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Tsunami was one of the worst and most devastating of tragedies to strike the Indian 
coast in recent times. Governments and several agencies immediately rose to the 
occasion to take up the task of rehabilitation and resettlement of people affected by 

the disaster. 
Tsunami Rehabilitation Programme (TRP) that was implemented by the Disaster 
Management Department, Government of Kerala is one of the largest and the most 
comprehensive of such interventions in terms of its size, scope and reach. Funded by the 
Planning Commission, Government of India, an amount of Rs.1148 Crores were spent 
for various livelihood, infrastructure, rehabilitation and resettlement programmes. It was 
implemented through 16 Departments and several government agencies and Neighbourhood 
Groups spread across the coastal region of the state. The Programme was launched in 2007 
and is nearing completion.
The Benefit Monitoring and Evaluation (BME) of TRP was entrusted to Gulati Institute 
of Finance & Taxation (GIFT) in August 2011. To conduct the study, an Evaluation Team 
was formed consisting of two faculty members from GIFT, Dr C S Venkiteswaran and              
Dr. N Ramalingam and a Social Development Specialist, Sri Rajesh Kumar as consultant. 
This Draft Report was prepared as part of  BME-TRP, and relates to the schemes implemented 
by Animal Husbandry Department under this programme. During the study, we received 
overwhelming support from the officials of TRP Section and Cell, Animal Husbandry 
Department and representatives of various implementing agencies and institutions who 
were involved in it.  
We are happy to submit this draft report to the Department of Disaster Management 
Department, Government of Kerala.

Thiruvananthapuram Dr C S Venkiteswaran & Dr N Ramalingam
26 December 2011 Associate Professors, GIFT
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ADB  : Asian Development Bank 
BME  : Benefit Monitoring and Evaluation 
FGD  : Focus Group Discussion
NHG  : Neighborhood Group  
OBC  : Other Backward Community 
OEC  : Other Eligible Community 
PIU  : Project Implementation Unit 
PMU  : Project Management Unit  
PRA   : Participatory Rural Appraisal 
SC/ST  : Scheduled Caste/ Scheduled Tribe 
SSLC  : Secondary School Leaving Certificate 
TRP  : Tsunami Rehabilitation Programme 



6

Evaluation at a Glance 
Tsunami Rehabilitation Programme

Animal Husbandry Department -  Livelihood Schemes

*Poor = Below 20; Below Average = 21-40; Average = 41-60; Good = 61-80; Excellent = Above 80
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Scheme

Sl.
No.

Ten Indicators of Performance
(Maximum Score -10)

 1 Conceptualization 8 8 4 1 21
 2 Timely Completion  8 7 7 4 26
 3 Project Monitoring & Implementation by Agency 7 7 5 2 21
 4 Transparency  7 7 6 1 21
 5 Beneficiary Satisfaction and Involvement 6 8 5 2 21
 6 Empowerment of Gender / Marginalised Sections   8 7 6 4 25
 7 Sustainability  4 5 4 1 14
 8 Innovation in Implementation  6 4 3 2 15
 9 Community Mobilisation  7 7 7 1 22
 10 Achievement of Core Objectives  6 6 4 1 17
   Total Score  67 66 51 19 203

  Grade*
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 1 2 3 4

Grading of Schemes  

Source: Grading Methodology 
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INTRODUCTION

1.1 The Disaster 

Tsunami that hit the costal arc of Kerala on 26 December 2004 inflicted colossal 
damages to the infrastructure, ports, harbors, fishing jetties, electricity transmission 
systems, fishing vessels and other assets along the coast, and above all, the lives, 

human settlements and livelihood of the coastal community. 

Table No 1.1
An Overview of Damages Caused by Tsunami in Kerala
Component (Unit)  Initial Revised after 
  Assessment in-depth assessment
Coastal length prone to sea erosion (Km) 250 590
Penetration of water into the main land (Km) 1-2 5
Average height of tidal waves (Mts) 3-5 5-10
No of Villages affected  187 226
Population affected (In Lakhs)  4.25 10
Human lives lost (Nos)  171 238
Persons moved to safer places (Nos) 24978 24978
Dwelling places destroyed  2919 2919
Live stock lost (Exc. Poultry)  883 883
Cropped area affected (Ha) Including 
      river banks near to the seashore  949 2151
Boats destroyed (Nos) 10882 3989

Source:Disaster Management Department, Govt. of Kerala

The fact that the population density along the entire coastline is the highest and the 
people inhabiting the coasts are among the poorest, amplify the intensity of the impact 
of the calamity on the lives of the people. It has borne the maximum brunt of devastation 
in terms of loss of lives, inflicting of injuries, loss of houses and properties. Even before 
tsunami, the fish catch from the sea was on the decline, which is further worsened by its 
impact upon their income levels and livelihood.
The State, NGOs, UN agencies, and the world community responded quickly with re-
lief and rehabilitation measures. Tsunami Emergency Assistance Programme (TEAP) 
funded by Asian Development Bank, Prime Minister’s Natural calamity Relief Fund 
(PMNRF) and Tsunami Rehabilitation Programme (TRP)  as additional central assis-
tance by Planning Commission of India were the major projects implemented in the state 
by Government of Kerala as part of its rehabilitation and resettlement efforts.     
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1.2 Tsunami Rehabilitation Programme – National Approach
Looking at the extent of damage, Planning Commission has drawn up the Tsunami Rehabilitation 
Programme for reconstruction of damaged physical and social infrastructure and revival of impaired 
livelihoods of the coastal communities.  A Core Group in the Planning Commission was set up 
under the direction of Honb’le Prime Minister  to coordinate and manage the National Tsunami 
Reconstruction effort (PMO UO No. 100/61/C/42/04-ES-II). The Core Group has representation 
from Central Ministries/Departments, State Governments, Research Institutions and the Planning 
Commission.  The objective of TRP is to restore the livelihood and economic activities of the affected 
population, accelerate poverty alleviation in the tsunami-affected areas that are vulnerable to high 
incidence of poverty, and rehabilitate and reconstruct public and community-based infrastructure that 
are vulnerable to natural disasters.

Guiding Principles of Tsunami Rehabilitation Programme 
The mandate of the Reconstruction and Rehabilitation program for Tsunami affected areas goes 
beyond the immediate priorities or Tsunami reconstruction, and pursues broader social and economic 
issues that impact upon the household and community-level development and empowerment. The 
Programme emphasizes on improving quality of life, using replacement and upgradation of assets as 
means to achieve it. This is in consonance with the Prime Minister’s appeal of “converting the disaster 
into an opportunity to rebuild and modernize the fishing and coastal economy.” The program also 
focuses on reduction of susceptibility of the coastal communities to Tsunami like disasters through 
increasing the efficacy of prediction and response mechanisms. The overarching principles, which 
will govern the Programme implementation, include the following: 
i.  Good Environment Management Practices: Attention will be paid to ensure that all programmes/

sub programmes emanating from this Programme do not have any adverse- environmental impacts 
and that they conform with the Environment and Coastal Regulation

ii. Participatory Approach: Under the Programme Implementation Framework, people and 
representative institutions would be involved in the decision making process during programme/
sub programme design and execution. This would ensure that community priorities and aspirations 
are reflected in program deliverables

iii. Egalitarian Approach: The Program would in all its initiatives apply principles of equity to 
ensure, that the most disadvantaged amongst the victims are not bypassed

iv. Private Sector and Non Profit Sector Participation: It is proposed to encourage participation 
of private sector, NGOs and expert institutions in the program so that they are an integral part of 
the rehabilitation planning process. This will expand the ownership and knowledge base of the 
program

v. Gender Sensitivity: A disaster is often more debilitating for women. The Program will ensure that 
special consideration is provided for women in special circumstances that include women headed 
households, widows and destitute women. The Program would ensure that women and women 
groups are involved in all stages of program design and implementation so that special needs   of 
women are incorporated

vi. Concern for children: Nutrition, health and education needs are variables, which directly impact 
welfare of children. The program will make provisions for building up the necessary infrastructure 
through which these services can be delivered to children affected by Tsunami Special provisions 
would be made for children rendered orphan due to Tsunami

vii. Need Based Approach: The Program would take into cognizance the special needs of tribal and 
coastal communities affected by the Tsunami. The program designs under the Program would 
stay sensitive to the region specific culture, climate, life style and economic vocations of the 
beneficiaries. The norms arid standards would be accordingly defined.
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viii. Transparency & Accountability: The Program will carry out in appropriate institutional and 
procedural mechanisms so as to ensure that the transparency and accountability is ensured. It is 
every citizen’s right to know the relief available to him/her in the event of disasters and what has 
actually been distributed. Transparency in rehabilitation and reconstruction operations also ensures 
that distributive justice is done and reduces complaints and counter complaints.

ix. Objectives and Outcomes: Planning for each sector would carry clearly identified objectives and 
outcomes so that at the completion of reconstruction phase, clear achievements and deliverables 
can be quantified.

1.3 Tsunami Rehabilitation Programme in Kerala 
Government of India announced additional central assistance of Rs 1148 Crores for Tsunami 
Rehabilitation Programme (TRP) in the state. To accelerate the economic recovery in affected areas 
rehabilitation programmes are implemented by Department of Disaster Management in 9 coastal 
districts of the state through 16 line departments and agencies viz; Department of Fisheries, Kerala 
Water Authority, Public Works Department, Harbour Engineering Department, Kerala State Electricity 
Board, Health Department, Education Department, Social Welfare Department, Animal Husbandry 
Department, Dairy Development Department, Agriculture Department, Irrigation Department, Forest 
Department, Tourism Department, Science & Technology Department, Co-operative department. In 
addition the coastal housing and resettlement programme is directly implemented by the revenue 
department.  The total allocation for Tsunami Rehabilitation Programme (Additional Central 
Assistance) is Rs.1148 Crores, including the Special Package for Rs.100 crore being implemented 
through the District Collectors in four badly affected pockets. This includes Alappad Special Package 
(Rs.42.50 crore), Arattupuzha Special Package (Rs.40.00 crores), Edavanakkad Special Package 
(Rs.12.50 crores) and Andhakaranazhy Special Package (Rs.5.00 crores). 
Government of Kerala for the speedy and effective implementation of the programme created the 
following administrative arrangements 

 I. State Level Steering Committee (SLSC)
 II. State Level Empowered Committee (SLEC)
 III. Project Management Unit (PMU)
 IV. Project Implementation Unit (PIU) 
 V. District level Monitoring Committees 
 VI. TRP Cell 

I. State Level Steering Committee (SLSE)
A State Level Steering Committee was constituted with the Chief Minister as Chairman, Minister 
(Revenue) as Vice-Chairman, Head of Department of the Disaster Management Department as con-
vener and with the following members.
Minister for Finance, Minister for Transport, Minister for Public Works, Minister for Local Self 
Government, Minister for Fisheries, Minister for Water Resources, Minister for Ports, Minister for 
Electricity, Minister for Agriculture, Minister for Forest, Minister for Housing, Minister for Tourism, 
Minister for Industries, Minister for Social Welfare, Chief Secretary, Principal Secretary/Secretary, 
Finance, Transport, Public Works, Local Self Government, Fisheries, Water Resources, Ports, 
Electricity, STED, Agriculture, Forest, Housing, Tourism, Industries and Social Welfare.

