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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1. Monitoring and Evaluation of Participatory Irrigation System Management

Under the participatory irrigation system management policy, responsibilities for O&M of
distributary and field channels on major irrigation schemes are to be turned over to farmer .
organizations; farmers are to participate in overall system management through joint management
committees (JMCs). The INMAS, MANIS, and Mahaweli programs are implementing the
policy; these three programs cover approximately 200 major and medium schemes.

The International Irrigation Management Institute, in collaboration with the Agrarian Research
and Training Institute, is undertaking the Monitoring and Evaluation of Participatory Irrigation
.System Management. The objectives of the Monitoring and Evaluation are:

a) To determine the progress and evaluate the impacts of the three participatory management
programs, recommending improvements and suggesting alternatives in cases where it
seems participatory management is not effective in achieving its goals.

b) To develop indicators and other means by which the Government can monitor the progress
and impacts of participatory management in the future.

This report is a product of an activity of the Monitoring and Evaluation.

2. The Reconnaissance Survey

The Reconnaissance Survey was carried out to provide some background data for detailed
planning of further activities.

During December 1992 and January 1993, the IIMI/ARTI researchers visited 60 schemes (24
INMAS, 32 MANIS, and 4 Mahaweli) representing respectively 65 percent of INMAS, 20
percent of MANIS, and 67 percent of Mahaweli schemes. In each scheme, researchers
interviewed scheme. managers and farmers, including officers from FOs, regarding a) basic
scheme characteristics, b) progress of FOs and JMCs, ¢) progress of turnover of O&M
responsibilities to FOs, and d) type and effectiveness of systems for M&E of participatory
management,

Logistical constraints limited the Reconnaissance to eight districts. Within each district, the team
of researchers selected schemes based on prior knowledge of scheme features, recommendations
of agency officers, and convenience of visiting. Schemes where participatory management has
been introduced were favored, though some schemes were selected randomly.

Caution should be exerted when interpreting the results of the Reconnaissance for three reasons:
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a) the methodology may have introduced biases, b) data collection was based almost exclusively
on interviews, and ¢) variation within schemes was glossed over. Despite these limitations, the
IIMI/ARTI team believes that the results of the Reconnaissance Survey shed light on the
progress of participatory management in Sri Lanka.

3. Progress of Participatory Management in INMAS Schemes

The 24 sample INMAS schemes range in size from 600 acres to over 25,000 acres of command
area; most have command areas of over 5,000 acres. Most of the sample schemes (75%) are

major reservoir schemes; 21% of these schemes are connected to other major schemes and one
is a pure anicut scheme.

Progress of Farmer Organizations and Joint Management Committees In 71% of the
schemes visited, all field channel groups (FCGs) have been formed. All of the distributary
channel organizations (DCOs) have been formed in 88% of the sample schemes; the average
number of DCOs in these schemes is 18.9. Half of the sample schemes reported the existence

of SLFOs. IMD claims to have created SLFOs in more schemes since the field work was
finished.

Project Management Committees (PMCs) have been established in all 24 INMAS schemes
surveyed. Five sample schemes (21%) also have Subproject Management Committees, A
separate joint Water Management Committee has been set up in one scheme. In 88% of the
sample schemes it was reported that the PMCs were the primary decision-making bodies for
seasonal water allocations. In 91% of the sample schemes the PMC solves problems between
the FOs and officials.

In 71% of the sample schemes, IOs were present at the time of the Reconnaissance. Of the
remaining 7 schemes, two had IOs earlier and turnover has already taken place. Some IOs
appointed under projects have been withdrawn as funds have dried up.

Progress of Turnover Operation of field channel head gates in 91 percent of the sample
schemes were reported to be undertaken by the FOs. Only in 9 percent of the schemes are these

gates operated by Irrigation Department. Water rotation schedules are prepared jointly by
Irrigation Department officers and the FOs in 71 percent of the schemes.

The survey found that only in 17 percent of the sample schemes does the Irrigation Department
now take direct responsibility for cleaning distributary channels; the work is carried out by the
DCOs in the remaining schemes. In 46% percent of the schemes, the budgetary allocation for
cleaning distributary channels is given to the DCOs. No such allocation is given to the DCOs
in 38% of the sample schemes. The Irrigation Department offers contracts to DCOs for
structure repairs in 79% of the schemes.
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The Reconnaissance reported that turnover of distributary and field channel O&M responsibilities
to the DCOs had taken place formally in 38% of the schemes surveyed and informally in 17%
of the schemes. In one scheme turnover was expected soon. In 21% of the schemes, the
concept of turnover was not known to farmers.

Impact of Participatory Management on Operations and Maintenance Irrigation Department
officers in 79 percent of the schemes said there has been an improvement in water distribution
because of the FOs. In 91 percent of the schemes, the FRs felt that water management had
improved. Farmers were also generally positive,

Monitoring and Evaluation of Participatory Management in INMAS The current system
used in INMAS schemes is the MEF system. In MEF, DCOs fill out a monthly questionnaire.
The monthly information is made available at PMC meetings so that action can be taken to
solve the problems. Often, 10s rather than DCO officers complete the monthly form and
sometimes the reports are not used at PMC meetings. In addition, the Project Managers collect
and report information on seasonal performance. There is little evidence to show that this
- information is used for management purposes.

4. Progress of Participatory Management in MANIS Schemes

The MANIS program officially includes 160 schemes varying in size from 100 to 17500 acres.
For the Reconnaissance, 32 MANIS schemes from eight districts were visited. Slightly over half
(56%) of the sample schemes are tank systems, all except one of the remainder are anicut
schemes. The one exception has a tank that gets water from a major system.

