
Ascording o most of the cane cultivabors, following are

the reasons of variation in cane yield per acxa 3
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1) Inadequate water supply reduces cane yield.
2) cuality of lend affects production,

3) Farmers mway use more ferkilizers if there is
adaquate water supply. Application of more

fertilizers may increase yield of cane.

4) Personal attention to cane crop regarding
weeding, waterlng, use of fertilizers,
protecting crop from pests and diseases,

increases cone yleld per acre.

3.4.6 2nanlysis of cost of Cane Cultivation ¢

In Chapter M. 2 we have fully discussed various
itens of cost of cultivation in an explanatory way. The
cost of sugarcane can be broadly classified into two
heads, The £irst is 'Fixed ocost' amd the other is
‘Varisble or Crop Onst'. Here these cost items are

examnined on the basig of actual cost data,

3+4,7 Fized Cost 3

The cape grovers ne2d to spend s large omount in
the form of 'Fixed capital investment's The term filxed
capital includes permanent znd long term asset facilities
such as - buying a iand, digoing o well, purchacing an
electric motor or oil engine, pump seta, pipe lines, bullocks,
carts, plough, harrow, tractor, cost of soil conservation

etce
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Se4s7-5 Farm Bouipments Utiilised s

Table No. 6 indicates various types of £arm
equipments possessed by the farmers. 80% farmers have
motor pump sets and 6% famnerg posstess oil engines. The
motoy 9!,';11113;) sets are comparatively less costly than the
01l eng&nas.. B0 most of the farmers prefer eléci;ric
motor pump Sets. 5B% farmers have underground pipe lines.
Most of %:i’f:: formers carry out the Blliage activities
(spemtzfé@n) with the '}z@&g}z ai’ bullocki. ﬂeaz;ly 35% farmers
own thelr baliocks, oaris, plovgh, harrow eto. Only 6%
£agmera nava thelr own tractors, trailers and other modern
form equipnents. DBesides above cquipments all farmers

have thelr own ancillary and sundry farm equipments.

?Ttsa famers, who possess fam equirments such as -
bullocks, cart, tractor, teallers, plough etc., do not
gtrictly use tham for themseclwes. Thoy may hire these
eqnﬁ.pmgéxstﬁ +o other farmers alam! In such circumstances,
it 1s @%ﬁfiault to measuce the cost of such equipments
for sugarcane cultivotion. So we have assumed thab
{eventhough farmers have invested some awount in such
£arm @qu;:i.zam@n%}. farmets uged such equipment serxvices on

hire basis.
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3,478 Fized Capital Investment
‘ Per Acra 1

The fired capital investment is calculated in the
following mamner, UFlzst, we consider, the cost incurred
on vardous capital assets -~ like digging well, pipe line,
motor pump, oil engine, bunding, levelling cote. Then we
divide this cost on the besis of actual gres of land
covered by each capital asset. For oxample, a motor pump,
cOHsts Roe 5000/~ Using thatl mc»;or punp a farmer irrigate

5 acres. It means cost of mobtor pump per ecre 18 Rs.1000/-.

Here in £ixed capltal irvestment, the cxpenditure
incurred on wel; dlgaing before 1865 has not boen considered.
Morcovaer, as mentioned sbove we do not oonsider investment

on'bullocks, carts, tractor and its farm equipmentse

The £ixed capital investment (excluding land
irnvestment) of dlfferent farmers belonging to the dlifferent
categories is shown in the Table No. 7.

From Table No. 7 Wwe know that 48% of farmers have
invested in the range of Rse 300/= to Rz, 2000/= per acre
25% farmers have invested Rs, 2000/« to Rs. 6C00/~. Of the
sawple, 26% farmers invested Rs. 6000/~ o RSs 10000/- per
acre. This is a considersbly heavy investment as they have
dug thely own ‘wel:}.s or expanded large sums on laving pipe
lines. The farmers who have sperk upto Rs. 1000/~ per acre,
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have only ancillary and sundry farm equipments. Here, we
do: oot add the investnment made lo the form of land, in the
capital investment.

The cone crop requires 15 to 18 months for £ull
growth. 8o, the interest on the £ixed invcsfrent is
caleulated for 18 months et the provalling rate of intemst
d,2e 15% per anmum. Bosides, the depreciation of copital
agsets is caloaulated by assuming their estinoted life to B
be I years {in case of motoy pump, -0il engines, pipe //
lims} ¢ Thus interest on f£ixed cupital investment and
depreciation on capital assetbs have kboth been added to
the £ixed cost. ‘

, o Cost
3.4.T=C Tobtal PixnediPexr Acre

- (Excluding Interest on
Ignd Investment)

From Table No, 8 it ig clear that the total fimed
cost of cane cultivation is in the range of Re. 50/~ o
Rgs 5000/~ per acra. Of the total sanp;e, 63% farmers have
inenrred £ixed cost Rss 100/« £o Rs. 11i00/=-, 4% farmers
incurred fixed cost of Rs. 1100/~ o Ra. 1500/=, 18% farmers
incurred fiued cost oOf Rs. 1500/= O Ro. 2560/-; and in case
of 11% Earmers' this range 15'Re. 2500/= to RS, 5000/= per

