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LAND USE PATTERN IN TAMIL NADU
Abstract
The objectiﬁe of this gtudy is to examine the 1land usge
pattern in familnadu. The sgpecific issues addressed to ih - this
report .are (i) whether is there any scope for further expansion
in the afea of land for cultlvéti&n and (ii) ig there any way for
furthef reduction in the ceiling on landholdings for full and

efficient utilisation of land.

The data on land use pattern by districts were collected
from Season gnd crop reports and by size class of operational
holdings from Agricultural census, An gttempt.was'made to sastudy
the land use pattern by district 1éve1'and state level. Linear

trend analysla and- Location co-efficient have been used to
egstimate the variation in the.land.usg pattern. The‘ report is
organized into eleven aspecific issues in?ol?ed in tﬁe land wuse

pattern as given in the Season and Crop report.

- The vesultg of the analysis indicate that there is a greater
scope for further expansion.of land for éultivation, as the
existance of vast area of land under the usg of cultivablg wagte,
permanent :pagtures aﬁd grazing lande, miséellaneous tree crops
and groves, cutrént fallows and other fallows. ﬁore than half of
the geographical area is unsoﬁn. ‘The>study also indicates thét
the area of lénd under the‘cultivable waste, current fallows and
other fallows was higher in the }arge size holdings than that of
the semall gize holdingé.- This invfact suggegté that there is a
need for reduction of ceiling on landholdings ‘for propér and

efficient utilisation of land.



I

MAP OF TAMILNADU

Disteices

ITADRAS
CHENGLEPUT
NORTH ARCOT
SOUTH ARCOT
THANJAVUR
TIRUCHIRAPALLIL
ANNA

FMADURATL.
KANMARAJAR
TIRUNELVEL!

.

S DN DN e
. » . . e . -

fore
o .
>

11. T.THIRUMAGANAR
12. PUDUXOTTA!

13. SALENM

14. PERIYAR

15. COIMBATORE

16. NILGIRIS

17. DHARMAPURI

18. RAMANATHAPUR?
1%.  CHIDAMBARANAS

o
[»]

KANYAKUMARI



LAND USE PATTERN IN TAMIL NADU

M.Thangaraj *

Land is an important productive asset and alsoc the major
source of livelihood for most of the rural people in India. The
basie needs, such as, food, shelter, 'Euel and clothing are
difectly obtained from land. It also provides‘multiple utilities
to the owner or the user. The existing land use pattern is
unbalanced, as the share of forest land to the total geographical
area is lower than that of the minimum required for the
protection of the environment from eéological degradation. The
increasing needs consgequent to g£owth of'population _require a
reviaion or rectification of existing land-use pattern. The
problem of land use pattern has hardly feceived'any attention in
Tamil Nadu. The non-c¢ropped area ‘algo has net been regearched
very well by the social srcientists. This in fact, calls for an

investigation as to how the land has been utilised and to suggest

measures to increase the production.

An attempt has been made in thig paper to examine the land
use pattern in Tamil Nadu. The objective of the atudy is to
analyge the land wuse pattern and also to indicate the broad
direction of changes neéded for proper and efficient utilisation
of land. An effort is also made to study the land use pattern by

aize of operational holdings.

Thisg study intends to verify the following hybotheses.

* Madras Institute of Development Studies.
The . author is grateful to Dr.K.Nagaraj, Prof.Nirmal Sengupta
and Prof.S.Neelakantan for their comments on the earlier
version of the paper. The author isg also grateful to

Mrg.Maheswari for efficient typing.



(i) High incidence of landlordism has been largely
responsgible for the high percentage of land unused and
{ii) There ig no scope for further expangion of the area

under cultivation.