Progress of Farmer Organizations and Joint Management Committees Most (63%) of the
sample schemes, report the existence of functioning FOs. However, only 19% of the sample
schemes report functioning FCGs. The average number of FOs in the sample schemes is 6.4.
FOs in MANIS schemes appear to vary a great deal. Tract based FOs were reported in a
number of the sample schemes; in two sample schemes, FOs are based on villages.

It was reported that 60% of the sample schemes have functioning Project Management
Committees. In 82% of the sample schemes with PMCs, the PMCs make seasonal water
allocations. In 70% of these schemes, the PMCs also resolve disputes between farmers and
officers.

Few MANIS schemes have had the services of 10s; fifteen of the sample schemes (47%) have
neither had external help nor are scheduled to receive it. Without FOs, initial organizing work
has been carried out by officers from different agencies; differences in the interests and training
of these officers have affected the ways in which the FOs were introduced. It is not surprising
that most of the FOs need strengthening. The success achieved in some schemes can be
attributed to the dedication of particular Project Managers.
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Progress of Turnover In 47% of the sample schemes, field channel head gates are operated
by Irrigation Department personnel; in 53% of the schemes, these structures are operated by FRs
or Vel Vidanes. The responsibility for operating the distributary channel head pates lay with
the Irrigation Department in 67% of the sample schemes; FOs and the Irrigaticn Department
shared the responsibility in 13% of the schemes; in 9% of the schemes an FR or Vel Vidane was
responsible. Water rotation schedules are reportedly prepared jointly by Irrigation Department
officers and the FOs in 38% of the sample schemes; the Irrigation Department alone plans

rotations in 41% of the schemes; in 16% of the schemes, rotations are planned by FRs or Vel
Vidanes, '

In only one sample scheme was it reported that the FOs clean the distributary channels; in most
of the others (59%), this work was undertaken jointly by FOs (or Vel Vidanes) and the Irrigation
Department; in 28% of the schemes, the Department handles distributary maintenance. Among
the sample schemes, only in 18% is any portion of the budgetary allocation for cleaning

distributary channels given to FOs. The Irrigation Department offers contracts to FOs for
structure repairs in 75% of the schemes.

No official turnover was reported from any of the sample schemes. Indeed, in 31% of the
schemes, farmers were reported to be unaware of the turnover concept. Only in 2 schemes had
some elements of turnover been introduced to the farmers. The major reason for lack of
progress in turnover is that the farmer organization effort itself is still in the early stages.

Impact of Participatory Management on Operations and Maintenance In 78% of the
schemes, the officers said they thought there was an improvement in water distribution after the
FOs became involved. In 95 %, the consensus among FRs was that water management had
improved after the FOs were developed. In 83% of the schemes, farmers felt that water
distribution had improved.

Monitoring and Evaluation of Participatory Management in MANIS Only 3 of the sample
schemes (9%) reported the existence of a system to monitor and evaluate the progress of
participatory management. In one the Irrigation Department itself collects the data. In two,
farmers and local agencies have instituted a system of meetings to review management issues.

S.  Progress of Participatory Management in Mahaweli Schemes

Researchers visited four of the six Mahaweli schemes: System H, System B, System C, and Lhe
Walawe Special Area (Uda Walawe). The four sample schemes are very large, ranging from
15,000 to almost 30,000 hectares.

Progress of Farmer Organizations and Joint Management Committees Turnout Groups,
equivalent to field channel groups (FCGs), were created in Systems H, C, and B from the
beginning of settlement. FCGs were introduced later in Uda Walawe. Reportedly, all of the
Turnout Groups have been formed in systems B and H, and 90 percent in Uda Walawe and



System C. In System H and Uda Walawe, DCOs have been created. System C chose to
develop unit organizations. System B developed both DCOs and unit organizations, In Systems
C and B, MEA is now reorganizing the FOs into DCOs. In Systems C and B there has been

emphasis on business development that has resulted in the development of financially strong
FO:s.

Before October 1992, MEA made no attempt to create joint management committees in the
Mahaweli systems. For this reason, almost all the joint management committees are very new,
Because of the large size of Mahaweli schemes, each scheme has several levels of JMCs made
up of MEA officers and FRs.

Until 1992, Institutional Organizers have been used in Mahaweli schemes only where a specific
project called for them. MEA has recently recruited and trained Institutional Organizer
Volunteers in all the schemes. These 10s are supervised by an Assistant Manager (Institutional
Development). The new IOs have not yet had time to make an impression.

Progress of Turnover In all four sample schemes, almost all gates are operated by MEA
Irrigators. Farmers working together with the MEA in the preparation of water rotation
schedules has been reported in all four schemes. Turnout leaders have been told that they would
eventually have control over tertiary channels but some FOs show greater interest than others,

In all schemes, maintenance of the distributary channels is done on a contract basis by FOs or,
in System H, by private contractors (including other FOs). In many cases, these contracts are
used to raise funds for the FO.

There has been no turnover of O&M responsibilities in any of the sample Mahaweli schemes.
In large part, the lack of turnover is due to the relatively recent development of FOs and JMCs.
Although training had begun, no turnover procedure had been formulated at the time of the
Reconnaissance.

Impact of Participatory Management on Operations and Maintenance In all four schemes,
MEA officers, farmer representatives and farmers all say that water management has improved
after the formation of FOs.