Duties & functions of State Level Steering Committee (SLSC)
4The SLSC would act as an advisory body to provide overall guidance   for the effective implementation 

of the project and to monitor its progress from time to time.  
4The Committee will meet at least once in six months. 
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4The Committee can co-opt any other Ministers or Officers of State Government or any expert in 
the field as member. 

II.  State Level Empowered Committee (SLEC)
Government also constituted a State Level Empowered Committee (SLEC) for Tsunami Rehabilitation 
Programme with the Chief Secretary as Chairman and Principal Secretary/Secretary of Disaster 
Management Department as convener and with the Heads of Departments as Principal Secretary/
Secretary of the following departments as members:-  
Finance, Transport, Public Works, Local Self Government,  Fisheries, Water Resources, Ports, 
Electricity, STED, Agriculture, Forest, Housing, Tourism, Industries and Social Welfare. 

Duties & functions of State Level Empowered Committee (SLEC)
4The Committee will have the powers to grant requisite approvals/sanctions for various projects/

schemes submitted by the implementing agency based on the recommendations of the Project 
Management Unit.  

4The Committee will also monitor and supervise the effective implementation of the project. 
4The Committee will meet at regular intervals as per need and at least once in three months to 

review the overall progress.
4The Committee will have powers to co-opt any other officers of the State Government as         
Member. 

III. Project Management Unit (PMU)
In addition a Project Management Unit also was constituted in the following pattern. 
Project Director : Additional Chief Secretary/Principal Secretary/ Secretary of  
                              Disaster Management Department
Members : Executive Director, Kudumbasree, 
  Director of Fisheries, 
  MD, Kerala Water Authority, 
  Member (Distribution), KSEB 
  Chief Engineer, PWD (Roads & Bridges)
  Chief Engineer, Harbour Engineering Dept. Director, STED
  Director of Agriculture, 
  Director of Panchayats
  Director of Social Welfare
  Chief Conservator of Forests, 
  Secretary, State Housing Board.
Member Secretary 
& Convenor  :  Head of the TRP Cell in Disaster Management Department.
The Unit will have the powers to co-opt any other Officer of the implementing agency if consider 
necessary. 

Duties & functions of Project Management Unit (PMU)
PMU is responsible for
4Providing day-to-day assistance and guidance to implementing agencies.
4Review of sub projects/proposals from implementing agencies for approval for SLEC/ADB and 

issuance of requisite administrative sanctions. 
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4Disbursement and accounting of funds against review of financial reports provided by implementing 
agencies. 

4Consolidation and submission of Progress reports to the SLEC.
4Quality control and transparency requirements to be followed by the implementing agencies. 
4Such other related matters for the effective implementation of the Project.    

IV. Project Implementation Unit (PIU)
All the departments involved in Tsunami Rehabilitation Programme has constituted  Project 
Implementation Units in the respective departments . 
The Project Implementation Unit (PIUs) will be responsible for: -
4Detailed assessment, surveys and planning of reconstruction including public consultation and 

input from recipient’s local entities and beneficiaries.  
4Preparing and presenting sub project proposals to the respective Executing Agencies.  
4Prioritizing works, preparing detailed designs, specification, schedule of quantity, contacts and 

related bid documents, issuing requisite technical sanction.   
4Day to day implementation, supervision and quality control of reconstruction activities, approving 

payments to contractors.  
4Maintaining progress report, records and accounts for sub projects.
4Such other day to day matters relating to the execution of their schemes/projects.

V. District Level Monitoring Committee 
District level Monitoring Committee was formed for the effective monitoring of the project 
implementation and for taking the course correction actions and for avoiding bottlenecks in filed 
level implementation in the following pattern 

Chairman :  President of the District Panchayat concerned
Members :  Head of District Offices of Public Works, Water Resources, Agriculture,
  Tourism, Social Welfare, Industries, Ports and Electricity, 
  Presidents of Block and Grama Panchayats in the district concerned who 
  are implementing the Tsunami Rehabilitation Programme
Member Secretary 
& Convener  :   District Collector of the districts concerned

VI. TRP Cell 
Government formed TRP Cell in the Disaster Management Department under an IAS Officer in the 
rank of Additional Secretary/Joint Secretary/ Deputy Secretary with an Under Secretary, one Section 
Officer, Two Assistants, one Stenographer, one Typist and two peons. 

1.4 Terms of Reference
Gulati Institute for Finance and Taxation (GIFT) was entrusted to conduct the Benefit Monitoring and 
Evaluation (BME) of the Tsunami Rehabilitation Programme implemented by the Disaster Manage-
ment Department, Government of Kerala. 
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Objectives of the Evaluation 

The final project evaluation is intended to provide an objective and independent assessment of the 
impact of project strategies and interventions. The objectives of the final evaluation are:
4To assess the quantitative and qualitative output / outcome of the programs on the target groups 

vis a vis the stated objectives in key-result areas namely (a) poverty reduction, (b) institutional 
strengthening and community empowerment, (c) strengthening social capital, and (d) rebuilding 
social and physical infrastructure .

4To map the process elements as envisaged in the project document and undertake process monitoring 
to supplement the evaluation results.

4To document the best practices and the lessons learned for the benefit of on course correction and 
future planning and guidance.

4To critically examine the issues related to the sustainability of the gains of the project after its 
withdrawal.

4To assess the SHG activities for livelihood development and the benefits derived by the State in 
post-tsunami operations.

   
Scope of the Evaluation
The evaluation will cover the projects implemented under tsunami rehabilitation programme completed 
upto 31st July 2011. The evaluation will cover a representative sample of nine districts of Kerala 
(location specific) where the Tsunami rehabilitation programme is being implemented and the 16 
department’s wise (Sector specific) activities. Appropriate sampling design is to be worked out for the 
selection of the villages and the households. The family should be taken as the basic unit of study at 
the micro level. For data collection, suitable interview guides and interview schedules could be used 
along with focus group discussions, case studies and observation techniques. The whole exercise of 
evaluation is to be participatory, using PRA methods, stakeholder analysis etc. Furthermore, relevant 
data from records and reports have to be gone through. Facts and figures collected from various 
sources should be triangulated for ensuring their validity and reliability.
The progress and achievements of the project will be tested against the following standard evaluation 
criteria:

Relevance: 

The main focus will be on the appropriateness of the project’s concept and design to the overall 
situation of the project area, in particular, the:

4Extent to which the stated objectives correctly and adequately address the problems and real 
needs of the target groups 
4Relevance of the project design within the framework of Government policy guidelines

Efficiency:
The main focus will be to ascertain how well the project activities achieved the intended results in 

terms of quantity, quality and timeliness including:
4Whether similar results could have been achieved more or by other means at lower cost in the same 

time. 
4Whether project activities were done right i.e. on time, in expected quantity and quality.
4General implementation and management of the project in terms of quantity, quality, and timeli-

ness of inputs and activities, adherence to work-plans, action-plans, and budgets. 
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4Extent to which internal factors (interventions, structures, culture, systems) influenced (both 
positively and negatively) achievement of program impact.

4Adequacy of monitoring and evaluation, technical support given to the project by all stakeholders
4Responsiveness of project management to changes in the environment in which the project 

operates;
4Co-operation among project partners and other key stakeholders in achieving project results. 

Effectiveness: 
The main focus will be on the extent to which the project achieved its stated results and purpose 
in a sustainable way, including:

4The progress made in achieving the results of the project at all levels
4Efforts made in capacity building of the local project stakeholders for the projects implemented 

with community participation and whether the strategies are working or not why. 
4Project’s management of risks taking into account the stated risks and assumptions.

Impact: 
The main focus will be on whether the project’s overall objectives have been achieved or are likely to 

be achieved, specific changes that the project has brought about in the lives of target groups, and 
impacts realized or likely to be realized, including:

4Extent to which expected change has been achieved in the indicators against the baseline levels.
4Extent to which the project has impacted on the target communities in bringing about the desired 

changes. 
4Assess the extent to which the external factors have affected the achievement of the project 

impact.

Sustainability: 
The main focus will be on whether the impact, outcomes or changes brought about by the project are 

likely to continue after the end of the project and whether they can be sustained, including: 
4Extent to which the target groups and key stakeholders own the objectives and achievement of the 

project.
4Policy support/Resource support available to the project from the relevant Government departments 

of the State for the continuance/ operation/maintenance of the programme.
4Assess the capacity of the communities/Govt. departments and the key stakeholders to continue the 

project activities after the end of the project, including financial and technical capacities.
4Extent to which program activities are sustainable by communities without the support from the 

project.

Specific Tasks
The consultant will be responsible for developing the evaluation design, methods, sample size and 
tools, with overall coordination from the Project Director or from the designated staff in the PMU. 
All of this information will be presented to the Project Director/Designated staff in the   PMU and 
concurrence will be given to the consultant before the evaluation begins. Given the objectives, the final 
evaluation will use both quantitative and qualitative methods for collecting the required information. 
The proposed methods include key informant interviews, focus group discussions, document reviews 
and surveys. The consultant will undertake the following tasks: 
Develop an evaluation framework and methodology in consultation with PMU. The methodology 
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for the evaluation will include sample size selection and include a mix of quantitative and qualitative 
tools;
4Develop an evaluation plan in consultation with PMU;
4Undertake extensive document review to familiarize with the project;
4Develop a list of output/outcome indicators for each type of schemes. 
4Develop evaluation tools in consultation with PMU and conduct validation and field testing of the 

same;
4Undertake data collection, tabulation and analysis exercise;
4Share draft findings prior to preparation of draft report ;
4Prepare the recommendations and guidelines for strengthening/ revival/ correction of the scheme 

which are found achieved the  declared objectives and outcomes   
4Prepare interim  report;
4Revise report based on feedback from PMU;
4Prepare and submit final report.