ACIS

In this ealculation we did not include interest on
land investment., Here the land investment ;g aemal to
imputeé value of land at the current genexrally quoted
prices of the land,



99

,nu.l.,blnnIu....icnul.......-:ﬁlﬁiﬂm-ﬂ!ﬂl”lﬂiﬂiﬂlﬂ!ﬁ!ﬂiﬁiﬁ!ﬂ!ﬂiﬁ!ﬂlﬂ!ﬁiﬁlﬂlﬂéﬂlﬁlﬂlﬂ!?nulﬁlﬁlﬁ!ﬁ.lﬂinu.cﬂtﬂ!ﬂ

Azcbajed yore

00* 00T 80T g 92 oy Le 30 TE30
o g - - 6*0 T a2z £ 6°c I =-/000G 53 ~=/TO0%
L P 6°0 T 81 2 - - 6°C 1 -/000F ©3 =/TO0L
A ¥ - - 8°1 2 8*1 - - - =/00Ce 0% =/T0S2
8°T 2 - o - - 8°0 T 6°C T, =/0052 o3 ~/108%
L*c P - - - - g*z £ 6*0 T -/O0EE O =/T0L2
L€ P s*0 T - - 6*0 T 8*tT 2 «-/00TZ O3 =/TO6T
o'y g - w 6*0 T L*c ¥ - - ~/O06T 0% =/TOLT
FALS 2 - ~ - - 6*0 T g*z ¢ =~/00LT O% =/TOST
L*E B - - = z 8°T B - - =/OOST ©3 ~/TOET
8¢ £ - - - - - - g*e € =/OOET ©% ~/TOTT
8°1 z - - - - 60 I 6*0 I -/00TT ©% ~/106
T*0T Tt 6°0 T o' % g g*z € 8*T g ~/006 03 ~/TOL
ST LT 6*0 T 8'z " € Teple o 5*9 4 ~/00L ©3 TOS
802 oz - " 5*9 L oL 8 8T* 0T TT ~/005 0% =/00E
€0°2T £T_ 60 T 82 £ . 9% S FAS SN =-/00T ©3 =/0g
e LT T e T el 0 0 2 S Tt WAL w58 et e T et 2 e oty ST O] o o i T SO 5 s 5 ey S S T s S 4 T e 35 e o Tt S M e S S e 7 e T 355 S o TG S D 12 e PR S

P afequr sbean gheau abunu

ahelu ~DIVG AT -SRI I  TIT -0RE0I IF  -S0d9g X "5y
-BDTO T30 B = - Y51 (53T M 7 Y W (e = Bty T V0D POXTL

D T e o 220 T I e A T e 20 e T e T M T S S e M T 53 e T e S 0 e W S 2 TR A e T W 1 S N O T Y S5 e S R S T e 5 e o Lt e S e o e e ST

(JUSUNSHANY pURT UC RSosUT DUTpRIDET)
Bi0y aA8g 80D POXTI TER03

g *oN auady



06

Following are the causes of varying total cost per
acre - {i) §1ﬁfeﬁepces in the quantity ana. cquality of farm
@@ipl‘ﬂ&!?‘f;\s {ii) Those farmer's who do not have their own
well or undérground pipe line ox motor pump sets, have
lower total f£ixed cost. (iii} In case of farmers who dig
wells; having inaée«;uate water, per acre fixed oost is
high, '(iv} Total £ixed cost tends to be higher in case of
famez:s .wha spend money on sail conservation.

344.7-D, Total Fized Cost = Per Acre

(Inclnding Interest on Iand
Investment)

.  Idke ai;;hep industry, ageiculture is also an industry.
So, while measuring total cost of production, we smst count
cogt incurred on land imwestments This is one of the major
demands of the farmers’ agiiatmn. It means we must count
interest on investment. in acquiring the lands Therefore, it
is suggested that the ressonsble amount of interest bn_ land

value under cahe crop be added in the £ixed cost,

wrhle calleat:.ng the data concfzrmng the value of
3.and hﬂlﬂiDGw the follawing information was gathered 1

Ns, of Farmers Estwaﬁed vValue. of

| land (Per Acre) .
17 Rs. 20,000/~ -
53 Ra. 30, 000/-“

B - T ' Rsa 40,000/~
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The farmers who furnished this information strongly
felt that interest op the investment in land should be
included ;ln the total cost,

Table No. 9 helpg to reveal the total £iwmed cost of
cane production by conaldering all the ingrediente of the
fined cost. These are (i) reaconable interest (15%) on
land investment (ii) interest (15%) on fized capital
isvestnment (111) depreciabion on capltal assets, (iv) inte-

rest on cost of soil conservation.

From Table:No. 9 we can see that the fotal £ized
¢ost 1s between the range gf mixj::!.zmn Rajs; 4000/« ond
maximom Rs. 14000/= per acres 7% farmers have incurred
total Fixed cost upto Rs, 6000/7; 40% former;a in the range
of Rs, 6000/= to R8, BOOO/~ and 54% farmers in the range
of Rea 8000/= to Rs. 1OP00/~ cost per acre.