Monitoring and Evaluation of Participatory Management in Mahaweli The MEA has not,
until recently, had effective programs for participatory management. Therefore, little attention
has been paid to monitoring and evaluating FOs. However, since 1992, the Planning and
Monitoring Unit has developed indicators for measuring progress of FOs and is now publishing
reports on this subject. '
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6. Conclusions

Overall Assessment Overall there has been great progress in creating FOs and JMCs. The
better progress of INMAS is explained by the fact that the INMAS program began in 1984 and
it has had special inputs, particularly full time Project Managers. Although the MANIS Program
was inaugurated in 1986, serious work in the schemes began recently and extra inputs have only
been available very recently. MEA began forming Turnout Groups early but began work on
DCOs and unit organizations only in 1989 and only in October 1992 did MEA begin forming
JMCs. This history explains the progress in Mahaweli schemes.

Turnover has not yet progressed very far except in INMAS schemes. Even in INMAS schemes,
most FOs are at least partially dependent upon government funding for distributary channel
maintenance. In 21% of INMAS schemes, 31% of MANIS schemes, and half of the Mahaweli

schemes, the farmers professed ignorance of the turnover concept. There seems to be reluctance
on the part of both officers and farmers.

A major concern is whether FOs can mobilize the resources needed to undertake O&M
responsibilities. Most FOs are now involved in mobilizing and managing funds, but the most
important sources of funds for many FOs are rehabilitation and maintenance contracts with the

government. To date, there is no evidence that the FOs can mobilize the necessary resources
on their own.

The Reconnaissance provides only opinions on the impact of participatory management, The
opinions cited seem to show that participatory management has improved water distribution but
this has not been confirmed by other data.

External Support for Participatory Management Catalyst agents and other resources are
needed to create and strengthen FOs and JMCs. Many sample schemes have benefitted from
resources from externally funded projects, mostly rehabilitation and modernization (R&M)
projects. The MANIS program has been the least benefitted. R&M projects have potential
usefulness beyond simply funding IOs; they can repair a badly dilapidated scheme and farmer
participation in rehabilitation is potentially a way of strengthening FOs.

Monitoring and Evaluation of Participatory Management Of the three programs, only
INMAS was reported to be collecting regular data on progress of the FOs, JMCs, and turnover.
Since the Reconnaissance, the Mahaweli Planning and Monitoring Unit has introduced a system
to keep track of the progress of participatory management in Mahaweli schemes. More needs
to be done. :

Major Unanswered Questions The Reconnaissance has provided suggestive data on the
progress of participatory management. There remain several major outstanding questions,
including questions about the impacts on O&M, about impacts on crop production and
profitability, about impacts on government finances, about the ability of farmers to mobilize
resources for O&M, about the impact of external resources on the success of participatory
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management, and about the relationships between successful participatory management and

various physical and social characteristics of schemes. These and other questions are being
taken up in the further studies of the project.
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Section 1

MONITORING AND EVALUATION OF PARTICIPATORY IRRIGATION |
SYSTEM MANAGEMENT '

1.1 The Participatory Irrigation System Management Policy

The Government of Sri Lanka established the Participatory Irrigation System Management Policy
through a Cabinet paper in December 1988. As specified in the Paper, responsibilities for
operations and maintenance (O&M), including resource mabilization, of distributary and field
channels on major irrigation schemes are to be turned over to farmer organizations (FOs)
established for the purpose. In return for assuming participatory responsibilities, farmers were
to be exempted from payment of an irrigation service fee. In addition, farmers are to participate
in overall system management through joint management committees (JMCs) consisting of
farmer representatives (FRs) and agency officers.

Three programs have been created for the implementation of this policy.

INMAS

The Integrated Management of Major Irrigation Schemes (INMAS) program was created in
1984 and is the result of several experiments that demonstrated the potential of organized
farmer involvement in irrigation system management. The main goals of INMAS are to
coordinate the services (including input supply) of various government agencies and to
promote farmer participation in irrigation management through creation of FOs and JMCs.
Schemes brought under INMAS (originally 48, since reduced to 37) include most of the major
schemes (those over 800 hectares in size) in the country., This INMAS program is managed
by the Irrigation Management Division (IMD), which was created for this purpose, while the
Irrigation Department shares O&M responsibilities with the farmers.

Because the INMAS program has become the model for the other programs, the basic
clements are spelled out here. The INMAS strategy has three key components:

- Project Manager The Project Manager is a full-time employee of the IMD. He is mainly
responsible for coordinating the efforts of the line agencies and organizing farmers, but
lacks power over the other agencies. The source of authority lies in his influence with
farmers. Where resources permit, generally through donor funded projects, the Project
Manager is provided with help in the form of an Institutional Development Officer (IDO)
and Institutional Organizers who organize and work with farmers.



- Earmer Organizations The basic INMAS farmer organization (FQ) is the Distributary
Channel Organization (DCO) consisting of the farmers served by one distributary channel.
Within the DCO there are informal field channel groups (FCGs) consisting of the farmers
on each field channel. Each FCG selects a Farmer Representative (FR) to coordinate
efforts and to act as spokesman. The DCO is governed by a committee of the FRs. The

FRs select DCO officers, generally consisting of a President, a Secretary, and a Treasurer
from among themselves. ‘

- Join nagement Committees To provide effective coordination between line agencies
and FOs and to provide for farmer input into system decisions, each INMAS scheme has
.4 Project Management Committee (PMC) made up of FO representatives and scheme level
officers from the Irrigation Department, Agriculture Department, and other relevant
agencies. The PMC is usually chaired by the Project Manager. In larger schemes, joint
Subproject Committees have been created to serve smaller areas within schemes.

MANIS

The Management of Irrigation Schemes (MANIS) program was created in 1986 by the
Irrigation Department for the large number of medium schemes (those between 80 and 800
hectares in size) not included in INMAS. The objectives, organization and strategy of
MANIS are the same as those of INMAS. Until recently, the Irrigation Department has not
had resources to appoint additional personnel to serve as Project Managers, IDOs, or IOs.
Therefore, Irrigation Department officers, mostly Technical Assistants, have taken on the
functions of Project Managers, after training, besides their other duties. Recently, under the
National Irrigation Rehabilitation Project (NIRP), Institutional Organizers have been recruited
to work on a number of MANIS schemes. There are currently 160 MANIS schemes.

