
4.7 Criteria for Coverage and Allocation

4.7.1 As the present criteria of rainfall and percentage irrigation for
identification of DPAP & DDP areas are only broad parameters, the
Committee feels that a further refinement of the criteria based on latest
technological data would help in focussing our efforts on a more scientific
basis.

4.7.2 In the DDPjDPAP areas assured moisture availability is the major
constraint. Thus the crop and livestock production systems are frequently
affected, being more acute as the aridity increases. The moisture index
(MI) has been used to assess the climatic zones. The MI ={P-PE }x 100.

PE
Where P = Precipitation

PE = Potential Evapotranspiration

and the zoning is done as follows :

M.I. Climatic zone Per cent area

< -66.7 Arid 19.6

-66.6 to -33.3 Semi -arid 37.0

-33.2 to O. Dry sub-humid 21.1

o to + 20 Moist sub-humid 10.2

+20.1 to + 99.9 Humid 7.8

100 Per-humid 8.3

4.7.3 In other words moisture inadequacy is felt more acutely in arid zone
followed by semi-arid and dry sub-humid regions. From moist sub-humid
zone onwards, the moisture is adequate for normal crop production.

4.7.4 While addressing the problem of desertification, which is diminution
of productivity due to land degradation caused by human intervention andj
or climatic change, the Uldted Nations at Rio Conference rightly focussed
on the arid, semi-arid and dry sub-humid ecosystems.

4.7.5 Thus, we propose now to include three eco-systems- arid, semi-arid
and dry sub-humid - under DDP jDPAP instead of "desert" and "drought
prone" areas as at present. The coverage under these three eco-sytems
is shown in the map at Annexure-IV.
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4.7.6 The main objectives of drought mitigation and desertification control
under DPAP and DDP, in a way, are inter-related. As the aridity increases,
desertification also increases. This is due to the highly fragile nature of
the arid eco-system and increased biotic pressure. However, irrigation
moderates the biotic pressure as the carrying capacity of the land would
be enhanced. While considering the irrigation as a criterion, we are aware
of the fact that irrigation is useful in bringing stability in prod uction of crops
and livestock. Further, it is a fact that as the rainfall increases, the need
for irrigation to bring stability / sustainability becomes less important. In
other words, while in arid eco-system more irrigation is needed, in dry sub-
humid region its need would be less for sustainability.

4.7.7 Keeping these facts in view, we propose the following criteria insofar
as irrigation is concerned for different eco-systems on district basis:

\~c ~

4.7.8 We suggest that those arid and semi arid districts where area irrigated
constitutes more than 50% and 40% of the net cultivated area respectively
may be totally excluded from the programme, whether DPAP or DDP.
Similarly the dry sub-humid districts where more than 30% of the net sown
area is irrigated may also be excluded. In both the above categories of
districts no block need be selected for the programme because the income
earning prospects through intra-district migration would be significant and
thus the biotic pressure on the fragile eco-system, if any, would be
considerably reduced.

4.7.9 Since we propose to identify the blocks as basic units for develop-
ment, we suggest the eligible blocks in the eligible districts maybe enlisted.
In these blocks suitable watersheds have to be developed following the
prioritization described earlier. The Committee recommends that the
Ministry of Rural Developmer; t may obtain the necessary information on
percentage of irrigation at the district and block level and select the districts
and blocks which are to be brought under the purview of these programmes
on the basis of the scientific and internationally accepted criteria discussed
above.Keeping in view the budget constraints and the requests of the State
Governments especially in the case of DPAP, where 50% of the total
allocation is borne by the States, the Committee suggests that an exercise
may be done by the Central DPAP Division for moderating the coverage
of the Programme. But, the Centre as well as the State Governments should
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M.I. Programme Ecosystem % irrigataed area
(Moisture Index) Permissible

< - 66.7 DDP Arid 50%

-66.6 to -33.3 DPAP Semi-arid 40%

-33.2 to 0 DPAP Dry sub-humid 30%



endeavour to bring all the districts to be finalised as recommended by the
committee, under the coverage of these programmes with increased
allocation and exclusion of saturated blocks at a later stage. However. we
recommend that existing allocations being made to the States should be
protected, Le., no State should get less than what it is getting at present,
consequent to the application of formula recommended by us.