1.5 Methodology of Evaluation 
Evaluation Team
GIFT constituted an Evaluation Team to conduct the above study and the Team worked out the 
following methodology.

Desk review and analysis of secondary data
In order to get familiarized with the project activities, the evaluation team carried out extensive docu-
ment review of sub project plans and implementation modalities. Facts and figures collected from 
various sources like PMU, PIU and PIOs were subjected to a triangulation for ensuring their validity 
and consistency. After having an in-depth understanding the project and the assignment, the Team 
prepared an evaluation plan.  

Categorization
For organizing the evaluation process and convenience of sampling, and on the basis of the nature of 
the intervention, the projects implemented by various departments under TRP were categorized by 
the evaluation team into five sectors as detailed below: 

Omanamma, beneficiary, Feed and Mineral Mixture
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  No Sector  No. Implementing Organisations

 1 Restoration and Development of livelihood 1.  Fisheries Department 
   2. Animal Husbandry Department 
   3. Dairy Development Department 
   4. Agriculture Department 

 2. Infrastructure Development (Roads & Bridges,  5. Public Works Department
  Water supply & Sewerage, Ports & Jetties, 6. Kerala Water Authority 
  Power & ICT and Tourism Infrastructure) 7. Kerala State Electricity Board 
   8. Harbour Engineering Department 
   9. Tourism Department 

 3 Social Infrastructure and Welfare  10. Health Department 
   11. Social Welfare Department 
   12. Education Department 
   13. Cooperative Department 

 4. Environment and Coastal Protection  14. Irrigation Department 
   15. Forest Department 
   16. Science and Technology Department 

 5. Coastal Housing and Resettlement Project*   17. District Administrations 
 Special Package*   

*The Coastal Housing and resettlement project comes under the Environment and coastal protection sector and 
special package address the issues of all sectors in the three worst effected villages. However these two projects 
which are implemented by the Revenue Department are taken as a separate sector for the study.  

Sample Selection
Representative samples from each of the category of the sub projects were selected for the evaluation 
using stratified random sampling methods. Thus the sub projects listed in Table No. 1.2 were selected 
for evaluation from animal husbandry livelihood sector. Many of the sub projects were implemented 
in more than one district, and the district also was selected using same sampling criteria.   

Sampling Strata
The evaluation covered a representative sample of nine districts of Kerala (location specific) where 
the Tsunami rehabilitation Programme has been implemented and the department-wise (Sector 
specific) activities undertaken. For this purpose a stratified random sampling method was adopted. 
The different strata are:  
Stratum 1. Animal Husbandry Department
Stratum 2. Two Sub Project Groups under Animal Husbandry Department (See Table No. 1.2 )
Stratum 3.  Sample Sub Project selection from each group (Basis: Highest fund utilization/ 
highest 
  number of beneficiaries and Projects suggested by PIU/PMU) 
Stratum 4.   Selection of  Districts (Basis: Highest fund utilization/ highest 
  number of beneficiaries) 
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Stratum 5.  Selection of beneficiary households (Basis: Random selection)  
Methods Adopted
The sub projects implemented in the livelihood sectors are classified into various categories on the 
basis of the nature of the intervention. The sub projects implemented in this sector have many features 
in common with regard to their goal and mission. At the same time they are heterogeneous with regard 
to their specific objective and implementation strategy. Therefore suitable methods for evaluating 
each sub projects were discussed and finalized. 
 The project intervention in the livelihood development sector is evaluated through four methods viz; 
i) Interview Schedule ii) Focus Group Discussions (FGD) iii) Structured Field Observation and iv) 
Case Studies. 
Inferences are drawn through the analysis of the filled-in interview schedule, report of the Focus 
Group Discussions, filled-in formats of the structured observations, reports of informal interviews, 
field observation notes and case study narrations. 

Development of Evaluation Tools
Heterogeneity of the sub projects with regard to their specific objectives and implementation modality 
necessitated the development of customised tools for each sub project sampled for the Study. As 
objectives and envisaged outcome of most of the sub projects vary in one or many aspects, customised 
interview schedules and check lists are prepared for each of the sub project.  The tools developed for 
the study are enclosed as Annexure II

Grading of Schemes
Based on primary and secondary data, structured observations and focus group discussions with all 
the stakeholders like the representatives of PMU, PIU, Departments, Agencies, NGOs, the Team 
identified a set of performance indicators, based on which  each scheme was graded on a five point 
scale. 
This grading is drawn from the rating of each scheme on the basis of 10 criteria which were developed 
based on certain performance indicators and outcomes as envisaged in the basic approach note of TRP 
and guidelines spelt out by it.  

Ten Indicators of Performance
1.Conceptualization  
 a.Vision, Mission, Objectives – whether prepared and are realistic
 b.Implementation Plan 
2. Timely Completion
 a. Adherence to Project timeframe
3. Quality of Project Monitoring & Implementation by Agency 
 a. Involvement of Officials
 b. Rapport with beneficiaries
 c. Mission Mode Approach
 d. Reporting and Internal Control system
 e. Information Dissemination, Public Awareness Programmes
 f. Effective response to issues
 g. Documentation
 h. Grievance Redressal
 i. Coordination between various levels of implementation
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 j. Coordination between Agencies
4. Transparency

 a. Information Dissemination–Beneficiary Selection, Plan Components, Implementation 
    Process
 b. Feedback and response mechanisms
5. Beneficiary 
 a. Participation 
 b. Involvement
 c. Satisfaction
 d. Quality of Asset/Service
6. Empowerment of Gender/Marginalised Sections
7. Sustainability
 a. Forward & Backward Linkages
 b. Profitability /Income generation
 c. Group Cohesiveness
8. Innovation in Implementation
9. Community Mobilisation
 a. Institutionalisation for implementation and Monitoring
 b. Support and Follow up services
 c. Counselling
10. Achievement of Core Objectives
The Grading of each Scheme was made on the basis of ten performances indicators (as given above) 
with a maximum of 10 Score for each indicator. The aggregate score obtained by each scheme was 
grade on a Five point scale as given below. 

Grade Score
Poor 20& Below
Below Average Between 21 – 40
Average Between 41 – 60
Good Between 61 – 80 
Excellent Above 80

1.6. Animal Husbandry Department
Animal Husbandry Department has implemented 8 sub projects under Tsunami Rehabilitation 
Programme. The projects implemented by the department for the convenience of the study are classified 
into two categories, viz, i) Strengthening of Existing Service and Support system available to the 
existing farmers engaged in Animal Husbandry; ii) Financial and Technical Support for establishing 
new Animal Husbandry Ventures; 

Scheme Details 
I.  Strengthening of Existing Support System 
 1. Providing live saving drugs 
 2. Cattle Insurance 
 3. Distribution of feed and Mineral mixture 
 4. Artificial Insemination  
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II.  Assistance for new Animal Husbandry Ventures 
 5. Goat rearing 
 6. Turkey rearing 
 7. Rabbit rearing 
 8. Integrated animal husbandry activities 
The entire cost for meeting the expenses for the provision of live saving drugs and artificial insemination 
were met by grant assistance, while in the case of rest of the schemes fifty percentage of the project 
cost was provided as TRP grant assistance. For these schemes, the department was also supposed to 
provide assistance to beneficiaries for raising counterpart contribution in the form of bank loans.     
The department has constituted a Project Implementation Unit for the timely completion of the schemes. 
A separate account is opened in State Bank of India for handling project funds. Funds for field level 
implementation of the schemes are transferred to Panchayat level institutions of the Department by 
the Project Management Unit through RTGS transfer to avoid delay. The Chief Veterinary Officer in 
the concerned district is responsible for monitoring field level implementation.

1.7 Structure of the Report

The Report contains four chapters and Annexures
The first chapter gives an overview of the impact of tsunami, the national and state level interventions in 
the form of rehabilitation programmes, followed by a brief introduction to the Tsunami Rehabilitation 
Programme implemented by Government of Kerala, the various departments and their schemes, outlay 
and implementation process and the Terms of Reference and Methodology of the present Study.
The second chapter deals with detailed analysis of the four sample schemes implemented by Animal 
Development Department, viz., Cattle Insurance, Distribution of Feed and Mineral Mixture, Goat 
Rearing and Turkey Rearing. The Chapter includes a brief description of the project, its objective, 
project cost/outlay, coverage and targets. It is followed by a socio economic profile of the sample 
respondents, their views and opinions about TRP and the impact of the scheme upon their livelihood. 
This part ends with the observations, analysis and suggestions of the Team about the scheme.
The third chapter presents the profile of sample respondends and the grading of the schemes selected 
for the study.
The fourth chapter gives some general observations of the Evaluation Team 
Annexures  include a brief description of sub projects implemented by Animal Husbandry Department  
that were not subjected to detailed evaluation, interview schedule, check list for informal interviews, 
structured observations, and tables of survey findings.