Mahaweli

Beginning in 1977, the Mahaweli Authority of Sri Lanka (MASL) has been responsible for
the construction, development, settlement and operation of several very large irrigation
schemes. Operation of the schemes was entrusted to the Mahaweli Economic Agency
(MEA), one of the MASL's component agencies. Since 1980, the MEA has been
experimenting with ways to encourage farmers to take a greater part in O&M. The best
known and most widespread of these experiments was the formation of "Turnout Groups,”
each consisting of the farmers served by a single field channel and headed by a "Turnout
Leader.” These experiments have not met with much success. In 1992, the MEA adopted
a modified version of the INMAS organization and strategy and is currently in the process
of carrying out the program. MEA has named an Assistant Manager for Institutional
Development for each scheme to take charge of farmer organization efforts. In addition,
some IDOs and IOs have been recruited, although none of the IOs had been recruited at the

time of the fieldwork reported here. There are six Mahaweli schemes under MEA's
management,



To support the participatory management policy, the Agrarian Services Act was amended in
1991 to allow the Commissioner of Agrarian Services to legally recognize FOs. A planned

amendment to the Irrigation Ordinance to give the FOs specific legal powers has not yet been
passed.

As shown in Table 1, the three programs cover approximately 200 major and medium-sized
irrigation schemes.

Table I  Schemes in the Three Programs

Program No of Schemes Total Command Area | Average Command ‘
Area

INMAS ' 37 197,000 ha 5,324 ha |

MANIS 160 59,000 ha 369 ha

Mahaweli 6 121,000 ha 20,167 ha

Total 203 377,000 ha

1.2 Monitoring and Evaluation of Participatory Management

Under the authority of the Ministry of Lands, Irrigation and Mahaweli Development (MLIMD),
the International Irrigation Management Institute (IIMI), in collaboration with the Agrarian
Research and Training Institute (ARTI), is undertaking the Monitoring and Evaluation of
Participatory Irrigation System Management. The study is being funded by the Asian
Development Bank (ADB) through Technical Assistance 1705 SRI. '

The objectives of the Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) are:

1. To determine the progress and evaluate the impacts of the three participatory management
programs, recommending improvements and suggesting alternatives in cases where it
seems participatory management is not effective in achieving its goals.

2. To develop indicators and other means by which the Government can monitor the progress
and impacts of participatory management in the future.

To achieve these objectives, the IIMI/ARTI team, with cooperation from the three agencies
involved, is pursuing various activities. The present report is a product of the Reconnaissance
Survey, one of the Monitoring and Evaluation activities. For complete information on the
Monitoring and Evaluation, see the Inception Report (Revised) (IIMI 1993).
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- Section 2 ’ -

THE RECONNAISSANCE SURVEY

2.1 Purpose and Scope

The Reconnaissance Survey was undertaken as a component of the M&E study to provide
preliminary information on the range of variation to be found in the 200 schemes under the three
programs. This information has been used ‘in the detailed design of more intensive data
collection efforts, including selection of samples.

The basic plan was to make quick visits to a significant sample of schemes from the three
programs. At least 50 schemes (25 percent of the total) were to be included. In each scheme,
researchers -interviewed scheme managers and farmers, including officers from FOs.
Interviewees were questioned regarding: )

- basic scheme characteristics,

progress of FOs and JMCs,

progress of turnover of O&M responsibilities to FOs,

type and effectiveness of systems for M&E of participatory management.

A guide for data collection was developed and is included as Annex A.

2.2 Methodology

The field visits were made mostly in December 1992 and January 1993 by teams of researchers
from the two Institutes. A detailed schedule of these visits is given in Annex B.

Logistical constraints limited the Reconnaissance to eight districts: Anuradhapura, Badulla,
Hambantota, Kandy, Kurunegata, Moneragala, Polonnaruwa, and Puttalam. These districts
cover most of the schemes in the three programs.

Within each district, the selection of schemes to visit was left to the team of researchers covering
the district. Each scheme was chosen based on

-the researchers’  prior knowledge of scheme features, including FO progress or lack thereof,
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- recommendations of schemes by agency officers in Colombo or in the district,
- convenience of visiting.

Schemes where participatory management has been introduced were favored, though other
schemes were selected randomly from a list provided by the Irrigation Department. When time
was not a constraint, the research team visited as many schemes as possible in the selected
districts. This method brought to view some schemes that had previously been neglected such
as Mahagalgamuwa and Erige Oya. '

At each site, the research team interviewed scheme managers including, among others:

- Irrigation Engineers, Technical Assistants and Institutional Organizers (I0s) from the
Irrigation Department in INMAS and MANIS schemes,

- Project Managers, Institutional Development Officers (IDOs), and Institutional Organizers
(IOs) from the IMD in INMAS schemes,

- Resident Project Managers, Block Managers, Unit Managers, Irrigation Engineers, and
Engineering Assistants from the MEA in Mahaweli schemes,

The team also interviewed farmers and Farmer Representatives including officers of the FOs.
In addition, it was possible to observe a few farmer organization and Project Management
Committee meetings during the visits. Group interviews of farmers and Farmer Representatives
were also conducted. Every attempt was made to meet as many farmers as possible from the
different parts of the scheme to gain an overall picture of the entire scheme.