The data were mainly colleacted from season and crop reports,
for the period of 19 years from 1970~71 to 1988-89 and from the
igricultural censuses for the years 1970-71, 1976-77, 1979-80 and
1985-86. The data collected from Season and Crop Report with
regard to the reference period are not uniform for all districts,
as some of the districts were divided. Pudukottai district was
created in 1974 with three taluks from Tiruchirapalli district
and oné coagtal taluk and a few bordering villages from Thanjavur
digtrict. Coimbatore district was bifurcated into Coimbatore
and Periyar and the data are available separately from 1979-80;
Madurai district was divided into Madurai and Anna and the data
are given geparately from 1985-86; Ramanathapuram digtrict was
trifurcated into Ramanathapuram, Kamarajar and T.Thirumaganar and
the data are presented separately from 1984-85; and Tirunelvell
district was bifurcated into Tirunelveli and Chidambaranar and
the data are available separately from 1986-87. Agriéultural
census data related to the years 1970-71 and 1979-80 are complete
census and 1976-77 and 1985-86 are estimated based on 20 per
cent sample of the villages. The study covers state level,
regional level (inland and coastal) and district level of Tamil
Nadu. Inland region consists of 11 districts, viz., North Arcot,
Dharmapuri, Salem, Periyar, The Nilgiris, Coimbatore,

Tiruchirapalli, Anna, Hadurai T.Thirumaganar, and Kamarajar and



the coastal region consista of 9 districts vié_, ' Madras,
Chingleput, South Arcot, Thanjavur, Pudukottai, Ramanathapuram,
Chidambaranar, Tirunelveli and Kanyakumafi. fhe data on land use
pattern given in the season and crop report represent the total
geographical area which include both rural and urban areag while
the Agficultural censug provides thg data pertaining to the
operational holdings. Linear trend analysis and location
cosfficient have been used to estimate the varlation in the land
uge pattern. Time has been taken asyindependent variable and the
" type of land use has been taken aas dependent variable. It should
be noted that as the number of observation (reference period) was
leas for the newly formulated diétficts, the regression resgults
may not significant. However the data and regults were given

separately for those digtricte which wereé divided without regard

to the division. The required formulas are therefore specified
as:
1. Yt = a0 + biXt
X .= . Land use type
a and b = consgtant and co-efficient
1] 1
t = ‘ Time
Lij/Li
2. LCi = -
Lj/L
: ) th
LCiL = Location coefficient at the i district
o i th
Lij = The extent land in the i district in
the jth type of land use.
th
Li = Total area of the i digtrict
v th
Lj = * Total area under j type 0of land use

in the state, and

L = Total area of the state.



On the basis of the use, land can be broadly divided into
two broad groups viz., arable land and non-arable land. The
arable land constitues all cultivable land cdmprising of (i) net
sown area, (il) current fallows (iii) other fallow lands and (iv)
land wunder tree crops and groves not included in the net sown
area. The mnon arable land consists of the land under (i)
cultivable waste (ii) barren and uncultivable land (iii)iand put
to non-agricultural wuses and (iv) pastures and other grazing

land.

The season and crop report classifies the land into nine
categories on thg basis of utiilsation. They are: (1) férest (2)
Barren and uncultiyable land, fgj land put to non—agricultural
uses, (4) cultivable wé;te (g; permanégt pastures and other
grazing land (6) miscellaneous tree crops and groves not included

in the net area sown (7) current fallows (8) other fallow lands

and (%) net sown area. Agricultural cenéﬁs classifles'the land
uge into gix fold. They are (1) net sown area (2) current
fallows (3) fallow land other than current fallows, (4) the

permanent pastureas and other grazing and land under miscellaneous
tree <crops have been clubbed together and are recorded ag
"uncultivated area other than fallow land”, (5) gimilarly land
not available for cultivation includes forests, land put to non
agricultural uses and barren and uncultivable land and (67
cultivable waste. The definitions of Agricultural census clearly
‘indicate that there is practically no difference between the nine
fold claseification of land use pattern adopted for season and
crop report and the six fold Elaesification of land use adopted

for Agricultural census by the state government.