Beneficiary group members with their goat
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Out of the 8 sub projects implemented by the department (Table No.1.2), for in-depth evaluation, 4 
sub projects were selected as sample. A brief description of the sub projects implemented by Animal 
Husbandry department that were not studied in detail is given in Annexure I.
From each category sample projects were selected on basis of the following criteria: those with 
highest number of beneficiaries / highest fund utilisation. Table No 1.3 gives details about the sub 
projects that were selected under each category and district selected for evaluation. Table No 1.4 lists 
the methods adopted for evaluation of each of the sub projects

Project
cost

in lakhs
(`)

Animal Husbandry Department
 

I  Strengthening of Service Support   172.90
1  Cattle Insurance    ♣  59.46
2  Distribution of feed and Mineral mixture  ♣ 113.44

II  Support for New Ventures  262.03
3  Goat Rearing    ♣ 228.13
4  Turkey Rearing    ♣ 33.90
   Project cost of the Sampled sub project   434.93
   Total Project cost (Utilisation)  550.00
   Project cost wise sample coverage
  (percentage)    79.08

TV
M

 

K
LM

 

A
LP

 

EK
M

 

TC
R

 

M
LP

 

K
ZD
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N

R
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GD

Table No 1.3
Sub Projects and Districts selected for In-depth Evaluation

 Districts
No    Scheme/Sub Project

Animal Husbandry Department
 

1 Cattle Insurance  √ √  √ √
2 Distribution of feed and 
 Mineral mixture  √ √   √ √  
3 Goat Rearing  √ √ √  √ √
4 Turkey Rearing  √ √  √ √
    

Interview 
Schedules

Structured 
Observations

FGDs Informal 
Interviews Case Studies

Table No 1.4
Methods adopted for Evaluation

 Methods Adopted 
No    Scheme/Sub Project
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Animal Husbandry Department:
Restoration and Development of Livelihood
Evaluation of Selected Schemes

2.1. Cattle Insurance 
2.1.1. The scheme 

This sub project of Animal Husbandry Department was implemented with the 
objective of reducing the risk of economic burden of dairy farmers in the event 
of morbidity and mortality of milking cows. Insurance coverage was provided 

to 12413 cattle in the target area. Fifty per cent of the cost incurred for insurance was 
provided as project subsidy under the sub project. The remaining 50 % was met by the 
beneficiaries as counterpart contribution. The insurance coverage was arranged for a 
period of three years. Premium amount payable to the insurance company for this policy 
was 6.6% of the market value of the animal. To avail insurance, it was mandatory that a 
government veterinary surgeon should conduct valuation of the animals.  
The project was proposed to be implemented in a campaign mode, and accordingly, 
‘Insurance Camps’ were arranged with the support of the Local Self Government 
institutions. This exercise enabled a hassle-free process of valuation and issuance of 
insurance policy.  

Table No.2.1.1
Outlay and Coverage

           Project cost In Lakhs  Out put    No of Households
 Allocation  Utilisation (No. of cattle insured ) Benefited
  
 59.46 59.46 12413 -
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Table No 2.1.2
Status of Insurance Cover provided under the sub project.

Status  Active  Expired  Renewed  Total
 
No. of Respondents  10 10 0 20

Percentage  50  50  0 100 

It is to be noted that, upon expiry of the initial period of coverage of 3 years, none among the 
beneficiaries have renewed the insurance policy on their own. The insurance cover is active only in 
the case of those beneficiaries whose insurance cover period of three years has not yet expired. 
For majority of the respondents, the reason for not renewing insurance was that no one had contacted 
them on due date  to do the same. Obviously they did not feel the need to take personal initiative in 
this regard.

Target area: The sub project is implemented in the Tsunami affected villages of all the nine coastal 
districts of the state. 
Beneficiaries:  Selected dairy farmers in the target area are the beneficiaries of the project. The 
beneficiaries of the sub project were selected by a committee consisting of a veterinary surgeon, 
representatives of dairy cooperative societies and the local self government institutions.  

2.1.2. Sample profile 
Socio-Economic:  Twenty sample respondents for this scheme were drawn from Kollam district, out 
of which 35 per cent are females.  Among the respondents, 50 per cent were above 50 years of age, 
while the rest were between 36 and 50 years.  All of them belong to the OBC category. Occupation-
wise, the sample was distributed evenly among agriculture, dairy, business and others (one-fourth 
each). Education-wise, 75 per cent had school education while the rest have studied up to +2. 
Half of the respondents have mobile phones, and all of them own land of their own and have single-
storied concrete houses. The average size of the families of the respondents was 4.5, and 15 per cent 
of the families were female-headed.
Income: The income from this activity constitutes the main source of income only for 25 per cent 
respondents, while it was an additional income for the rest. The average monthly income of the 
respondents from dairy farming is Rs 8500.
About TRP:  While 75 per cent of them came to know about this scheme through government 
officials, and the rest were informed by panchayat members. One-fourth of the beneficiaries have 
availed 2 schemes under TRP, and for the rest, this was the only benefit they received. Half of 
the respondents had no opinion or information about TRP, while 25 per cent answered that it was 
implemented effectively. 

2.1.3. Observations 
There is a general apathy on the part of the dairy farmers to take and renew insurance cover for their 
cattle. In most cases, they did it only in cases where they are personally motivated by officials or were 
induced by the subsidy element in a scheme. 
Yet, all the respondents the Evaluation Team met felt that insurance was very much necessary. They 
agree that it is a risk-reducing factor in dairy farming especially in the case of hybrid variety cattle 
that are highly vulnerable to health risks. But in actuality, when it came to renewal of insurance 
policies, they have not made any real move in this regard as is evident from the Table below. 



23

Table No 2.1.3
Details of availing cover benefits

Status  Availed  Not availed  Not  Total
  benefits  Applicable

 No of Respondents 3 0 17 20

Percentage 15  0  85  100

Table No 2.1.4
Willingness to renew the policy with own fund

Status  Willing  Not willing  Total
  

 No of Respondents 5 15 20

Percentage 25  75  100

Significantly, all those beneficiaries who had met with a crisis situation due to mortality or total 
permanent disability of their animals have availed the cover benefits. According to them, the time 
period for completing the procedural requirements was reasonable and they had received proper 
assistance from the officials of Animal Husbandry Department in this regard. The insurance cover 
is provided both on the event of death as well as in case of morbidity leading to permanent total 
disability or total non productivity.  
Two out of the three respondents who availed cover benefits opined that the compensation was not 
adequate enough to replace the lost cow with another one of the same variety and yield. 

Three-fourth of the respondents are not willing to renew the policy with their own fund (that is, 
without subsidy) because it is not affordable for them amidst the escalating fodder/feed costs and 
other rearing expenses. 

2.1.4. Analysis and Suggestions 

“I took the policy as the doctor came to my house and prompted me to take one. It was not 
renewed as the doctor did not prompt me to do so” 

Lathika Pooyappaly, Beneficiary,  Thodiyoor
Insurance Culture

The evaluation team noticed a paradoxical absence of insurance culture among small scale dairy 
farmers even though they all felt that it was very much necessary and useful. In most of the cases it 
was the intervention of the veterinary doctors in charge of project implementation, who prompted 
dairy farmers in their locality to come within the fold of insurance cover. In most cases, the policy 
was not renewed wherever the doctors did not take the initiative to do so. But many of the farmers 
have insured their other cows under ‘Goraksha’ – a new scheme launched by the state government. 
Many of the dairy farmers have a habit of selling their livestock frequently and replacing them with 
new ones. This has also worked as a disincentive for not renewing the policy.
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Transfer Facility
At the time of implementation of the TRP Scheme, the insurance policy was not transferable in the 
event of transfer of ownership of the livestock. Recently, the insurance companies have introduced 
this facility for which only a small amount is charged as policy transfer charges. This facility will 
definitely help induct the dairy farmers into an insurance culture, as the policy cover will continue 
even after the ownership is transferred.      

Adequacy of Coverage 
The sum assured was limited to ` 15000 and this amount was below the prevailing market rate for the 
animal at the time of insurance, a gap which further increased due to the cost escalation of livestock 
both in the markets of Kerala and Tamil Nadu.   
Majority of the beneficiaries opined that the cover benefit was not adequate enough to purchase a 
new cow having same yield. This happened due to two reasons. At the time of taking the policy, the 
sum insured was informally limited to ` 15000 by the insurance company and the department.  Thus 
the sum assured did not match with the market value of the insured animal. In addition to this, the 
market price of milking animals also increased considerably during the period after the scheme was 
implemented, so much so that the farmers who availed the benefits in the third year received only 
about 50-60% of the prevailing value of the animal. At the same time, for the farmers who availed the 
benefits during the first year, the insurance coverage was not very unattractive. In case of farmers who 
received compensation on total permanent disability of the cows, the compensation was attractive 
as the gap was fully filled by the sale of the animal at a rate higher than the one prevailing in the 
market. 

Rapport with Beneficiaries
Veterinary doctors of the department who work at grassroots level have good rapport with dairy 
farmers of the locality and provide prompt service to the target population. These factors worked 
to the improvement in the efficiency of project implementation.  Due to regular contact, they are 
also empathetic to issues and problems of the dairy farmers. As a result, the veterinary doctors had 
ready knowledge about the dairy farmers in their locality who are in need of assistance compared 
to the authorities of the local government; hence they also had a better control over the beneficiary 
selection.  

Larger Dimensions
Taking into account larger social benefits like food security and the low economic profile of the 
beneficiaries, it is worthwhile providing continued assistance for insurance coverage to the cattle of 
small scale dairy farmers.  

2.2. Distribution of Feed and Mineral Mixture 

2.2.1. The scheme 
The objective of this scheme was to improve the general health and productivity of cattle and to 
eliminate morbidity conditions caused by malnutrition among cattle in Tsunami affected villages. 
As part of the scheme, mineral mixture and feed were distributed for hybrid species of cattle for a 
period of 6 months at a subsidized rate (50%). The beneficiaries of the sub project were selected by a 
committee consisting of a veterinary surgeon, representatives of dairy cooperative societies and local 
self government institutions. Feed was distributed during the summer season. This sub project was 
planned to be implemented in 125 villages and for 25 beneficiaries each from a village. Thus a total 
number of 3125 dairy farmers were covered under this project.   
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Table No.2.2.1
Outlay and Coverage

           Project cost In Lakhs  Output    No. of  Households 
 Allocation  Utilisation (No. of Units )  Benefited

 113.44 113.44 3125 3125

Beneficiaries
Existing dairy farmers in the target area are the beneficiaries of this sub project.  

2.2.2. Sample profile 
Socio-Economic: The sample respondents for this scheme (24 Nos) were drawn from Kollam 
district, out of which 25 per cent are females.  Among the respondents, 62 per cent were between 
36 and 50 years of age. Fifty per cent of them belong to the OBC category and 13 per cent to SC. 
Occupationally, three-fourth of them were engaged in dairy farming, 13 per cent were agriculturist, 
and the rest from business. Education-wise, 75 per cent had only school education while the rest have 
studied up to+2. 
All the respondents have mobile phones, and all of them own land of their own and most of them (76 
%) lived in concrete houses. The average size of the families of the respondent was 4.7, and 13 per 
cent of the families were female-headed.

Income: The income from this activity constitutes the main source income only for 38 per cent 
respondents, while it was an additional income for half of them. The average monthly income of the 
respondents registered a marginal increase of 8.5 per cent (from Rs 10250 to Rs 11125).