4.7.10 Coming to a block for inclusion in the DPAP /DDP within eligible
districts, we propose that the blocks should be selected as per the following
norms in the approved list of districts.

Ecosystem Percentage of irrigation
(Eligible for inclusion)

Arid upto 30

Semi-arid upto 20

Dry Sub-humid upto 15

4.7.11 The Committee feels that some exceptions have to be made in
specific cases. They include:

a) As DPAP /DDP programmes are aimed at drought mitigation as well
as desertification control, in districts where irrigation is marginally
higher than stipulated Le. upto 55%, the blocks having serious
resource degradation may be included. A case in point is Sri-
Ganganagar district in Rajasthan.

b) Similarly, in non semi-arid/dry sub-humid districts where the irri-
gation is less than 10% and/ or resource degradation is due to high
slopes(6 to 30%), such blocks also may be considered. Examples
are as follows: .

State Districts Remarks

Uttar Pradesh Almora, Pauri Garwal,
Pithoragarh, Tehri-
Garwal

10% and
less

irrigation

35



State Districts Remarks

Andhra Pradesh Srikakulam,

Madhya Pradesh Baster

High
slopes
(6-30%)

High
slopes
(6-30%)

c) Further, less developed areas as in Vindhya and Bundelkhand
regions may be included as qualified districts to select eligible blocks.

d) The State Government of Rajasthan has drawn the attention to the
probelms caused by the movement of sand and heavy sand deposits
on agricultural fields and water bodies in the fringe ofDDP districts.
The State Govemment has given a list of 20 blocks in 5 districts
ofSirohi, Udaipur, Rajsamand, Ajmer and Jaipurfor special consid-
eration by covering them under DDP. While agreeing with the idea
of the treatment of fringe areas which will be much helpful in the
treatment of desert, the Committee recommends that in the begin-
ning, 3 blocks of Ajmer viz. Pisangan, Srinagar and Kishangarh may
be covered on a priority basis, under the Desert Development
Programme. Further, the Committee suggest that Planning Commis-
sion may examine the issue of sand movement in detail in such fringe
areas and consider rendering appropriate assistance to combat sand
movements and also to cope with the consequences of sand deposits.

4.7.12 As per the present classification, if any of the existing districts
become ineligible, the present programme may be allowed to be continued
until it is completed, but without any new programme being taken up.

4.7.13 In each selected block, every village will be covered with 500
hectares area on a watershed basis and within a period of 10 years all the
villages may be covered by covering 1/1 Oth of the number of villages in
each year. This should provide the basis for allocation of funds to the States
and Districts under the programmes. The integrated development project
for each village should serve as a catalyst and a model for furthering the
cause of sustainable use of resource base.

4.7.14 The Committee recommends that funding from 1995-96 has to
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be on project basis only. Thus the new programmes shall come into force
from 1995-96 onwards.

4.7.15 It should be our endeavour to complete each 500 hectare water-
shed in one year only. If, for some reasons, there is some spill over, it
should be completed in the following year, preferably before the on-set of
the monsoon.

4.7. 16 Funding Pattern

Ecosystem

Funding Pattern

Major problem per hee
(average)

(Rs.)

1. Hot sandy i)Sand movement 5000
Arid(DDP) ii)Degraded pasture

iii)Receding ground-
water

iv)Extreme moisture
stress

2. Hot Arid
(DDP)

3.Cold Arid
(DDP)

4.Semi-Arid
(DPAP)

i)Receding ground-
water 4500

ii)Degraded pastures
iii)Extreme moisture

stress
iv)Soil erosion

i)Deforestation 5000
ii)Poor water manage-

ment
iii)Lack of efforts

on vegetable and
fruit production

i)Receding ground-
water 4000

ii)Increased moisture
stress

iii)Soil erosion
iv)Lack of vegetal

cover
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micro GOI:State
watershed
of 500 ha
(500 hee.)

