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1. To identify the actual land use pattern adopt:(:hzyfarmers.
2. To find out the social and economic status 0

METHODOLOGY i >
Two villages viz Peepalsana and Awadhipur were selectedt undaerr sf;zis;:;f;‘ng;z:

98 by G.B. Pant University of Agriculture and Technology, Pan n‘ag f e western ol n,
Nagina, Bijnor. Although no village can be the exact repres?nt?twe o ” b plain
zone but selected villages have many aspects in common with it. The ho : Al scted

villages weré pooled and a list of all the house holds was prepared. Their holfllngs were

ve frequency. Finally, according to their

arranged in ascending order to work out cumulati :
land holding, the house holds were categorized into there groups as marginal and small
(up to 2 ha) semi-medium (2-4 ha) and medium (4-10 ha). Twenty five percent of the

farmers of each category were selected at random under study.

Data on general information, family structure and size of holding, major farm assets
cropping pattern and production, crop wise land utilization, critical resources used on
major crops and constraints faced in raising productivity were collected in a schedule
designed for the study through personal interview. Their analysis was based on the simple

budgeting technique.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

From the study undertaken, it was observed that average number of family members
}”35 7.6, with in arange of 7 to 8 (Table-1). The overall average land holding size of sample
armers came to 3.15 ha, varying from 0.79 hectares on the marginal and small to 6.13

) ) Availabilj
found higher percentage with semi-mediyn, o !ty of house hold equipments was
small farmers. medium as Compared to marginal and
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Iitis a - on an av .
pparent from Table-3 that ot and 0.90 o 4.05 hectare in sugarcang

d sugarcane was 43.29, 31.52 and 540 gg
n is largely influenced by the quantyp,

hectare under rice, 0.58 to 1.57 hectare in W
The overall average production of rice, wheat an
a/ha respectively. The overall efficiency of cultivatio
and combination of various crops.

and production

-3: se pattern i
articulars Table-3 : Lanl\:a:ginaﬂ Semi-medium Medium W
and small (2-4 ha) (4-10 ha) | Average
(upto 2 ha) n=11 n=5 n=55
A n=39 ]
ver ]
age cropped are':ic(ga) 0.45 0.08 5 g8 0.6
Wheat 0.58 1.14 1.57 1.09
Sugarcane 0.90 1.26 4.05 2.07
Average pr :
¢ production f:\"qi{:r:’-'a) 41.39 42.42 46.08 43.29
Wheat 28.07 31.19 35.32 31.52
Sugarcane 513.88 509.19 599.61 540.89

The prevailing market price of produces along with cost of input factors during the

year of conduct of survey were taken into account for each measuring u_nits. It is apparent
from the Table-4 that overall average value of gross output per hectare in rice, wheat and
sugarcane worked out to Rs. 27, 228, Rs. 18,269 and Rs. 38, 943 respectively. The overall
average cost of production per hectare in rice, wheat and sugarcane worked out to be Rs.
11,397, Rs. 10,927 and Rs. 21,649 respectively, which showed a rising trend with increase

in land holding size.

. Table-4 : Value of gross output, cost of production and Net benefit per hectare

articulars Marginal |Semi-medium| Medium | Overall
and small (2-4 ha) (4-10 ha) | Average
(upto 2 ha) n=11 n=5 n=55
n=39
Average value of gross output (Rs)
Rice 24834 25452 27648 25978
(1250) (1250) (1250) (1250)
Wheat 14035 15595 17660 15763
(2240) (2280) (2800)  (2506)
Sugarcane 36999 36661 43171 38943
Average cost of production (Rs)
Rice 9939 11459 12795 11397
;‘:’J*;a::ane 290t35£2‘12 11419 11471 10927
2
Net benefit (Rs) 1382 23024 21649
Rice 14895 15243 16103 15413
Wheat 6384 6656 8989 7343
Sugarcane 16457 15279 20147 ﬂ_Zf_“/J

Rice - Rs. 600 /q, Rice straw - Rs. 1250 /ha, Wheat - Rs. 500/
' ; , Whe -
Sugarcane -Rs.72 /q q at straw - Rs. 80/q
Figures in parentheses refer to value of siraw
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‘ acts that
rinvest y the farmers on most of the input factors. It is due. 5 tt;teofn tractor,
the farmers of Semi-medium and medium groups were financially capable to inve

. re handicapped
Power and plant Protection measures, where as marginal and small farmers we

. . enefit value
in investing on these items due to their meagre financial resources. The netb

s Rs. 17,294
from rice, wheat and Sugarcane was received Rs. 15,413, Rs. 7.d343 and
respectively towards the cost of Cultivation without rental value of land.

This
with greate

CONCLUSsION
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