About TRP: While 54 per cent of them came to know about this scheme through government officials, 
the rest got to know about it from CBOs, panchayat members and the media. Only 13 per cent of the 
respondents are beneficiaries of 2 schemes under TRP, and for the rest, this was the only benefit they 
received. Three-fourth of the respondents opined that TRP was implemented effectively, while 12 per 
cent each had no opinion or answered in the negative.

2.2.3. Observations 
All the beneficiaries who responded were of the opinion that the assistance was a blessing and a relief 
amidst the escalating feed/fodder cost. Majority of the beneficiaries also opined that the quantum of 
assistance was adequate. 

Table No.2.2.2
Beneficiary Perception about the assistance

 Opinion Adequate Inadequate Total

 No. of Respondents 18 6 24

 Percentage 75  25  100 
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Table No.2.2.4
Opinion about the easiness in availing assistance

 Opinion     Hassle-free Faced problems  Total

 No. of Respondents 23 1 24

 Percentage 95.84  4.16   100 

Table No.2.2.3
Opinion about quality of feed distributed 

 Opinion Good  Average  Not Good  Total

 No. of Respondents 15 9 0 24

 Percentage 62.50  37.50  0  100 

Table No.2.2.5
Opinion about the level of productivity after the assistance

 Opinion Increased   Decreased  No change   Total

 No. of Respondents 6 18 0 24

 Percentage 25   75  0  100 

Majority of the beneficiaries opined that the quality of feed distributed was as good as the other 
brands they purchased from open market. The remaining respondents opined that it was of average 
quality when compared to some other brands from the private sector which, according to them, gives 
greater quantity of milk. 

Almost all the beneficiaries informed that they have received feed and mineral mixture under the 
project without any hassles. Every month, they were informed over phone by the dairy cooperative 
societies whenever stock for supply of the monthly quota was ready

Majority of the beneficiaries did not experience any change in productivity after availing the assis-
tance, as they have been following the same feeding pattern even before the assistance. But in the case 
of one-fourth of the respondents, who were new to the practice of adding mineral mixture to the feed, 
there was an increase in productivity.  

2.2.4. Analysis and Suggestions 
In almost all the cases, assistance was routed to the really needy and eligible farmers. For many of 
the beneficiaries, dairy farming was the sole source of their family income and they were facing 
difficulties due to the increase in feed costs. Apart from usual price hikes that feeds too are liable to, 
the feed suppliers also hiked its price whenever there was an increase in milk price.
Under normal circumstances, dairy farming is a viable enterprise and many of the beneficiaries 
depend on the same for their livelihood. But the surplus income generated from the activity do not 
adequately compensate for their inputs in terms of the amount of labour and time involved in it. In 
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these circumstances the move of the project authorities to provide feed on subsidized rate needs to be 
lauded.   In addition, the department also managed to provide the assistance by making the procedures 
people-friendly and hassle-free.      

2.3. Goat Rearing 

2.3.1. The Scheme 

The project proposed to distribute 10 goats each to  NHGs (Neighbourhood Groups) with 10 members, 
so as to benefit 10 households. The project envisaged collective rearing of goats in a common farm so 
as to reduce overhead expenses, share work and to facilitate common profit sharing. Fifty per cent of 
the cost was met from the project fund and the remaining was mobilized from the thrift fund of NHGs 
as counterpart contribution. 
This scheme was implemented with the help of the local self government institutions through the 
Kudumbasree Neighborhood Groups. 
Objective: Increased production of milk and mutton and in turn, an increase in the income level of 
targeted beneficiaries 
Beneficiaries: Project aims to benefit women who are the members of NHGs of Kudumbasree. 
 

 TRP Grant for a unit (10 goats)  :  ` 18,250 
 Counterpart NHG Contribution  :  ` 18,250
 Total Venture cost for a unit  :  ` 36,500
 No of villages selected  :  125
 No of NHGs selected per Village  :  10
 Total No of NHGs selected   :  1,250
 Total Number of beneficiaries  :  12,500
 Total Number of Goats distributed  :  12,500

Table No.2.2.1
Outlay and Coverage

           Project cost In Lakhs  Output    No. of Households 
 Allocation  Utilisation (No. of Units )  Benefited 

 228.13 228.13 1250 12500

2.3.2. Sample profile 

Socio-Economic: The sample respondents for this scheme (21 nos.) were drawn from Kollam district 
all of whom are females.  Among the respondents, 71 per cent were between 36 and 50 years of age. 
In the case of 14 per cent of the families, self or spouse had prolonged illness. All of them belong to 
the OBC category and occupationally, more than half of them (57 %) were engaged in dairy farming, 
while 14 per cent were agriculturists, and the rest from business. Education-wise, 43 per cent had 
school education while another 43 per cent up to +2 and the rest (14 %) were graduates. 
Most of the respondents (86 %) have mobile phones, and all of them own land of their own and most 
of them (85 %) lived in concrete houses. The average size of the families of the respondent was 4.7, 
and 19 per cent of the families were female-headed.
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Table No.2.3.2
Prior experience of the beneficiaries in Goat rearing

  With prior  Without prior
  experience experience Total  

 No. of Respondents 9 12 21

 Percentage 42.85  57.15  100 

Majority of the beneficiaries selected under this sub project were new to goat rearing. This situation 
points to the need for a brief capacity building session for the target audience before the scheme was 
implemented.  

Income: The income from this activity constitutes an additional source income for 86 per cent 
respondents. The average monthly income of the respondents from this activity increased from ` 148 
to ` 375 (153 %).

About TRP:  While 43 per cent of them came to know about this scheme through government 
officials, the rest got such information from, panchayat members, NGOs etc. Only 14 per cent of the 
respondents are beneficiaries of 2 schemes under TRP, and for the rest, this was the only benefit they 
received. Ninety per cent of the respondents opined that TRP was implemented effectively, while the 
rest answered in the negative.

2.3.3. Observations 
One neighborhood group consisting of 10 members received ten lambs as per this sub project. In some 
of the cases, the beneficiary groups received 9 female goats and 1 male. But in the case of others, 
all of them were female. Though the original concept was to establish a goat farm with 10 goats as a 
joint venture, in practice, it boiled down to the distribution of one goat each for each member of the 
selected NHG.  The selection of beneficiaries was made by the local bodies and the department had 
little role in it.  In all the cases, they were selected as a group of ten members from a single NHG. 
None of the twenty one beneficiaries who responded to the Evaluation Team had attended any 
sensitization programme or capacity building session as part of the project. 

Goat Rearing Scheme : Focus Group Discussion
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Table No.2.3.3
Source of Counterpart Contribution 

 Source Bank loan SHG thrift Upfront  Informal Total
    cash finance 

 No of respondents 0 12 9 0 21
 Percentage 0  57.15  42.85  0  100  

The beneficiaries have mobilized their counterpart contribution either as upfront cash from their own 
sources or from SHG thrift. It has to be noted that none of them had to resort to bank loan or to other 
informal sources of finance.

2.3.4. Analysis and Suggestions 

‘Joint’ Venture?
Backyard goat rearing is a profitable enterprise and is very much suitable for women, especially 
housewives from agricultural families. At the same time, the idea of owning and managing the unit 
as a joint venture of ten NHG members was poorly conceived. The operational arrangements and 
management of this joint venture was also not clearly spelt out in the plan. Hence all the groups had 
to resort to their own methods of work arrangement and profit sharing for their groups.

Individual Labour/Time vs Common Farm
As per the scheme, no specific role was assigned to any of the group members regarding the day to day 
operations of the farm, nor did the size of the farm provide much scope for all the members to work 
in it. In the case of some groups, in the initial period, owing to the direction from the implementing 
authorities, all the goats were kept in a common shed attached to the house of a group member. Even 
then it was not considered as a single cohesive unit with collective ownership, instead each goat was 
assigned to a member of the group. The concept of joint venture was probably envisaged to ensure a 
steady income for the group and as a group, so that it is not affected by eventualities like morbidity, 
mortality or seasonal variations in yield of the animals. But in practice, even when the animals were 
kept in a single shed, the responsibility, risk and loss of each animal was attached to the respective 
owner of each goat. Hence, in practice, this system of ‘ad hoc joint venture’ only created confusion 
amongst the beneficiaries, leading to inequality in time and energy spent by each member for the 
management of the animals. Naturally, this arrangement lasted only for a short period in the case of 
almost all the groups. As result, the goats have been distributed and the rearing is done at present in 
individual households. 
The division of labour among the 10 members for the operation of a very small farm was practically 
not possible. It seems that the implementing officers were conscious of this fact and so, did not force 
the beneficiaries to continue with the practice of joint rearing. 

Goat and Family Economy
However many of the beneficiaries effectively practice backyard goat rearing by utilizing their avail-
able time at home and generate additional income that contributes to their family budget. Goat milk 
being vey nutritious and good for the health care of the children, many of them have shifted to regular 
use of goat milk for their household purpose, particularly for children. Many of the beneficiaries who 
are unemployed housewives have gathered enough experience from the venture, and are generat-
ing regular income from the sale of the male calves, and contributing milk for the entire household 
need.    
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Beneficiary Selection
Though ineligible beneficiaries too were included while selecting beneficiaries from a single NHG, 
by and large, their proportion is very nominal.  

Goat farm as an Economic Unit
The goat farm as a joint venture was not big or profitable enough to function as an independent 
economic unit. Firstly, there was not enough employment potential in a farm of such small size to 
engage 10 beneficiaries. Likewise the quantum of surplus income generated from the unit was also 
insignificant when it is shared among 10 members. For making the unit viable, either the number of 
members in the unit has to be reduced or the number of animals increased. Otherwise it is bound to 
remain a small time homestead engagement of women, capable of raising only a marginal additional 
income and milk for the household.  

2.4 Turkey Rearing 

2.4.1. The scheme 
The sub project envisaged the distribution of 10 numbers of turkey chicks to the selected beneficiaries 
from among the economically backward population of the Tsunami affected villages.  The project 
was planned to be implemented in 226 Tsunami affected villages across the nine coastal districts of 
the state.
 The sub project indented to improve the income of the targeted beneficiaries by creating an additional 
income from the sale of egg and meat of the turkey birds.  

Table No.2.4.1
Coverage and Outlay

           Project cost In Lakhs  Output    No. of Households 
 Allocation  Utilisation (No. of Units )  Benefited 

 33.90 33.90 1356 1356

Beneficiaries:  Individuals from the economically backward sections from the Tsunami affected 
villages were proposed to be the beneficiaries of the sub project. Selection of beneficiaries was 
made by the local bodies.     