In all, 60 schemes (24 INMAS, 32 MANIS, and 4 Mahaweli) were visited, representing
respectively 65 percent of INMAS, 20 percent of MANIS, and 67 percent of Mahaweli schemes.

2.3 Limitations
Caution should be exerted when interpreting the results of the Reconnaissance for three reasons:

1. Although sample sizes are sufficiently large to be significant the methodology introduces
biases:

- The Reconnaissance was limited to eight non-randomly selected districts including only one
Wet Zone district (Kandy) although MANIS schemes are found in many parts of the Wet
Zone. Schemes in Tamil speaking areas have been excluded for security reasons.



- Selection of schemes within districts was not strictly random, hence unrecognized biasc.
may have been introduced.

2. Data collection at each site was based almost exclusively on interviews, only infrequently
supplemented by documents and observation.

3. Because this was a rapid assessment of schemes, variation within schemes was necessarily
glossed over. This lack is particularly significant for the larger schemes.

Despite these limitations, the IIMI/ARTI team believes that the results of the Reconnaissance
Survey shed considerable light on the progress of participatory management in Sri Lanka.



Section 3

PROGRESS OF PARTICIPATORY MANAGEMENT IN INMAS SCHEMES

3.1 Basic Characteristics of the Sample INMAS Schemes

3.1.1 Location and Size

The team visited 24 irrigation schemes representing 65% of the schemes under the INMAS
program. As shown in Table 2, these schemes are located in the Dry Zone in the districts of
~ Anuradhapura, Hambantota, Polonnaruwa, Puttalam and Moneragala and in the Intermediate
Zone in the districts of Kurunegala and Kandy. The schemes visited range in size from 600
acres to over 25,000 acres of command area. Most have command areas of over 5 ,000 acres.

Two discrepancies in classification should be pointed out:

- Tissawewa, Basawakkulam and Halpanuela together are managed as a single scheme under
one Project Manager and one Project Management Committee (PMC) although they are

physically separate and are listed separately in IMD lists. FEarlier, these were individual
MANIS schemes.

- The old and new areas of Kirindi Oya ‘are now being managed by one Project Management
Committee and one Project Manager. Earlier, they were treated as separate INMAS schemes
and had separate PMCs and Project Managers, :

In this analysis, these schemes are treated as separate schemes.

Most of the sample schemes (75 percent) can be described as major reservoir schemes. Twenty-
one percent of these schemes are connected to other major schemes by anicuts or canals. Minipe
is the only anicut scheme.

3.1.2  Water Availability and Crops

Water availability is a critical factor affecting the livelihoods of farmers in these generally dry
areas. Forty-one percent of the sample schemes have serious water problems during the Maha
season; 79 percent have serious water problems during Yala including 2 schemes that have little
or no water during Yala. Only four schemes have secure water supplies throughout the year:

- Nachchaduwa gets water from Mahaweli System H via a special canal to supplement Yala
supplies. :
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- Rajangana gets drainage water from Mahaweli System H. :

- Ridiyagama gets water from the Walawe river that, like the Mahaweli River, has its head
waters in the Wet Zone highlands. ‘ :

- Kirindi Oya old area gets water during both Maha and Yala due to priority distribution.

Table 2 Location and Size of Sample INMAS Schemes

Name of the scheme | Districts Size (acres)
Huruluwewa Anuradhapura 9;5:0_]
Nachchaduwa 3 " : 6,785
Nuwara Wewa " ‘ 2,500
Basawakkulam " , 973
Tissawewa " _ : 1,028
Halpanuela : " ) ) 592
Usgala Siyambalagamuwa " ' 3,000
Rajangana | : " o 12,940
Muruthawela i Hambantota ' 5,496
Ridiyagama " ‘ 9,514
Kirindi Oya new " 9,077
Kirindi Oya old " 9,336
Giritale ' Polonnaruwa 7,498
Minneriya " 1,924
Parakrama Samudra ! 25,112
Kaudulla ! 11,302
Inginimitiya - | Puttalam 6,298
Tabbowa " 2,035
Muthukandiya Moneragala 1,976
Hakwatuna Oya Kurunegala , 4,688
Ridi Bendi Ela - 5,928
Mee Oya " 6,004
Minipe Kandy ‘ 15,306
Nagadeepa ! 4,216

Paddy is the most popular crop, with 83 percent of the schemes concentrating on paddy during
the Maha season. Both paddy and other field crops are planted in the remainder of the schemes
during Maha,

During Yala more non-paddy crops are grown as there is insufficient water for paddy
cultivation. Both paddy and other crops are grown in sixty-three percent of the sample systems
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when there is Yala cultivation; only paddy is grown in 33 percent of the schemes; and only
crops other than paddy are planted in one scheme during Yala.

The practice of bethma, a system for sharing land during water short seasons was reported in
35 percent of the schemes. Twenty-five percent of the schemes reported that they do not
practice bethma. But the question was not asked in 40 percent of the sample. Of those which
practice bethma, half do so only during Yala. When water is very scarce the other half also
resort to bethma even during Maha. In general, the most common type of bethma is cultivation
on an alternate tract basis, one group operating during Yala and another during Maha. Sharing
of headend land by the tailenders is much less common, :

Bethma is successfully practiced both in settlement schemes and in schemes where settlement
-and private lands coexist.

3.1.3 Land Tenure

Only settlement land under the Land Development Ordinance is included in the officially
irrigated areas of 46 percent of the sample schemes. Thirty-seven percent of the sample schemes
have a combination of settlement and private land. Four schemes (17 percent) have only private
land. o

The size of landholdings largely depends on whether the land is private or crown land.
Landholdings in 70 percent of schemes fall into the range of 2-5 acres per farmer family. Most
‘of these holdings are allotments under the Land Development Ordinance. Despite legal
provisions that limit legally recognized land fragmentation in such land, farmers are found
cultivating plots of less than 1.5 acres even in crown land. For private lands, size of
tandholding ranges from 1/4 acre in schemes like Basawakkulam and Mee Oya to 25 acres in
Tissawewa, Nachchaduwa and Tabbowa.