Those farmers, Who incurred more than Ree 10000/=
per acre as total £ixed cost show very idgh fixed cost
because 'of largs sums belng spent on wells, motor pumps
or englfies, pipe lines éto, But because of inadecuate
water Supply in both cases, average per acre investment

cost geems €0 have increased.
3448 V@i&bﬁig C_&Sg SCI'OQ %Q’t’a) ]

The varisble cost of cane crop is that cost which
18 required o be incurred Guring the period of cultivating
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the orop. Dascriptive explanation of all these variable
c¢ost items has been glven in Chapter-II. Now, the actual
varigble cosis incurred by the farmers are anpalysed in
detall in the following paragraphs 3

3.4.8 {A) Primary Tillage :

Before planting the cone crop, the farmors have
to carry out the priwmery tillage operation. Sugarcane
aerop recquires a thorough and clean preparation of lande
Ploughing, cross ploughing and harrowing operations are
done for this purpose. It was found that ploughing by
tractor cost Rs, 1B0/= o0 Rs.: 200/~ and by bullocks upto
Rs. 100/~ per acre. Tor the yesr 1980-81, the bullock
ploughing charges wvere ascumed to be Rs. 20/~ for a pair
per day. ‘

For the cane cultivation labour service is nocessary.
We agssumed that farmers pald Rs. 5/= to a labour per day.
It is assumed that the labour required £or all the
activities of cane cultivation is hired. Raturally, cost
of self labour of the cultivators 1s included in the labour
cost. Labourers are put to work for removing the waste
- materials, making ridgey ond furrows, eross furrows, weeding,

watering etd.

The cost of makihg ridges and furrous per acre is
Rs, 50/~ to Rag. 100/~. If farmers use bullocks for this
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work they incur a cost of Rsa. 50/« o Rg. 76/~ and 4f they
use tractor, the cost aohmes o Rs. OO0/~ par acrce.

In case of ratoon, the farmers need not go throudgh
the primary tiliage operation. It saves the expendibure on
the ploughing, harrowing, nmaking x:iﬁges and furrowus,
plantation eta. But other sperations such as collecting
the stripped ocut old leaves of cane, wastage of previocus

cane ¢rop, earbthing up, making ereoss furrows are required.

Out of the tolhl sample, 8 farmers have ratoon orop,
69 f£armers ha'm"s new plantation and 31 fawmers haove ratoon
as weil as new i:lanta;:,ion :;:;og:,l in case of f£arnmers who have
taken ratoon crop, primary tillage cost and plantation cost
are not taken into conaideration.

Table Ne. 310 shows the expenditurs incurred on
primery tillage by 100 fermers. 26% farmers have incurred
this cost in the range of Rs, 180/~ o Rs. 200/=-, 35%
farmers, in the range of Rs, 200/« to Rs. 300/~ These
cultivators incurred mich less primery tillage cost, because
the cane ¢rop was taken in the land which was used

previously for paddy erop,

In case of remaining 39% farmerg, opst on primary
tillage was ir} the range of Ro. 300/~ o Rse 700/=, It
meané they had to apéna 'mm:-e aﬁ this item, beowmse they
performed all the primary operations such a&s -« ploughing,
crose ploughing, harrowing, cleod-orushing, removing the
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wastage Of previous crfop ete. in the land, where previous

crop wasl ratoon or Jawar otc.

The average primary tillage cost of the sanple is
Rgs 353/=. In case of pearly 69% famuers, this cost is
less than the average tillage cost,

3.4.8 (B) Cost of Cane sceds -

Per Acre ¢

Aftar completion of the tillage, the cane crop is
planteds Most of the farmers use thelr own carlicer cane
crop as é:ane secd. Some farmers use seods from sugar
factory or cane seed farms. Those who ute exterpel secds
have €0 pay mnore becange transportation cost becomes tha
adddtional cost item. DMoreover, prices of such sceds are

higher because they zve comnerelally cultivated.

The traditional method of planting (2 to 3 bude
seeding method) regulres 10 to 42 thousand cane pleces
(gesds) or 2 to 2.5 tonses of cane. Single bud seeding
method af nlantation requires 6000 to 65000 cane pleces

(seeds) 6r 1 to 1.5 tonnes of cane.

Tablae Mo 11 indicstes that cost of cane sceds per
acre varies between Rs. 100/« 0 Rs, 600/=, Only 5% of
fermers' cost on this item was between Rs. 101/- O R54200/=.
Nearly 70% of farmers' cost on this item is lesc than
Rs. 400/~ but in case of 30% of farmers, this cogt 4s in
the range of R+ 400/« o Rse 700/~
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The farmers who use internal seeds (their own farm
seads) single bud sceding method or sesds from top shoots,
require less cost, but those farmers, who used traditicnal
plantation method, or secds purchased from sugar factory,
or whose plantation germinated incompletely have to incur
much more cost on sesds,

3.4,8 () Igbour Cost of Mantation

Per hore ¢

Cane plantation reguires large mumber of labourers.
Thie operation includes the wtﬁng of cane, 8Stripping of
cane leaves, recutting the cane into spall pleces, ocagrying
the seeds to the place of plantation, spreading the pleces
all ovaer the f£leld, carthing seeds In trenches, making
proper ridges, mixing the fertilizers in soil, making cross

furrows ete.