Cost Sharing Pattern
 Beneficiary contribution :  Rs 2500
 TRP grant assistance :  Rs 2500
 Total Venture cost  :  Rs 5000
   =====
2.4.2. Sample Profile 
Socio-Economic: The sample respondents for this scheme (16 nos) were drawn from Kollam district, 
out of which 31% are females.  Among the respondents, 44 per cent were between 20 and 35 years 
of age and 31 per cent between 36 and 50 years. Half of them belong to the OBC category and 25 per 
cent each from SC and OEC. Occupationally, 44 per cent were engaged in dairy farming, while 31 per 
cent were agriculturists. Education-wise, all the respondents had either studied up to SSLC or +2. 
All the respondents have mobile phones, and all of them own land of their own and most of them (69 
%) lived in concrete houses. The average size of the families of the respondent was 3.7, among which 
31 per cent were female-headed.



31

Income:  The income from this activity constitutes an additional source income only for 56 per cent 
respondents. The average monthly income of the respondents from this activity at present is Rs 125, 
and all the respondents were introduced to turkey rearing with this scheme.
About TRP:  All the respondents came to know about this scheme through government officials. 
Only 19 per cent of the respondents are beneficiaries of 2 schemes under TRP, and for the rest, this 
was the only benefit they received. Three-fourth of the respondents opined that TRP was implemented 
effectively, while the rest answered in the negative.

2.4.3. Observations 
The beneficiaries received ten numbers of one month old turkey chicks, feeding equipments, some 
medicines and a portion of the feeding cost under the scheme. Mortality among the birds was very 
high in the initial stage. The problem was accentuated by the non-availability of special starter feeds 
for the Turkey birds in the local market. In addition, the beneficiaries were not familiar with the 
rearing techniques of this new bird. The bird normally yields 10-15 white shell eggs in a month, 
which do not attract good demand in the market compared to that of the pink shell eggs of indigenous 
poultry species.  

Case of Mr. Mohanan, Thodiyoor Kollam district
Mohanan from Puliyoor is a news paper agent, residing in a small house located in 10 cents of land. 
His wife is an anganwadi helper, and they have one daughter and a son, both high school students. 
The family was somehow managing to earn their livelihood with the limited income of both husband 
and wife. 
Mr. Mohanan being a political party worker had better rapport with the local grama pachayat 
authorities, and came to know about the scheme from them. He also had keen interest and aptitude for 
this type of farming activities. He was familiar with poultry rearing and also had two buffalos. 
He received 10 numbers of one month old turkey chicks as part of the scheme, apart from a portion 
of the feeding cost and some medicines. Three of the birds died within 15 days from the date of 
receipt due to disease. At first, he experimented with the medicine he had with him, but it was of no 
avail. Later, he consulted the veterinary doctor who was also in charge of project implementation, 
who administered some medicine for the disease and saved the remaining 7 birds. Mohan sold one 

Mohanan
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of the birds to his friend for 150 rupees.  Mohanan believes that the high mortality was due to his not 
being able to feed them with special starter feed in the initial stage as it was not available in the local 
market. Mohanan used to feed the birds with cattle feed and coconut cake. Turkey is a voracious eater 
and so, its feed cost is usually very high. “Actually I can rear a small cow with this much quantity of 
feed” says Mohanan about the feed cost. The turkey also used to attack strangers and sometimes even 
his own children. It will pick clean anything green in the premises including banana plants. After 6-8 
months, the birds gained a weight of   8-10 Kg. One of the turkeys jumped down from the top of his 
house and died on the spot. Dispirited by the occurrence of such incidents and high feeding costs, 
Mohanan decided to dispose 5 birds to a hotel owner for Rs 100 per Kg. Succumbing to the pressures 
of his wife, Mohanan retained one bird that was the least aggressive among the lot.  “Even though it 
is aggressive to strangers it is obedient to me, and I have developed an intimacy with this bird. It will 
wait at the gate to receive me while I return from the anganwadi and will promptly respond to my 
commands” says Shobhana, wife of Mr Mohanan. In spite of all this, Mohanan says he will say ‘NO’ 
to any other government programme to provide turkey even if it is supplied free of cost.  

Poor Linkages
The backward linkage for the venture was poor, as proper feeds were not available in the local market. 
Natural breeding was not possible for turkey birds and for continuance of the activity, every time the 
chicks have to be procured from the hatchery. No such linkages were developed as part of the project 
after the initial supply of the birds was done. The beneficiaries also faced difficulty in marketing 
Turkey meat. The meat of one bird weighs up to 10 kg and was too much for individual and domestic 
consumption. The hotels also not prefer this meat due to its hard nature and the lack of demand for it. 
So, many of the turkey farmers faced difficulties in marketing the meat also.

Free Assistance
All the beneficiaries opined that the assistance they received was adequate as the bird was supplied 
free of cost along with a portion of the feeding cost. Obviously, in most cases, the only attraction for 
availing assistance was that it was free.

Suresh Babu, Beneficiary Turkey unit
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Alien Bird Alien Activity
None among the respondents had prior experience in turkey rearing. Though they had the aptitude 
and interest in poultry farming, they had no clue as to the eating habits and behavior of turkeys. The 
birds were voracious and as most of the beneficiaries had very small holdings, they could not find 
enough to eat from the household and strayed into neighbouring compounds and created problems by 
eating up plants and vegetation there. All the respondents were also faced with morbidity conditions 
of the bird in the initial stages and they opined that they received proper veterinary assistance from 
the department. 

2.4.4. Analysis and Suggestions 
Evidently, in the Kerala context, turkey rearing was not suitable nor appropriate to the local practice 
of semi intensive homestead rearing by poor families who own only 10- 20 cents of land. This bird 
which is a voracious eater destroys the vegetable and other plantations in the premises including 
banana plants.  Initially, many of the beneficiaries selected for the scheme were genuinely interested 
and were already rearing other birds like poultry and duck. But the aggressive nature of the bird put 
all the beneficiaries in a dilemma, forced them to sell off the birds at available prices. Some of them 
retained the less aggressive ones as a   leisure pursuit.
On the other side, the department also did not put in place proper forward and backward linkages 
required while implementing the scheme. The special feeds - both starter and layer feeds – required by 
the beneficiaries were not available in the local market. In addition to this, even when the beneficiaries 
managed to rear the birds under extremely difficult conditions, they found it difficult to find a proper 
demand for the meat.   
Above all, the high feeding cost of this voracious eater in the semi intensive rearing coupled with the 
low price of the meat made the enterprise completely uneconomic.  Egg production was also very low 
in the absence of the special layer feeds. 
None among the beneficiaries were familiar with rearing techniques of this bird, and the high mortality 
rate in the initial stages resulted from the ignorance about and absence of proper care.  Capacity 
building needs of the beneficiaries who were inducted to a new venture were not properly addressed 
either formally or informally. This gap was one among reason among others for not achieving the 
expected outcome for the sub project.
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TRP Schemes and Animal Husbandry Department

3.1 Profile of Sample Beneficiaries of Schemes implemented by 
Animal Husbandry Department  

IIn the previous Chapters, in the individual analysis of the selected schemes, the 
socio-economic and income profile, and opinion of the respondents are given. The 
following section presents pie Charts showing the socio economic and income profile 

and opinion of all the respondents (81) across all the selected schemes covered by the 
survey. For the respective tables, refer Annexure -1II.

Turkey 
Rearing 

16%

Goat
Rearing 

16%

Cattle
Insurance 

20%

Distribution
of feed and

mineral 
mixture 

24%

3.1.1 Scheme-wise Distribution of Sample : Kollam District
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3.2 Grading of Schemes 

Table 3.1 shows the details about the grading of the selected   schemes which includes scores given 
to each scheme with regard to each of the ten performance indicators (Ref: para 1.5 of Chapter 1 for 
details about grading methodology). The overall grading and ranking have been done on the basis 
of the total score received by each sub project. Table 3.2 shows the ranking of schemes in ascending 
order and according to the five stage grading. 
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Scheme

Sl.
No.

Ten Indicators of Performance
(Maximum Score -10)

 1 Conceptualization 8 8 4 1 21
 2 Timely Completion  8 7 7 4 26
 3 Project Monitoring & Implementation by Agency 7 7 5 2 21
 4 Transparency  7 7 6 1 21
 5 Beneficiary Satisfaction and Involvement 6 8 5 2 21
 6 Empowerment of Gender / Marginalised Sections   8 7 6 4 25
 7 Sustainability  4 5 4 1 14
 8 Innovation in Implementation  6 4 3 2 15
 9 Community Mobilisation  7 7 7 1 22
 10 Achievement of Core Objectives  6 6 4 1 17
   Total Score  67 66 51 19 203
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 1 2 3 4

Table No 3.1
Grading of Schemes  

Source: Grading Methodology 
 1 2 3 4
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Table No.3.2 
Ranking of Schemes (Ascending Order)
 Grade /Rank Scheme  Score 
 Excellent  NIL  -
 Good     
 1 Cattle Insurance  67
 2 Distribution of feed and Mineral mixture  66
 Average  NIL  -
 3 Goat Rearing  51
 Below Average  NIL  -
 Poor    
 4 Turkey Rearing  19

As the table indicates, no schemes were ranked ‘Excellent’ while two schemes: Cattle insurance and 
Distribution of feed and mineral mixture belong to next category ‘Good’. Similarly, the scheme Goat 
rearing is ranked as ‘Average’ and Turkey rearing under the category ‘Poor’. 

Ayisha, Beneficiary, Cattle Insurance
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General Observation 

Advantage of Home Terrain

It was found that the schemes implemented by Animal Husbandry Department have 
by and large been successful in terms of achievement of efficiency and accrual of 
benefits. Out of the four sub projects evaluated, two were ranked as ‘Good’ (Cattle 

Insurance and Distribution of Feed and Mineral Mixture) while one each were ranked 
as ‘Average’ (Goat Rearing) and ‘Poor’ (Turkey Rearing). But the Evaluation Team 
found that the success of the two schemes also owes a lot to the Department’s tendency 
(or over-cautious approach) to stick to familiar territories. If one analyses the selection 
of schemes, their mode of delivery and identification of beneficiaries, the Department 
has worked within a comfortable terrain, in the sense that, almost all the successful 
beneficiaries are already part of the Department’s network, either as beneficiary of 
another scheme or as member of the Cooperative Society etc. Such earlier acquaintance, 
connection/link and rapport with the potential beneficiaries have gone a long way in 
making the implementation successful, as the Department officials were well aware of 
the individual beneficiaries, their economic position and commitment, which helped 
them to reach out to the potentially successful beneficiaries. 