3.2 Progress of Farmer Organizations and Joint Management Committees

The INMAS program has been gradually éxpanding since its inception in 1984, In 38% percent
of sample schemes the farmer organization process began in 1984/85 and in another 24 %
percent, FO formation began in 1986/87. In almost two-thirds of the schemes, the FO
organization process has been going on for six years of more.

J.2.1 Field Channel Groups

Effective field channel groups (FCGs) are considered to be the basis of effective farmer

organizations. In 71 percent of the schemes visited, all FCGs have been formed. In 8 percent
of the schemes, FCG formation is in progress. Failure to form FCGs in some schemes is
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attributed by scheme managers to lack of Institutional Organizers (I10s); 10s have generally been
provided only for schemes undergoing donor funded rehabilitation. In schemes without IOs, it
is difficult for the Project Manager to form FCGs all by himself since intensive work with a
large number of farmers is required. Consequently, in 17 percent of the schemes it was reported
that the Project Manager has nominated the Farmer Representatives without forming FCGs. 'All
these are schemes where the entire extent is privately land; none have had the help of 10Os..
None of these schemes have had external support.

3.2.2  Distributary Channel Organizations

All the distributary channel organizations (DCOs) have been formed 'in 88 percent of the
schemes visited. The average number of DCOs in these schemes is 18.9. Lxceptions are
Halpanuela, Basawakkulam and Muruthawela. In the fater, it was reported that efforts are being
made with little success.

DCO constitutions in 65 percent of the schemes have been prepared by the IMD. DCO officers
in 22 percent of the schemes report that their constitutions were prepared by them. In 4 percent
of the schemes, it was reported that model constitutions were provided by the IMD and revised
by the DCOs. In nine percent of the schemes, the DCOs have no constitutions.

Handling funds is a necessary part of DCO activities. Not only will funds management be
necessary to handle O&M of distributary and field channels, but DCOs have, with
encouragement from the agencies, taken up various other activities requiring the handling of
cash. Currently, it is reported that the DCOs in 92 percent of the schemes have funds in their
bank accounts.
¢

As part of the turnover of O&M responsibilities to DCOs, the annual allocation for distributary
channel cleaning is now given to some DCOs by the Irrigation Department through contracts.
The DCOs can either spend the allocation on getting the channels cleaned or they can do the
work themselves on a shramadana basis and save the money. The Irrigation Department also
offers contracts to repair irrigation structures and other concrete works to DCOs. The DCOs
in 96 percent of the visited schemes reported that they undertake maintenance or repair contracts
to raise funds. DCOs in 94 percent of the 16 schemes for which the information is available-
reported that the major source of DCO funds is the cleaning alfocation or contracts.

Apart from channel cleaning and contracting, the main sources of funds are membership fees
and profits made from agricultural trade and other business ventures. In 19 percent of the 16
schemes for which the information is available, membership fees were reported to be an
important source of DCO funds. Monthly membership fees vary from Rs 2 to Rs 100 per
member.
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- DCOs in 52 percent of the sample schemes were involved in fertilizer and agro-chemical
distribution. They purchase material from wholesalers and resell it, thereby earning a profit.
At Rajangana, Huruluwewa and Nuwara Wewa, FQs have large stalls for storage. In two
schemes, DCOs buy and sell rice. Their credibility is high and they are able to get credit from
banks for this purpose. . o

DCO leaders appear to want to expand the activities of the DCOs to accommodate the needs of
the farming community. One very important issue they would like to sort out is that of
settlement farmers who mortgage their lands to others.

3.2.3 System Level Farmer Organizations

Although not originally considered a necessary part of the INMAS model, the INMAS program
has adopted a policy of creating system level farmer organizations (SLFOs). These are
federations of the DCOs within the scheme. Half of the sample schemes reported the existence
of SLFOs. Tt has been reported that the IMD has created SLFOs in many more schemes since
the Reconnaissance field work was finished. '

3.2.4  Joint Management Committees

Project Management Committees (PMCs) have been established in all 24 INMAS schemes
surveyed. Five sample schemes (21%) also have Sub-project Management Committees to
support the PMCs. In addition, a separate joint Water Management Committee has been set up
in Huruluwewa,

In 88% of the sample schemes it was reported that the PMCs were the primary decision-making
bodies for seasonal water allocations. For the remainder, it was reported that kanna meetings
were the primary ratifying bodies for seasonal allocations. In 71% of the sample schemes, it
was reported that the PMCs prepare seasonal crop plans as well as water allocations. In 20
percent of the schemes it was reported that decisions made at the PMCs were sometimes changed
subsequently, either by Kanna meetings or by the Irrigation Department. In one scheme, there
were no formal plans, only ad-hoc programs. In Huruluwewa, the separate Water Management
Committee made the decisions.

In 91 percent of the sample schemes the PMC mediated conflicts between the FOs and Agency
officials and in 71 percent of the schemes the PMCs are also involved in land matters.

Agency officials in 83 percent of schemes are happy with the role played by the PMCs. In a
few cases, the Irrigation Department officers were happy but not the IMD officers and vice
versa. Farmer Representatives in 79 percent of the schemes said they were satisfied with the
activities of the PMCs. Other farmers were slightly less enthusiastic; farmers in 63 percent of
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the schemes were satisfied with the PMCs while farmers in 16 percent (4) were unhappy with
them. Farmers’ attitudes in the remaining schemes (20%) were not recorded.