Dgta from Table 12 reveals the labour cost of
plentation of the various farmers of the sample. From this
table it can be cbserved that 32% famers spend upto Rs.100/-,
0% farmers RS. 100/= o Rz, 150/= and 26% farmers spend in
bebtween Rgs 181/~ to Re. 200/« on plantation labour cost.
Alternatively wa 'c:an say that 88% farmers spend upto RS.200/-

for plantatlon.

Some farmers face certain difficultices such as
inadequate water supply, fluctuating power supply, carrying
seedg from long distance eteo,  In such cases, thesy have to

spend more on labour sexrvices.
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Per Acre ¢

b{eeﬂing out 1s ncoegsary because weeds hamper the -
healthy gf.:‘ow-::h oﬁ cane ¢rop. Weeds ore the plants, which
. grou where they are got wanted. They graw in the fields
whore they compete with crops for water, -soil. rmatrients,

light and space ard thus reduce crop yields.

In cage of lands where growth of wecd plants 1s
scarce and scanty, weeding cost is less, but where the weed
plants are thick and are germinated again and egeln, weeding
out operation costs increage, Most of theé farmmors undertake

. weeding ocut 3 to 4 times during the crop’s life apan.

From Table No, 13 it can be observed that cost of
weeding per acre is, windmmm Rs, 150/ and rasxiom RS 600 /e,
It is generally observed that expenditure on weeding varies
directly with the frequent growth and thickness of weeds in
the sugarcane LarmS. In our sample, 56% farwers spent .

Roe 150/ to Rs. 300/« and remaining 44% farmers spent in the
range of Rs, 301/~ to R3. 500/« on weeding ocut operations
durineg the sugar cane crép'e.

3.4.8 (8) Cost of mmrihingeup and Making
Cross Purriws = Per Acre

The carthing-up operation is essential for cane crop
for £ollowing reasons. (i) It helps in steady growth.
(1i) It assists the firm rooting of the crop. (21i) It make
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watering of the crop easier wibelher the crop is plantation
or ratoon, the earthing up is necessary. The 30il between
tuo % is pushed on the cane roots. This is called
earthing up operation. This operatlicn is done 3 or 3.5
months after plantation. If the area of cane farm 1s less,
then this operation is done by manual labour and if the
holding is large it is done by bullocks using the ridger.
Ménual labour is costlier than uze of bullocks, After
earthing up operation, cross furrows are made by using mamal
labcur. xoss furrows. are essential foxr effective and easy
watering. Generally, Zammers give large doses of fertilizers
at the time of earthing up.

In Table Nos 14, the cost of earthing vp and making
cross furyows is shoun. This cost ranges from RS. 40/« Lo
Rs, 230/« per acre., Nearly 76% farmers incurred this cost
between Rs. 51/~ to Rs. 15Q/=« Average cost of earthing up

and coross furrowing of the sample 1s Rs. 130/=-,

W must note here one dmpovtant thing that the
efficlency 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 -
Per Acre 3

Manure and fertilizers from a very important cost

factor in sugarcane cultivation, Uge of manmures and
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fertilizers increases the yvield of cane, It 1s found that
the Lf&mers use d%.fferent types of farmyard manures such
as compogt, gresn manure, press mud, cattle dung, sheep
dung, poultry ménure, tcbaccé dust ete, Very fow farmers
viz., 2% farmers use green mamires like « dhancha hulagi

and jut .

Almost all the farmers use compost and cattle
dung £or cane Ccrop. A cart éf compost i3 assumed to cost
Rse 20/«. In the cost of farmyvard wamire, the following
costs are included -~ the cost incurred on coumpost, cattle
dung, shegp Gung, press mad, poultry mamure, tobaceo dust

ete, which are used by farmers.

Table No. 15 ghous the farmyard manure cost of
the sample. From this table it can be observed that,
Efarimers incurred a minimum cost of Rs. 50/« and meximum
Rs. 1000/=. Cut of the senple, 70% farmers spent on this
item in the range of Rs. 300/= to Rge 600/=. The average

farmmyard mature cost of the sample iz Ras 500/-.

Bow much farmyard mamure L8 used by the farmers
Gepends on the availability of it. But if the farmers use
more cuantity of farmyard manure, lecss quantity of
cheplcal Sertilizers is used. Generally, farmers use more

farmyard manure for cane trops and less oY other czops.
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3:458 {(G) ggst of Chentcal Fertilizers =
Pey Jore t.

Fa:inyard mamire helps the zich growth of the crop
at dts different stages of growth but chemlcal fertilizers
have an instant effgct which is rather short lived.
Chemical fertilizers contain nitrogen, phosphorous and
potash. Fammers buy fertilizers in the form of urea, super
piwsph@ti, potash, amonium sulpbate and other mixed
fertilizers,

Table Mos 16 shows cost incurred by the farmers
on buyving chemical fertllizers. Eventhough farmers use
farn;yard mamire, they also ay chemical fertilizers. From
this teble, we can say that farmers spend on fertilizers
Rae 450/~ to Rs. 3000/=. Cut of the ssmple 50% farmers
spent on fertilizers upto Rs. 1000/« and remaining 50%
farmers spent idn the range of Rs, 1000/~ o Rs, 3000/~.