(Rs. in lakhs)

25.0 100:-

75:25

25.0 100:-

20.0 50:50



5. Dry sub-
humid
(DPAP)

i)Moisture stress 3000 15.0 50:50

ii)Soil erosion
il1)Lack of vegetal

cover

6. Dry sub- i)Serious soil
humid erosion on
(DPAP) slopy catena
(Hill region)

H)Moisture stress
iii)Lack of vegetal

cover

4000 20.0 50:50

4.7.17 The above norms represent per hectare averages for the whole
of individual watershed. The actual expenditure per hectare could vary
significantly between different activities and different areas in the same
watershed.

4.7.18 We feel that the criteria of coverage and the allocation recom-
mended by us in 4.7 and the cr.-iteria for selecting priority watersheds
mentioned in 4.2.6 and 4.2.7would be appropriate in determining the area
not only on scientific and internationally accepted basis, but also on the
basis of the needs and demands from different areas. After taking into
consideration all the representation and suggestions made by the States
for inclusion and exclusion of areas, the criteria of selection made by us
would largely fulfil their aspirations, in addition to conforming to the.
scientific criteria. We further feel that the precise identification of districts
and blocks on the basis of these criteria can easily be worked out by the
Ministry of Rural Development with suitable expert assistance from Plan-
ning Commission, Ministry of Agriculture and other specialist agencies.
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4.8 AdmlnlstraUve Structure

NATIONAL LEVEL

4.8.1 There are different Ministries /Departments namely, Agriculture,
Rural Development, Environment and Forests which are dealing with
activities relating to development of watersheds under different schemes
such as the National Watershed Development Programme for Rainfed
Areas, Drought Prone Areas Programme(DPAP), Desert Development
Programme(DDP) and Integrated Wasteland Development Project(IWDP).
As the basic objectives and programme components of these watershed-
based area development schemes are more or less the same, logically, they
should be integrated into a well-conceived and structured scheme to be
implemented by one of the appropriate Ministries/Departments. However,
as such an integration may not be immediately feasible, the Committee
recommends the constitution of National Policy Making and Review Com-
mittee on Watersheds under the Chairmanship of Member, Planning
Commission, in-charge of Rural Development in order to bring about
coordination and unified approach in the implementation of watershed
based area development schemes by different Ministries/Departments.
The Committee may have the following membership:-

Member, Planning Commission, in charge of
Rural Development

Chairman

Secretaries of Rural Development, Agri. & Coopn.,
Environment & Forests Departments, dealing
with implementation of watersheds.

Members

Secretaries of other related Departments
like Secretary, Animal Husbandry, Finance,
Space and Additional Secretary in-charge of
Wasteland Deveopment.

Members

Selected APCs/Dev. Commissioners/
Secretaries, Rural Development
Departments in the States.

Members

Director General, ICAR, Member

A representative from the CSIR Member

Selected experts in the field of Dryland
Development and those representing NGOs.

Members
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4.8.2 For facilitating the effective functioning ofthe National Policy Making
and Review Committee, it is necessary to have a nodal department which
would service it and coordinate activities amongst the various departments
concerned. Taking into account not only the volume of funding available
for watershed programmes but also for other employment and poverty
alleviation programmes which are sought to be converged for the imple-
mentation' of the watershed projects, the Committee is of the view that the
Department of Rural Development should function as the nodal depart-
ment.

4.8.3 Within the Ministry of Rural Development itself, there is need for
integration/ coordination of the activities relating to the DPAP, the DDP and
the IWDP which are implemented by different divisions. The Department
should evolve suitable mechanism for ensuring uniformity of approach in
the implementatin of watershed-based area development programmes
under different schemes. As many schemes/activities like those relating
to Animal Husbandry and Dairying, Afforestation, Agriculture etc. which
have critical bearing on watershed-based area development programmes
come under the administrative control of other Ministries/Departments,
it is necessary for the Department of Rural Development to achieve a certain
level of coordination with them. Therefore, it is suggested that the
Department of Rural Development may constitute a Coordination and
Review Committee with the representatives of other departments dealing
with activities relating to watershed-based area development.

STATE LEVEL

4.8.4 The same divergence of departmental dealings relating to watershed
deveopment is witnessed in the States also. While there have been a "few
examples of unified approach at State level as in the case of Karnataka
with the State Level Dryland Development Board and in Maharashtra with
exclusive Soil Conservation a.nd Water Conservation Department, in most
of the States, the programmes are implemented by the Departments
concerned at State level. Therefore, in order to bring about coordination,
constitution of State Level Implementation and Review Committee is
recommended as follows:

Chief Secretary

APC /Development Commissioner

Secretaries and Heads of all
related Departments.