3.2.5 Communication among Farmers

To make participatory management work, effective communication links among farmers, FRs,
DCOs, and JMCs is needed. Decisions taken at the PMCs and at the DCOs should incorporate
the opinions of farmers. Decisions taken by these committees should be transmitted to farmers.

The DCO committees, consisting of the FRs from the FCGs within the DCQOs, reportedly meet
orice a month in most of the schemes.  Full DCO meetings with all farmers are either held
annually or once a season depending on the DCO constitution. Generally, PMC meetings are
held once a month,

In the study it was observed that although information flows from the PMCs to the FRs, there
is no regular mechanism to communicate PMC decisions to farmers. If there is an urgent and
important message to pass to farmers, officers put up notices in prominent places in the village
or in the settlement rather than communicate through FRs. In schemes where the 10s are
working, farmers often seek scheme level information from them rather than from their FRs.
When essential information is needed, such as when there is uncertainty on water issue dates,
farmers come to the officers for information.

- 3.2.6  Support for Farmer Organization Development

Most concerned officers feel that the presence of Institutional Organizers (10s) is required to
create strong FOs. For financial reasons, I0Os have been appointed only where external funds
have been made available as part of a donor funded project, generally a rehabilitation project.

In 29 percent of the sample INMAS schemes (7 schemes), IOs were nol present at the time of
the Reconnaissance. These schemes are not under rehabilitation programs at present; so no extra
funds are available for the recruitment of 10s. In such places, the Project Manager had to take
action to form and/or support FOs. Two of them had help earlier and turnover has already
taken place, ‘

In 71 percent of the schemes, there were on-going or planned externalty funded projects and 10s
were present. Their activities have included;

- Reorganizing of FCGs and selection of effective leadership for DCOs. Reports from schemes
that have come under the ISMP in the Polonnaruwa district report tha{ they have made
changes to their leadership. The old leaders, the Vel Vidanes, failed to represent farmer
opinion and have been changed.
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- IOs have helped farmers reorganize on a hydrological basis. Prior to intervention by I0s
there were organizations at various levels, With the help of the IOs these have been turned

into DCOs. For example, in Giritale there were five Subproject Committees earlier. These
have been turned into eleven DCOs.

- Encouraging effective work within the DCOs and within the JMCs.

Some I0s appointed under the different projects have been withdrawn as funds have dried up.
In the Australian project in Muthukandiya it was observed that the 10s continued to work on a
voluntary basis after their salaries were withdrawn.

3.3 Progress of Turnover

Turnover of O&M responsibilities for distributary and field channels to farmer organizations has
two aspects. First, it implies that farmers, through their organizations take on the actual O&M
responsibilities and that the Irrigation Department field staff relinquish those functions. This
may be called defacto turnover. The second aspect is that the turnover of functions is officially
recognized and recorded through a legal agreement or through other means.

3.3.1 Operations Undertaken by Farmer Organizations

Undertaking of operational responsibilities by FOs can be identified at three levels: field channel
level, distributary channel level and main canal/scheme level. At scheme level, these operational
responsibilities consist solely of involvement in decision-making through the JMCs.
Responsibilities undertaken at field and distributary channel levels vary among the schemes.

Operation of field channel head gates in 91 percent of the sample schemes were reported to be
undertaken by the FOs through the FRs or through appointed Jalapalakas. Only in 9 percent of
the schemes are these gates operated by Irrigation Department Jalapalakas,

Water rotations are often needed to distribute water to water scarce areas and to reduce wastage
of water by limiting the duration of water issue. Water rotation schedules are reportedly
prepared jointly by Irrigation Department officers and the FOs in 71 percent of the schemes.
The Irrigation Department alone plans rotations in 20 percent of the schemes. In one scheme,
rotations are prepared by the FRs alone and forwarded to the Irrigation Department,

3.3.2 Maintenance Undertaken by Farmer Organizations

Seasonal maintenance work has two components: i) desilting and channel cleaning and ii)
repairing structures. Cleaning of field channels has always been the responsibility of farmers,
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Under the previous system, farmers were assigned sections of field channels to clean by a
functionary appointed by the Department of Agrarian Services. With participatory management,
the method of getting the work done is left to the FOs. Both assignment of sections to
individual farmers and group work (shramadana) are used.

Prior to participatory management, the cleaning of distributary channels was generally done by
the Irrigation Department using their own labor force. During the survey it was found that only
in 17 percent of the sample schemes does the Irrigation Department now take direct
responsibility for cleaning distributary channels with their own laborers. The work is carried
out by the DCOs in the remaining schemes. Except in one scheme, wherever DCOs are
responsible for distributary channel cleaning, the work is done by the DCOs themselves. In the
one exception, the DCOs are reported to be unable to enlist the cooperation of all the farmers
so they hire laborers using funds received from the Irrigation Department. However, there is
almost certainly variation within schemes not reported here.

However, the Irrigation Department continues to receive a budgetary allocation for distributary
channel cleaning. In 46% percent of the sample schemes, the budgetary allocation for cleaning
distributary channels is given to the DCOs by the Irrigation Department. No such allocation is
given to the DCOs in 38% of the sample schemes. Information on this point was not gathered
for the remaining schemes (4 schemes). The Irrigation Department also offers contracts to
DCOs for structure repairs in 79 percent of the schemes.

Farmers require technical assistance in distributary channel maintenance. For seasonal
maintenance it is important to maintain channel profile. Also, where structure repair work is
concerned, the quality of the work, including concrete work, has to be maintained. The
Irrigation Department’s assistance in this matter is considered satisfactory by farmers in 39
percent of the sample schemes.