Generally, if the fammers use greater quantity of
farmyard mamire, they use less cquantity of chemical
fertilizers. WHith adequate-supply of water the use of

chanical fertilisers increases.

3.4.8 (H) Total Cost of Fertilizers e
Per dcre 3

In the total cosi:. of feéertilizers we included
(1) cost of farmyard mamure, {i1) cost of chemical



73

L A T N e I T T T e S e T A e T e S e T e T e S 0 e S e T 2t 1 S e 2 e T e i T e e e T v o e e S ettt e ST v 2 e v o e

KaoBogen yora

ool 80T G o2 ov A 30 Te3or
¥ 0z 2e 8*1 A a2 £ $2*6 o1 5°9 L -/000E ©% =/T0ST
§* 9 L - - 82 ¢ 8't 2 gt 2 ~/009T ©% =/TO¥T
T*TT i - - 82 £ Le v gy S O0ET ©3 ~/T0Z2T
g*s 6 - - 6*0 . 1 oy 8 g*e £ «/002T ©3 =/TO0TL
ge* 6 ot - - g8*2 ¢ 8*T A o % g «/00TT ©3 =/1C0T
52°6 ot 8*'T 2 8°T 2  9%5'S 9 - - -/COOT ©3 =/T06
T*1T (A 6'T 1 9"y = g*2 € g*2 [ /006 a3 ~/1C8
Se*'6 o1 “ -~ 8" T 2 8*Z € = 7 S =/008 03 =/TOL
£*8 6 - - 6°0 T Lc ¥ Le b4 -/00L 0% =/T09
L€ ¥ - - 8*1 Z. 6%C Y 6*0 T -/008 ©3 «/105
8*2 € - - 6*0 T - - 8*t z ~/005 O3 =/05p
e O e T A 0 T 0 S a5 TS w0 o i 3 e 0 8 S R o L 20 0 s 2 O o i o a2 T 4 ST e s TS T e e T T o e T 4 e T3 00T
agequ abequ =benu obegu
ebegn =-PORIBI AT -00a8d TIT «o0I593 T -00uad3 I
»J0IBI  TRIOL TIoWISd 0 SotacnoqeD goadny UT ISCH

TS e ST 2 o T WY 2o T 0 S e S A g T e T o S e T Y w5 o T 2 G T ANCTTY SOV o S SR 0 WS i e T e S e S5 e S 2T W S e e e S

ADY IDg ~ SIVZTITIIOL [ROTESYD FO 2E0D




74

fertilizers, (1ii) cost of transport of fertilizer,

(iv) cost of application of fertllizer in the field.

The total cost of fertilizer 1is presented in the
Table Ko 17»

From this table we can see that fLarmers spend on
this item in the renge of minimum Rs. 750/= and maximum
Roe 4300/~. Out of the sample, 10% farmers spent on
fertilizers in the range of Rs. 750/~ to Ra, 1000/« per
acre. Not only big cultivators but small cultivators also
spend coneiderable amounts on fertilizers. Nearly 70%
farmers spend in the range of Re. 1000/« to RSe 1750/=,
and 22% fammers spent on this item in the range of Rs 2000/~
£O RS, 2500/=. The farmers who spend more on fertilizers
have higher vields per acre. Famers who cannot provide

adecquate water supply in the summer, use less fertilizers,

o Wnhile required information was being gathered, in
this regard, it was observed that a farwer who was an
excaption to the othey farmers, had spent Rs. 4100/- on
fertilizers. Because he has sufficient source of water
he uses 40 carts of farmyard mamure, 2000 Kg. of various
types of chemical fertilizers and got an yield of 93 tonnes

Per acree
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3.4.8 (X) Cost of Pesticides =
Per Aore

For the healthy growth of cane crxop, some pesticides
and insecticides are necessary. Sugarcane ¢rop is vulnerable
to séveral pests and diseases, However, very fow farmers
(viz. 8.33% of sample), are aware of using pesticides and
insecticides. They uze organopnosphomis, organomercurlials,

BellaCa, 10%, Sulpher ektc.

In Table Nos 18, cost of pesticlides per acre is
presented. From this table, it can be seen that very fow
farmers use pesticides and insecticides. Their cost on

this item is in the range of Rse 25/« £t Ra. 100/= por ascre.

3.4.8 (J) Cost of Irrigation -
Fer Acra :

Sugarcane crop always regquires srtificial frrigation.
For artificial irrigation farmers generally rely on wells,
tanks, rivers. In Table No. 3, we have scen dlfferent
irrication facilitdes utilized by the fammers of the sample.
From Table Mo. 6, we koow that 80:5% farmers possesced
electric motoy punps and 6 ,5% farmers possessed oil cngines
and 13% farmers received uwater facility on rental basis,
Now we astimate the cost of irrigation provision. This cost
comprisas electricity charges and cost of 0il including the

repairing charges of motors and engines respoctivelye.
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8) Cost of Electricity «

Per Acre :

Out of the sample, 87 fammers possessed electric
motor pump sets. By the use of motor pump set, they
irrigate some portion of thelr land holdings and the area
actually irrigated is considered for dividing the cost of
electricity.