Vice-Chancellors of

Agri. Universities.

Chairman

Vice-Chairman

Members

Members
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Directors of Central Research
Institutes, if any, located in the
State dealing with Dryland Research.

3 Experts in the field of Watershed
Development and those representing NGOs.

Members

Members

4.8.5 As on the lines of the National Committee, the Department of Rural
Development at the State Level could be the Nodal Agency to service the
State Level Committee.

4.8.6Though substantial amount of funding is passing through State
Rural Development Department to District Level and below, the State
Department has only to look to different line departments like Agriculture,
Animal Husbandry, Minor Irrigation and Horticulture for expertise at the
State Level in the formulation of plans and effective supervision over
implementation. At least in States with substantial allocation for DPAP,
DDP and IWDP, the Nodal Department at the State Level should be assisted
by a Multi Disciplinary Team consisting of senior officers of the rank of
Additional Director fJoint Director from Departments of Agriculture, For-
ests, Horticulture, Animal Husbandry and Minor Irrigation. To assist in
planning exercises, it would be desirable to coopt an expert either from
the State Planning Department or an eminent Professor in Agricultural
Economics from State Agricultural University, as is the case in respect of
Karnataka, where the State Dryland Development Board is assisted by a
Professor from the State Agricultural University.

DISTRICT LEVEL

4.8.7 At the District level, while the Department of Agriculture imple-
ments NWDPRA and River Valley Project Watersheds, the other watershed
programmes like DPAP, DDP and IWDP, are implemented through the
District Rural D.evelopment Agency. At present, there is no multi
disciplinary team at the district level to assist the DRDA in monitoring
the watershed development programmes, except for an Assistant Project
Officer dealing with the subject. Therefore, it is recommended that there
should be a Multi Disciplinary Team at District Level headed by Additional
Project Director for w~tersheds. The officers representing different
disciplines, such as, Agriculture, Horticulture, Animal Husbandry, For-
ests and Minor Irrigation will constitute the Multi Disciplinary Team. The
Additional Project Director could be drawn from the Department which
has predominance in the district in t~rms of activities in watershed
development. The District Level Multi Disciplinary Team shall be respon-
sible to guide the preparation of watershed development plans at water-
shed level, scrutinise them and accord administrative sanction as per the
procedure prescribed. The Multi Dispiplinary Team at the district level
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should also oversee the implementation of the programme and review for
proper implementation. However, the District Level Multi Disciplinary
Team will be viable and within the cost norms only if the area covered
by the project extends at least to 6 to 8 blocks. In cases of just one or
two blocks covered by the project in any district, the District Level Multi
Disciplinary Team of the neighbouring district can extend the necessary
technical supervision.

WATERSHED LEVEL

4.8.8 The constitution of Watershed Development Teams has already been
explained in Chapter 4.2.
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4.9 Monitoring and Evaluation

4.9.1 The role of Ministry of Rural Development would now be to fund the
programmes as stipulated and monitor them to ensure that the basic
strategy i.e. planning and implementation on watershed basis is being
followed. It should also monitor the availability of necessary training
inputs, initiate and fund research for evolving location-specific technolo-
gies by building upon local innovations. In order to strengthen the
monitoring mechanism, suitable committees of senior officers at District
level, State level and National level may be constituted.

4.9.2 We hav~ been handicapped in obtaining data on the performance of
these programmes due to the absence of evaluation studies. Considering
the large amounts which will be allocated to watershed development
programmes including DPAP jDDP, it will be necessary to organise inde-
pendent evaluation studies on a large scale and on a regular basis through
reputed, independent and autonomous institutions including NGOs by
adequately funding them. These evaluation studies should be field-
oriented, qualitative in nature and analytical and not just data collection
exercises. The benefits accruing to the watershed community as a result
of developmental efforts under the programmes should be the thrust of
these studies. This may also require participation of concerned research-
ers and analysts in the preparation of action plans for the development
bf watersheds.

"

43