3.3.3 Official Recognition of Turnover

Official turnover under INMAS is shown by the signing of an agreement between the IMD and
the DCO. For the most part, under this agreement, the DCO simply agrees to take
responsibility for seeing that O&M of field and distributary channels are carried out. A more
advanced version has been developed for the Irrigation Systems Management Project (ISMP)
under an agreement with the United States Agency for International Development which requires
the DCO to take full financial responsibility for O&M.

At the time of the Reconnaissance, it was reported that turnover of distributary and field channel
O&M responsibilities to the DCOs had taken place officially in only 38 percent of the schemes
surveyed. In 17 percent of the schemes turnover had taken place informally. In one scheme
turnover was expected soon. In 21% of the schemes, the concept of turnover was not known
to farmers. No information on this question was gathered from the remaining six schemes.

- 16 -



Turnover of all distributary channels was reported from Kaudulla in the Polonnaruwa district.
Kaudulla had béen part of the ISMP. In the other schemes where tumover was reported,
turnover was reported for some but not all DCOs. The IMD reports considerable progress in
achieving turnover since the time of the Reconnaissance.

There is no clear connection between official or informal turnover and withdrawal of government
funds for O&M of distributary channels. Most of the schemes where DCOs do not receive any
funds are schemes in which turnover has not officially taken place. In Giritale and- Minneriya,
-both part of the ISMP, turnover has taken place and funds have been withdrawn from some
DCOs in accordance with an arrangement with USAID. Farmers have been complaining

wherever the seasonal maintenance allocations have been withdrawn from some but not all
DCO:s. '

In some schemes where the Irrigation Department still operates the distributary channels, farmers
stated that they felt operations should be turned over as well. One argument is that without
turnover, farmers cannot implement water rotations on the distributary channels as gates_are
operated by agency officers. A few DCO leaders said that DCOs could undertake operational
responsibilities for the entire scheme.

However, they felt it would be difficult to take responsibility for maintenance as it was costly
and required technical knowledge. Some farmers and FRs argued that the FOs can take full
responsibility for maintenance of distributary channels if these channels are rehabilitated.

3.4 Tmpact of Participatory Management on Operations and Maintenance

Although the Reconnaissance made no serious effort to evaluate the impact of participatory
management, some indicative data was collected. In order to evaluate the success of FOs in
improving water management, the opinions of three groups were solicited: -

- Irrigation Department officers in 79 percent of the schemes said they thought there was an
improvement in water distribution after the FOs became involved. There was a definite
negative response in two schemes - Nachchaduwa and Tissawewa. In 13 percent of the
schemes, the main problems remained water scarcity and poor conditions of irrigation
channels rather than the efficiency of the new management system.

- The response from the FRs was more positive. In 91 percent of the schemes, the consensus
was that water management had improved after the FOs were developed. In one of the

remaining two schemes water scarcity was the problem and conflicts between farmers impede
progress in the other.
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- Farmer response to the same question was positive in all schemes where answers were
received (75 percent). One exception is Muruthawela where the FO system is still in its
nascent stage.

Although not checked with observations nor with specific questions, indications from the
interviews are that participatory management may not have improved the quality of maintenance.
Because FOs must clean the distributary channels to receive the O&M allocation from the
Irrigation Department, it appears that some DCOs concentrate and fail to give equal attention
to the field channels. The FOs given distributary channel maintenance allocations report that
the amount received decreases annually. Like the Irrigation Department, therefore, they may
be reducing their effort. In one scheme the Irrigation Department officers instructed farmers
to apply weedicide instead of engaging in manual clearing of channels as this was cheaper,

3.5 Monitoring and Evaluation of Participatory Management in INMAS
There have been three types of M&E systems introduced within INMAS projects.

- The first one was the system introduced in 1986 with the major objective of obtaining
management information for the IMD officials about the proposed seasonal cultivation
program and its performance. The Project Manager provided information by filling 4
questionnaires prepared by the IMD. :

- A special M&E system was introduced in 1988 within the Irrigation System Management
Project (ISMP) and the primary source information was a questionnaire filled by the field
level Agricultural Extension Officers. The Project Manager and Irrigation Engineer filled two
questionnaires to provide additional information.

- A simplified M&E system was introduced in 1991 within the ISMP and MIRP and then
spread to 19 INMAS systems in 1992, This one asked FOs to fill out a simple questionnaire
each month concerning how things had gone. In addition, the Project Managers were
responsible for completing separate end of season reports. Following the name introduced
by the ISMP, this is called the Monitoring, Evaluation and Feedback (MEF) System.

One part of the MEF system is intended to provide information monthly about the status and
performance of key major activities and problems such as water shortage, input supplies,
maintenance difficulties and FO development issues. Data is collected by asking DCOs to
complete MEF Form 6 each month. This information is made available to the line agencies at
PMC meetings and necessary actions are taken to solve the problems. The IMD also prepares
a monthly report for IMD headquarters.

Reportedly, in many cases, IOs rather than DCO officers complete the monthly form and in
some cases the reports are not used at PMC meetings. One problem is that the farmers
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generally do not see the information as useful to themselves; most of the FRs do not fully
understand the reason for collecting the information.

The second part of the MEF system is intended to allow evaluation of scasonal performance.
MEF Forms 1 and 3 forms are to be completed by the Project Managers to collect information
on major activities of the proposed cultivation program at the distributary and scheme levels.
At the end of the cultivation season, MEF forms 2, 4 and 5 are completed lo evaluate the
activities carried out during the cultivation season. MEF Form 7 is basically designed to
evaluate the program from the point of view of farmers. There is little evidence to indicate that

this information is being used for management purposes.
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