From Table No. 19 we can see the cost of electricity
of 87 farmers. The mininum cost per acre is Rs,. 87/=- and
maximim cost 15 Re. 450/~. Nearly '70%' farmers have to pay
in the range of Rs. 100/= to Rs. 250/=., Those farmers who
irricate more land by using motor zﬁump set, have lower
electricity charges. The wells of some of the farmers get
dry in the summer seaspon, hence they cannot irrigate more

land. Maturally thelr cost per acre rises.

b) Cost of 011 -
Per Acre s
For the irrigation purpose, use of oil engine is
costlier; than the use of eleectric motor., We £ind that 7
farmers of the sample possessed oil engines. The cost of
0il per acre is czlculated 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 farmers, 2 farmers incurred oll cost in the range
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of Rse. 500/~ %0 Rs., 600/=«. The cost incurred by these

farmers is less than some fawmers having wells, which go
dry in the surmer season. Four ehgine holders incurred
0il cost in betwesn Rz, 1000/~ t£o 1500/=;, These farmers

have their engines on the river bank.

041 bill is much more than elasctric charges, that
is why very few famers use oll engines. One advantage
which an engine holder gets is that, he can start his
enging at any time and anywh&i:e g;rovizﬁ;aﬁ adecmate water
is aveilable.

6} Cost. of Rental Bagis Water
Per Acora s ,

Out of the total vnits of the sample, 14 farmers
raceived waeter on rental basis, and 4 fazrmers had taken

water on hire, in the summer cceason.

The Table MNo. 21 is shown the cost of hired water.
PThis cost is minimum Rs. 700/~ and maximum Rae. 2000/m.
Gut of these farmers, one faymer recelved water from tark
and he péid REe. 700/« por acre. 9 farmers who cet water
From ccao'perative 1ift irrigation schemss, paid in the

range of Ree. 700/= o RB, 1400/+ per acrg.

Cut of the 14 farmers, 4 farmers got water on
econtract basis viz. one £ourth of the production to be

paid to the water supplier. In this way, they pald
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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 irrigetion costs,
we can say that (i) Own irrigation scheme is cheaper £rom
other methods. (ii) Cil engine is costlier than clectric
motor, (iii) Cquéxative Lift Irrigation schanes water

supply is cheapter than private rental basls water supply.

3.4.8 (K} Lsbour cost of Watering -~
Per Acre ¢

In the Table Nos. 19, 20, 21, we pﬁésent informaw
tion regarding the cost of providing irrigation €0 the
crop. For ir;igation the cane ¢rop labouy service is
necessary. in the rainy scason, artificial water supply
is not necessary, but in the dgy season {or in the absence
of rains) cane crop is irrigated gvery 10 to 15 days during
its growing period. Towards the time of harvesting,

irrigation Erecuency is reduced.

The number of times cane crop is irrigated depends
on avallasbhility of waﬁaft G@nefally, farmers water the
cane crop 15 to 30 times in a crop season. JIf the motor
pump or wil engine works continuously then one labour is
nesdesd for watering one acre land, but if the pump set
dozs not work properly or there is lnadequate water, then

more than one labour is needed for watering one acre land.
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Ip Table Mo, 22, wo have shown the labour cost of
watering the ¢ane orop of the sample. The minimom labour
cost Of watering the cane orop par acre ig Rs, §0/=- amd
maxioum cost is Rs, 300/~. Nearly -81% farmers incurred
this cost in the range of Rg. 100/« Lo R3. 200/= par acre.

3.4,3 (1) Total cogt of Labour -
" Por Anre :

. - Sugarcdane enltivation reqiires labour service.,
Iabour service is r@qgired for various purposes for
preparatory tillage, making furrows and ridges, making
cross furrows, for plantation, applying £artilizors, for
using. pesticides, weeding, watering the cane crop, £for
tving ths cane crop, repairing the water channcls etc.
The farm ouner or members of hig family alone connot &o
all thesa activities. Therefore, he uses hired labour.
Small cultivators do these activities on their own It
it is impossible for big cultl vators. ILiebour charges are

calculated at the rate of Rs. 5/« per day.

In cultivating sugar céne, a fawrmer acts in dusl
capacity, as labour and organiser at the same time. A8
labour he Joes above mentioned work. And as an ocrganizer
he does £ollowing worke-plonning of cane crop, maintaining
the fortility of spil, supervising all the activitieas,

protecting cane crop £rom pests and cliseases, fenclng the
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cane orop, providing adequate water cte, Banee he is
entitled to get managerial reward also. For 18 months
parliod, R3. 1000/~ are assumed as a managerial reward for
per acre., This managerial rmgarﬁ or supervision dost is
included in the labour cost.

 TheTable Nos 23 @ sohown the total lsbour cost per
acre of the cane crop. Irom this table we can say that
this cost variesg between minimum Rss 1200/« and maximum
Rg. 2400/= per acras Small farmers' labour cost per acrae
is less than the big ﬁemers‘ » Nearly 80% £armers of the
sample incur total labour cost in between Re, 1400/~ to
Rs. 2000/«, The average total labour cost pef acre is
Rse 1751/,

We assumed that supervision cost per acre is
Re, 2000/=- for all farmers, Yet there is variation in

labour cost for following reason.