Fruits of Conservatism
In contrast, wherever the Department has tried to cross this limit and reach out to fresh 
candidates and new schemes, it has been difficult for them to make it successful. The 
cases in point are assistance given to fishermen community in the coastal areas who 
were new to dairy farming and for Turkey rearing which was a new species. In both 
these instances, the Department found it difficult to make them viable or sustainable in 
the long run. In other words, apart from the conventional support they already provided, 
they could not develop new forward or backward linkages in these contexts. Obviously, 
moving out of comfortable terrains and modes of assistance requires innovative 
approaches in scheme development and implementation. But the Department preferred 
to stick to its strengths; and seems to have decided to conceive TRP schemes within 
the given coordinates of other schemes and thus convert them into an extension of their 
already existing schemes and methods. But, in the context of TRP, it should be said that, 
such conservatism did bear fruits in the case of some schemes.
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Annexure I

Other Sub Projects Implemented by Animal Husbandry Department
 
Given below are brief descriptions of those projects implemented by Animal Husbandry 
Department under TRP that were not subjected to in-depth evaluation.

1. Live saving drugs 

As per this sub project, live saving drugs are provided in the 208 veterinary dispensaries 
situated in the Tsunami affected villages of the state. The allocation for this sub project 
was released to the veterinary dispensaries, and need-based decentralized procurement 
was done at local level from the Neethi Stores. Common live saving drugs required 
for each veterinary hospital in the target area was procured and stored. In case the 
medicines in this category were not available in the dispensaries, the cost incurred for 
their procurement was reimbursed to the beneficiaries on production of bills.   

Table No. I.1
Outlay and Coverage

           Project cost In Lakhs  Out put    No of Households
 Allocation  Utilisation (No. of cattle insured ) Benefited
  
 10.40 10.40 208 Institutions  -

aN
NE

XU
rE

2. Artificial Insemination

This sub project aims to provide free of cost the first artificial insemination for the cows 
owned by dairy farmers in Tsunami affected villages. The cost of this project was remitted 
to the State Livestock Development Board. The project covered the 208 Tsunami affected 
villages across the nine districts.    
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3. Rabbit rearing 
This sub project aims to provide financial as well as technical assistance to start homestead rabbit 
rearing for selected beneficiaries in the Tsunami affected villages. 

Project Objectives: 
 i)  Increase in the income level of the targeted beneficiaries; 
 ii) Increase in  production of rabbit meat in the target area.  
For the implementation of this sub project, 21 villages from Thiruvananthapuram, Kollam, and 
Ernakulam districts were selected. Five units each were established in these 21 villages, and thus, 105 
homestead rabbit rearing units were established under this scheme. Total cost required for the venture 
is Rs 21,000 per unit, out which an amount Rs 10,500 was provided as grant. The remaining 50% was 
to be mobilized as counterpart contribution by the beneficiaries. 

4. Integrated Animal Husbandry Activities (Ksheera Samudhra) 

A unit consisting of one Cow, one Goat and one chick was distributed to the selected beneficiaries 
under this sub project.  Fifty percentage of the venture cost was provided as grant assistance from 
TRP and the remaining collected from the beneficiaries as counterpart contribution 

Project Objective: Increase in production of milk, egg and meat and thereby increase in income level 
of the targeted beneficiaries 
The animals and the birds were supplied from the government owned farms under direct supervision 
of the department.. The project covered 625 households in the 125 villages across the nine Tsunami 
affected districts. 5 households each were selected from the targeted villages.   

Table No.I.2
Outlay and Coverage

           Project cost In Lakhs  Out put    No. of  Households 
 Allocation  Utilisation (No. of Units )  Benefited

 4.46 4.46 12753 12753

Table No.I.3
Outlay and Coverage

           Project cost In Lakhs  Out put    No. of  Households 
 Allocation  Utilisation (No. of Units )  Benefited

 11.03 11.03 105 105

Table No.I.4
Outlay and Coverage

           Project cost In Lakhs  Out put    No. of  Households 
 Allocation  Utilisation (No. of Units )  Benefited

 89.19 89.19 625 625
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Government of Kerala 

Tsunami Rehabilitation Programme 
Benefit Monitoring and Evaluation  

Interview Schedule (Beneficiary Survey) 
Form A (1)

          Date :

Part A. Socio – Economic profile 

1.Name of the Beneficiary : 

 District Panchayat /Municipality /    Ward
  Corporation    
 

2. Gender  :   Male /Female 

3. Age :

4. Phone Number : 

5.Education  : 

6. Major Occupation : 

7. Whether SC-ST/OBC : SC/ ST/ OBC/ Others 

8. Whether the beneficiary belongs
    to any of the following categories

            Widow Physically Self or Spouse having   
    Challenged Prolonged illness NA
   

9. Nature of Residence
A. Land :  Own/ Rented / No Pattayam 

B. Type of House  :  Thatched / Sheeted/ 
    Tiled: (Single Storied) / (Double storied) 
  Concrete: (Single Storied) / (Double)  
10. Number of Members in the household  : 

11. Relation of the Beneficiary  : 
with the head of the household   

Annexure II
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12. The status of beneficiary’s income in  :  Sole source /Main source / Additional source 
     the family   

13. Average Monthly income of the Family 

Before TRP assistance :  `

Current Income :  `  

14. Average Personal Monthly income of the Beneficiary 

Before assistance  :  `

Current income  :  `

Current income from the TRP assisted  :  `
Activity/Enterprise       

15. Do you have any source of income other  :  Yes / No 
    than the TRP assisted activity ?

Part B. The Disaster & TRP
       
16.How did Tsunami affect you? : House- Collapsed/ House Partially damaged
                                                                  Livelihood assets – Lost / Partially damaged 
                                                             Death of family member          
                                     
17. How did you come to know about  : Media / Government officials /NGO/
      TRP scheme?         CBO/Panchayat members / Neighbors /   
   Church /

18. List the benefits received through rehabilitation programmes of State Government
 
 Benefit Month and Year Department

  
  
  
  

19. Do you think that the rehabilitation operation   : Yes / No
was effectively managed ? 

If not, why?       : 
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Animal Husbandry Department
    

Part C. Sub Project specific Evaluation     Form C (15)

 
Cattle Insurance 

1. Is the insurance cover still active? :  Yes / No / Renewed 
 If not, give reason  : 

2. Have you availed any cover benefits under the :  Yes / No/ NA
 the Scheme ?

 If yes, did you receive the benefits in time?  :  Yes / No 
 If ‘No’ Give reason  : 

3. Whether you received proper assistance 
 from the department for receiving cover benefits  :  Yes / No / NA 
 If No state the constraints  : 

4. Whether the cover benefit was adequate for  :  Yes / No / NA 
 replacement of the loss     

5. Are you ready to renew the insurance cover
 with your own funds? :  Yes / No   
 If ‘No’ state the reason  : 

6. Any comments about the scheme : 

7. Any suggestions about the scheme implementation 
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Cattle Insurance 
Check list for FGD (Optional) / Field observations/informal Interviews 

Place of visit for structured observation :  Household of the Primary stake Holders/  
   Veterinary dispensaries 

Respondents of Informal interviews :  Animal Husbandry Department Officials/ 
  PRI Representatives / Insurance Company Officials

 To what extent the intervention addressed the loss caused to the farmers by the 
  morbidity and mortality of milking animals 
  Efficiency of the support system put in place by the implementing department for   
  providing the insurance coverage benefits in time 
  Quality of service provided by the insurance company 
  Effectiveness of the Monitoring system put in place by the implementing department 
  Effectiveness of the inter stake holder coordination for achieving the project   
  objectives 
  Follow up and Grievance redressal mechanism  by the implementing agency.

Distribution of Feed and Mineral Mixture 

1. Was the assistance adequate :  Yes / No 
 If ‘No’, why ? 

2. What do you think about the quality of :  Good / Average / Not good 
 feed and mineral mixture received ?
 If not good state the reason  : 

3. Did you face any hurdles in 
 availing the assistance :  Yes / No 
 If ‘yes’ what ?  
 

4. Did the implementing agency officials  :  Yes / No 
 sensitize you on the project goals ?

5. Level of  productivity after the assistance  :  Increased / No change / Decreased   
6. Any comments about the scheme :

7. Any suggestions about the 
 scheme implementation  :
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Part C. Sub Project Specific Evaluation       Form C (17)

Goat Rearing / Turkey Rearing 

1. Bird / Animal  received  :   Turkey / Goat 
2. Was the assistance adequate? :  Yes / No 
 If not, give reasons:

3. Did you rear goat/turkey before the scheme? : 

4. Details of the Goat / Turkey Received 

Part C. Sub Project Specific Evaluation       Form C (16)

Distribution of Feed and Mineral Mixture 
Check list for Field observations/informal Interviews

Place of visit for structured observation :  Household of the Primary stake Holders  
  Veterinary Dispensaries   

Respondents of Informal interviews :  Animal Husbandry Department Officials/ 
  PRI Representatives / Primary stake Holders  

  Whether the benefit has reached in the hands of the targeted beneficiaries itself 
  Level of increase in productivity after the assistance 
  Quality of inputs and services 
  Beneficiary perception and efficiency in project implementation 
  Any other social benefits generated 

 

 Status  Still Sick and Died due to
   Rearing  unproductive deceases Sold
 Month and Year  xxxxx   
 Months after receiving     
 Average monthly Income     
 Remarks   xxxxxx

 5. Is the enterprise is suitable to your aptitude   :  Yes / No and interest
  If not, the reason for taking up the venture   : 

 6. Source of mobilization of 
  counterpart contribution  :  Bank loan/ SHG thrift/Upfront cash /  
     Informal finance/   
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 7. Did your animal/ bird suffer any 
  morbidity condition?  :  Yes / No

  If yes, Have you got proper veterinary  :  Yes / No / Not approached / NA 
  assistancefrom the Veterinary dispensary ?
  If no, the problem you faced  : 

  If not approached, reason    : 