1) The farmers who use family menbers as
labourers get higher efficiency becausa
they put in greater efforts snd longexr

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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3) The farmers who have to undertake works
like repairing water chanel, £fencing the
cane crop have to incur additional lsbour

cost .

.;,) The farmers who apply fertilligers in
several doeses, and water cane crop more
than 20 times and use pesticides have to
incur more lgbdur cost.

3.4.8 (1) Cost Diue +o Taxes -
Per Acre '

Every year, farmers arg recuired to pay certain
taxes to the concerned authorities - such as land revenue,
educational cess, Enployment Guarantee Schewme cess ete.
But al;?. farmers do not know exactly how much tax is
requlred to be p&id ’E:or aané Crop bnly. For the year
1980~81; £armers were regquired to pay Rs. 10/~ to 15/« as
land revemue per acre and Rs. 40/= as educational cess
per acre, If land holding is more than 5 acres, the
farmers have €0 pay E'.G..'S. tax,s It may be noted that the
infomaﬁ:ion regarding above menticned taxes given by
farmers 1s tazken into consideration it some types of
taxes they were not aware of and naturally arce not taken

into consideration.

Table No. 24 reveals amounts of taxes paid by

farmers.,. The cost due to taxes per acre is minimum
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Rs. 50/« and paximum Rs. 70/=. Out of the sample, B8%
farmors pald taxes in the range cf'Rs. 50/= to GQ/= and
11% farmers paid in boetween Rs, 61/= to Rs, 70/=. In the
survey, we did not find e single farmer, who paid agricule-
tural income btax.

3.4.8 (M) Total Vakiable Cost =~
Per Acre 3 ‘

Under paras 3.4.8 & to M we have sesn varicus cost
items of variable cost. If we add up all these items of
variable cost, we get toial varigble cost. In the total
variable cost, ve include primery tlllage cost, plantation
cosk, carthing up cost, cane seeds cost, fertilizers cost,
irrigation ca&t,ltaxes;,labsur and supervision cost, farm

equipments repairing cost, interest on working capital cote.

- In Table No. 25 we have shown, totz2l variable cost
per acre of the sample. Thig total vardable cost is minimum
Ree 3000/= and Maximum Rc. 9000/~ DMNearly 87% of farmers
incurred total variable cost in the range of Rs. 4000/« to
Roe 7000/~. Only 7% farmers ineurred more than Rs.7000/-

as total varishle cOost per acre,

From Table No. 25, 1t can seen that in case of I and
IX group's of land holdings total variable cost 1s spread
in the renge of Rse 3000/= to RB. 9000/=, but the cost in
case of III group is in the rahge of Rso. 4000/= to Rs,7000/~.
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The total variable cost of the IVth group of land holdings
is spread up thinly.

3,448 (0) Totel Cost of Cone =

Por hore s

Total cost of sugarcane cultivation is the sum
total of total fixed cost and total varlsble cost of cane
cultivation. Tha total cost of cane production is derived

in tuo waye in this exercise.

i) If we consider all items of fixed cost inciuding
intercast on land investment and adding this cost to total
variable cost, we will get total cost of cane cultivation

per acre,

ii) By adding, f£ixed cost of cane production
excluding interest on' land investment « and variable cost
of cane production, we will get total cost of cane

production per acre.

In Table foe 26, we have shown total cost of cane
r:':ultivatimn by using the £irst approach. In this table, we
heve shown the total cost of production per acre of the
sample. In the total cost we have included £ixed cost -
including interest on land investment « and variable cost.
Interest on land investment 1s calculated at the rate of

15% £or 1.5 yearsa.
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Table No. 26 reveals that, the total cost of cane
production per acre is minimum Rs. 8000/=~ and mascimum
Rs, 22000/=. Nearly 93% of farmers incurred total cost in
the range of Rs. 10000/« to Rs, 18000/= and 62% farmers®
total gost is in between Rs. 12000/~ to Rze 16000/-. The
average total cost cf the sample 1s Rs,. 14250/-,

This variation in the toctal cost of cane production

can be explained on the basis of following factors.

1) In casé of the farmers, whe spend nore on £ixed
capital investment, total cost is algso high, The farmeras
who incurred cost moré than Rs. 18000/=-, have wellsy but
these wells have inadequate water supply. That is why
their fixed capitalJinﬁestment per acxre is high, resulting
into higher total cost.

1i) In case of the farmers, whose total cost is less
than Re, 12000/, we £ind that their fixed cost is less and
they spend less on chemical fertilizers and hired labour.

As a result their total cost of cene production 18 leas.

3.448 {P) Tobal Cost of Cane (Exeluding
Interest on Land Investment) -
Per Acra §

Iin t=ble 0, 2? we.haﬁe ﬁresénted, data regarding
the total cost of cane cultivation - ekcluding interest on
land investment. ¥rom this table 1t can be seen that, this
cost varies between minimum RS. 3000/« and dMaximum
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Rgs 13000/~ Nearly 51% of farmers incurred cost in the
range of Rse 5000/~ £0o Roe. 8000/« per acre and 87% farmer's

total cost is in the range cf Rs. 4000/« tO Rs, 9000/-.