 8. Did you attend any training programme? :  Yes / No  
   Was it useful? :  Yes / No 

 9. Any comments about the scheme : 

 10. Any suggestions about the 
  scheme implementation  :

Goat Rearing / Turkey Rearing
Check list for Field observations/informal Interviews/ Case studies  

Place of visit for structured observation :  Household of the Primary stake Holders/  
   Veterinary dispensaries 
Respondents of Informal interviews :  Animal Husbandry Department Officials/ 
  PRI Representatives / Insurance Company Officials

 Income Generation Potential of the scheme 
  Efficiency of the support system put in place 
  Effectiveness of the capacity Development Initiatives  
  Income profile of the enterprise and sustainability aspects 
  Increase in income and the quality of life ( Case study ) 
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Annexure III
Table - III. 1 Distribution of Sample    
 No. Schemes  District Sample Size   
         (Nos.) 
 1. Cattle Insurance  Kollam  20 (25)
 2. Distribution of feed and Mineral mixture  Kollam  24 (30)
 3. Goat Rearing  Kollam  21 (26)
 4. Turkey Rearing  Kollam  16 (20)
  TOTAL   81 (100)

                                                    Source: Survey Data

Table -III. 2 Extent of Tsunami Damage
 No. Schemes  Sample House  House Livelihood Livelihood 
   Size Collapsed partially asset lost partially No
     damaged  damaged damage
 1. Cattle Insurance  20     20 (100)
 2. Distribution of feed  24     24 (100)
  and Mineral mixture
 3. Goat Rearing  21     21 (100)
 4. Turkey Rearing  16     16 (100)
  TOTAL  81     81 (100)
Figures within bracket denote percentage                                                                                Source: Survey Data

Table - III. 3 Gender Distribution
 No. Schemes  Nos Male Female 

 1. Cattle Insurance  20 13 (65) 7 (35)
 2. Distribution of feed and Mineral mixture  24 18 (75) 6 (25)
 3. Goat Rearing  21  21 (100)
 4. Turkey Rearing  16 11 (69) 5 (31)
  TOTAL  81 42 (52) 39 (48)
Figures within bracket denote percentage                                                                                      Source: Survey Data

Table -III. 4 Age Distribution
 No. Schemes  Nos 20-35 yrs 36-50 yrs >50 yrs 

 1. Cattle Insurance  20  10 (50) 10 (50)
 2. Distribution of feed and Mineral mixture  24 3 (13) 15 (62) 6 (25)
 3. Goat Rearing  21 3 (14) 15 (71) 3 (14)
 4. Turkey Rearing  16 7 (44) 5 (31) 4 (25)
  TOTAL  81 13 (16) 45 (56) 23 (28)
Figures within bracket denote percentage                                                                                      Source: Survey Data
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Table - III. 5 Cast Status

 No. Schemes  Sample OBC  OEC ST SC 
   Size     Others
 1. Cattle Insurance  20 20 (100)
 2. Distribution of feed  24 12 (50)   3 (13) 9 (38)
  and Mineral mixture
 3. Goat Rearing  21 21 (100)
 4. Turkey Rearing  16 8 (50) 4 (25)  4 (25) 

  TOTAL  81 61 (75) 4 (5)  7 (9) 9 (11)
Figures within bracket denote percentage                                                                                Source: Survey Data

Table - III. 6  Main Occupation

 No. Schemes   Nos Agriculture Dairy Business Others
 1. Cattle Insurance   20 5 (25) 5 (25) 5 (25) 5 (25)
 2. Distribution of feed   24 3 (13) 18 (75) 3 (13) 
  and Mineral mixture
 3. Goat Rearing   21 3 (14) 12 (57) 6 (29)
 4. Turkey Rearing   16 5 (31) 7 (44)  4 (25) 

  TOTAL   81 16 (20) 42 (52) 14 (17) 9 (11)
Figures within bracket denote percentage                                                                                Source: Survey Data

Table - III. 7  Whether Disadvantaged?
      Self/spouce 
 No. Schemes   Physically having Not  
   Nos Widow Challenged prolonged Applicable
      Illness
 1. Cattle Insurance  20    20 (100)
 2. Distribution of feed  24    24 (100)
  and Mineral mixture
 3. Goat Rearing  21   3 (14) 18 (66)
 4. Turkey Rearing  16    16 (100) 

  TOTAL  81   3 (4) 78 (96)
Figures within bracket denote percentage                                                                                Source: Survey Data
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Table - III. 8  Educational Status

 No. Schemes  Nos Illiterate SSLC SSLC Graduate Post
     Failed & +2  Graduate
 1. Cattle Insurance  20  15 (75) 5 (25) 
 2. Distribution of feed  24  18 (75) 6 (25) 
  and Mineral mixture
 3. Goat Rearing  21  9 (43) 9 (43) 3 (14)
 4. Turkey Rearing  16   16 (100)    

  TOTAL  81  42 (52) 36 (44) 3 (4)
Figures within bracket denote percentage                                                                                Source: Survey Data

Table - III. 9  Whether the Respondents Own a Phone?

 No. Schemes  Nos          Phone Connection
    Yes No
 1. Cattle Insurance  20 10 (50) 10 (50)
 2. Distribution of feed and Mineral mixture 24 24 (100) 
 3. Goat Rearing  21 18 (86) 3 (14)
 4. Turkey Rearing  16 16 (100)   

  TOTAL  81 68 (84) 13 (16)
Figures within bracket denote percentage                                                                                Source: Survey Data

Table - III. 10 Land Ownership Status   
 No. Schemes   Nos Owned Rented No
        Pattayam
 1. Cattle Insurance    20 20 (100)
 2. Distribution of feed and Mineral mixture 24 24 (100)
 3. Goat Rearing    21 21 (100)
 4. Turkey Rearing    16 16 (100)
  TOTAL    81 81 (100)
Figures within bracket denote percentage                                                                                Source: Survey Data
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Table -III. 11  Types of House

No.         Schemes                                     Nos

 1. Cattle Insurance  20  20 (100)
 2. Distribution of feed  24  6 (25) 15 (63) 3 (13)
  and Mineral mixture
 3. Goat Rearing  21 3 (14) 15 (71) 3 (14)
 4. Turkey Rearing  16 5 (31) 11 (69)

  TOTAL  81 14 (17) 61 (51) 6 (7)
Figures within bracket denote percentage                                                                                Source: Survey Data
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Table - III. 12  No. of Members in the Family

 No. Schemes  Nos 2 3 4 5 6 >6  
   
 1. Cattle Insurance  20  5 (25) 5 (25) 5 (25)  5 (25)
 2. Distribution of feed  24  3 (13) 4 (17) 14 (58)  3 (13) 
  and Mineral mixture
 3. Goat Rearing  21   6 (29) 15 (71)
 4. Turkey Rearing  16  5 (31) 11 (69)     

  TOTAL  81  13 (16) 26 (32) 32 (42)  8 (10)
Figures within bracket denote percentage                                                                                Source: Survey Data

Table - III. 14  Satus of Beneficiary Income   
 No. Schemes   Nos Sole Main Additional
      Source Source Source
 1. Cattle Insurance    20  5 (25) 17 (75)
 2. Distribution of feed and Mineral mixture 24 3 (12) 9 (38) 12 (50)
 3. Goat Rearing    21  3 (14) 18 (86)
 4. Turkey Rearing    16 3 (19) 4 (25) 9 (56)
  TOTAL    81 6 (7) 21 (26) 54 (67)
Figures within bracket denote percentage                                                                                Source: Survey Data

Table - III. 15 Average Monthly Income Before and After TRP Scheme   
      Before TRP After TRP 
 No. Schemes   Nos Assistance Assistance % Change
      (in Rs.) (in Rs.)
 1. Cattle Insurance  20 NA 8,500 
 2. Distribution of feed and Mineral mixture 24 10,250 11,125 8.5
 3. Goat Rearing  21 148 375 152
 4. Turkey Rearing  16 0 125 
  TOTAL  81 10,398 20,215 94
Figures within bracket denote percentage                                                                                Source: Survey Data

Table - III. 13 Whether the Family is Female Headed?
 No. Schemes  Nos Yes No 

 1. Cattle Insurance  20 3 (15) 17 (85)
 2. Distribution of feed and Mineral mixture  24 3 (13) 21 (88)
 3. Goat Rearing  21 4 (19) 17 (81)
 4. Turkey Rearing  16 5 (31) 11 (69)
  TOTAL  81 15 (19) 66 (84)
Figures within bracket denote percentage                                                                                      Source: Survey Data



55

M
ed

ia

G
ov

t.
O

ffi
ci

al
s 

N
G

O
s 

 C
B

O
s

Pa
nc

ha
ya

t
M

em
be

rs
 

O
th

er
s

Table -III. 16  Source of Information about TRP Schemes

No.         Schemes                                     Nos

 1. Cattle Insurance  20  15 (75)   5 (25)
 2. Distribution of feed  24  3 (13) 13 (54)  5(21) 3 (13)
  and Mineral mixture
 3. Goat Rearing  21  9 (43) 3 (14) 1 (5) 5 (24)  3(14)
 4. Turkey Rearing  16  16 (100)

  TOTAL  81 3 (4) 53 (65) 3 (4) 6 (7) 13 (16) 3 (4)
Figures within bracket denote percentage                                                                                Source: Survey Data

Table - III. 17 No. of Benefits Received through TRP   
       
 No. Schemes   Nos 1 2 > 2  
    
 1. Cattle Insurance    20 15 (75) 5 (25) 
 2. Distribution of feed and Mineral mixture 24 21 (88) 3 (12)
 3. Goat Rearing  21 18 (66) 3 (14) 
 4. Turkey Rearing  16 13 (81) 3 (19) 
  TOTAL  81 67 (83) 14 (17) 
Figures within bracket denote percentage                                                                                Source: Survey Data

Table - III. 18 Whether TRP was Managed Effectively?   
       
 No. Schemes   Nos Yes No Do not
        Know 
 1. Cattle Insurance  20 5 (25) 5 (25) 10 (50) 
 2. Distribution of feed and Mineral mixture 24 18 (75) 3 (13)   3 (12)
 3. Goat Rearing  21 19 (90) 2 (10) 
 4. Turkey Rearing  16 12 (75) 4 (25) 
  TOTAL  81 54 (67) 14 (17) 13 (6) 
Figures within bracket denote percentage                                                                                Source: Survey Data