The variations in this cost are due to - (1) some

farmers, vwhose cost ls less than Rs. 5000/~ have ratoon
imary +illage

cropss. Thelr expenditure on seeds, @m =59, labour

is less.

(il) Those farmers, whose cost is more than Rs.10000/=
per acre, had to spend more on fertillisers, water supply,
labour charges and on capital assets collectively. Due to
thege fackors or in varlous combinations of them fLarmers

incurred more cost per acre but thelr cane yield is hot high.

If we compare Table No. 26 and 27, we can say

that =

l) Execluding interest on land investment, the sugar
cane oost per acre is very less. From Taeble No. 27 we
observe in case of nearly 87% farmers total cost 4s in the
range of R3. 4000/~ t0 Rgs 9000/=-, and considering table

Nol.28, herdly 2% famers incurred cost in the same range.

2) If we include interest on laxd investment in

total cost of cane profhuction = this cost jumps up signiffi-

cantly. From Table lio. 26, we can observe that in case of

nearly 62% farmers total cost is in the range of Rs.12000/-



to Rz. 16000/«;, but considering Table No. 27, only in case
of 2.5% farmers, total cost is more than Rs,. 11000/~ per

agre.

3) In the sugareane production, cost of interest on

land investment assumes a very important significance.

3.4.8 (Q) m@r&gﬂ Cost gf a|ang -
FPer Tonne s

Farmers recelve polee 0f cane according to the yield
of cane and the average recovery of the factory. Bventhough
some farmer's cost of cane enltivation is siwmllar, thelr
cane vield per acre is different. Henceo there 1g difference
in their incomes. In Table NHol. 5, we have shown the average
cane yleld per acre of the sample. oW we gan see the cost

cane per tonnos

In Table No, 28 we have shown, the average cost of
cane por tonne. Here we have considered the total cost of
cane production and average cane yleld and derived the
average cost of cane per tonne. From this tables, it can be
obscrved that, the cane cost per tonne is in the range of
wminimom Re, 150/« and maxtimum Re8. 700/«,. In case of nearly
0% farmers, averace cane cogt per tonne is lest than
Roe 280/«, but there are 30,4% formers whose cone cost is
more than Rs. 450/~ and it is upto R8. 700/=. Moreover, in
case of 59% farmers, average cane cost per tomne is in the

range of RSe 250/= tO Rse 450/=,
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If we consider oroupwise cost, it is observed that
in cage of I and II category fermers, avérage aost 18 spread
in the range c»’:" R8s 150/= £0 Rpe 700/=, but’izx case of 11l
category farmers, cosk is in the range of RS. 201/=- to
Rs, 550/« and in the IVth category, éost is in the range of
Rse 301/« L& R3, 450/=,

Agriculbtural Prices Commission does not consider in
the total cost of cane production such cost itewns « as
' interest on land investment, cost of self labour, supcrvision
cost and depreciation cost in their proper perspective. That
is why cone producers are not satisfiled with A.F.C.'s cane

price.

In the table Noe 28 we prese t the average cost of
cane por tonne excluding intorest on land investment £rom
total cost of cane production. Table No; 28, reveals the
average onst of cane per tonne of the sample. From this
table, it is gecn that the cost per tonne is minimum RE .85/~
and maxiium RSe 450/=. Nearly 27% farmer's average cost
per tone is in the rangoe ©Ff Rs, 85/« to Ra. 150/«, and 7%
farmers incurzed this cost more thanRa, 350/«. Therc are
60% farmers, whose aVerage cost is in the range of R5,150/-

£o R3e 300/= per tonnee.

From Table No, 29, it can boe observed that 26% farmers
total average cost por tonne is in the range of R3,85/- to
RS. 180/=¢ Following reasons may explain this low per tonne

cost ¢
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A) High yield per acre viz. 60 to 93 tonnes pep
acre - becauge of good quality of land and
availagblility of adequate water.

B) More use of family labour, more use of farmyard

some of them hewe
nanufe and|ratoon crope.

loreover, there ave 12% famners whose cane cost
per topne ip more than Rs. 300/-. It mcans thece farmers!
cane cost per tonne 1s very high. Following seem to be

the reasons s

d) Iow cane yield per acre viz., 11l to 24 tonnes
per acre because of low quality of lend and

shortage of water.

b) Per acre total cost is high viz. Rs, 6000/~ to
R, 10005/L - becouse some 0f them incurred weeding cost
more, while some spend more on cane seeds, some of them use
more fertilizers but due to ghortage of wvater it is adversely

affeeted,

For the geason l980-81, Shree Warana Sazhakari Sakhar
Karkhana has given RS, 319/;/£or a tonnge, of sugar cane and
had Seducted Rs. 10.50 (as aﬂnen»refundable deduction) per
tonne. It means farmevs xeaciveﬁ oenly Re. 303,50 per tonne

of cane. Concidexing this price of cane per tonne, w2 can
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gay that nearly ¢0% farmers cover their total cost of
cane production excluding interest on land investment.
But 1£ ix,sterésﬁ on land investment is included in the
total cost, only 22% farmers cover their total cost of

cane production from this price.