1. Forest Land

Forest land represents allHlands classified as forest under
any legal enactment dealing'with forests or aﬁq;nistered - as
foregts, whether sgtate or privéte owned and whether wooded or
maintained as potential forest lénd. Most of the forest areas
are sgsituated in and around hilly and mountainous terrain. The
total area under forest does not represent the forest cover area,
as lot of forest area does not have any tree. The area under
forest could be seen from Appendix 1. About 22 lakh hectares of
land wag under foresgt in 1988-89% which represents about 17 per
cent of the total geographical afea. If.is worthwhile to mention
the goal of the National forest policy enunciated in 1952. The
National forest policy stétes that one third of the couhfry’é
total area should be under forests. The state has to go ‘;h long
way to achieve the national goal of bringing the area of land
under forest to one third of the total geographical area of:‘the
state. The national forest policy further states that, .in the
hilly terrain, the proportion of forgst cﬁvér sﬁould be 60 per
cent of its geographical area and in the plain 20 per cent. The
percentage of forest area to the total geographical area was low
in 10 distriéts viz., Madras, ‘Chengalpattu, South Arcot,
Trichirapalli, Pudukottai, Thanjavur, Rgmanathapuram, _Kamara jar
T.Thirumanaganar and Chidamabaranarvduring:1970—71 to 1988-89.
The percentage was higher for éther 41stricts. The total area
under forest accounted for 1:1 per cent ;n.RAmanathapufam, 38.2
per cent in Dharmapuri and 56 per cent in thevNilglris district.
It could also be seen from the appendix thaf the total area under

forest was more in the hilly terrain wviz., the Nilgiris,



Dharmapuri, North Arcot, Salem, éeriyar and Madurai. Further it
zould also be seen that the percentage of érea under forest
varies from 15.1 per cent to 16.6 pér cent over the years at the
state level. The regional level data show that the area
clasgified as forest has jincreased from 339499 ha. in 1970-71 to
352342 ha. in 1988-89% in the coastai region and from 1673507 - ha.
in 1970-71 to 1811834 ha. in 1988-89 in the inland region. Thusg
the data cleafly show that the increase in the forest area was
highest in the inland region than thﬁt of the coagtal region.
The 'data reveal that the second largest utilisgtiog of land in
the 8tate is under fgrést area. ‘Thebstéte level, regional. level
and districtVQeveiidata‘Show‘tﬁaf the érea»und;r forest is far
below the egtimates of national forest'pblicy. The data cleaply
show that ‘the spétial distribution of ‘forest is uneven. It is

worthwhile to examine the-linear tren&?analysis.

The degired s;gn of the limear trend was in the posifive
direction, as the state administered poli;y towards thé‘extension
of land under forest through social forestry, etc. The observed
aign (Tabie 1) 'wag in the negative direction in (1) Coimbatbre
(old),. ké) Periyar, (3) Tir@dhfrapalli (4) Pudukottai cand  (5)
Chidambarénar, but tﬁe negative trend wag gignificant only, 6 in
Coimbatﬁre (old) and Puéuko%tai_digtricts.. WUhile in tﬁe rest of
the district the trend wasg pogitive but the trend ‘was' not
significant in South Arcot, Coimbatofe fnew), Thanjavur, Madurai
{new), Anna, Raﬁanathapuram (new), Xamarajar, T.Thirumaganar aﬁd
Tirunelveli _(new). At the state level, the observed trend was

positive and also significant.
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Table:1 Linear trend analysis: Foresi Jand

X Coef. 8td Frr R Sqgared t value Level of
~of Coef. . Signif-~
icance

Fory

i0
11
12

i3

MADRAS
CHENGLEPUT
SOUTH ARCOT
PUDUKOTTAT
THANJAVU?

RAMANATHAPURAM-o0ld

'RAMANATHAPURAM-new

T!RUNELVELT;o]d
TIRUNELVELI-new
CHIDAMBARANAR
KANYAKKUMARAI
NORTH ARCOT
SALENM
DHARMAPURI
COIVMBATORE~o0ld
COTMBATORE-new
PERIYAR
TIRUCHIRARALLIJ
MADURAI-old
MANDURAT-new
ANNA

KAMARAJAR
T.THIRUMAHANAR
THE NILGIRTS

STATE

-877

335

10

624

2418

6911

88
371
19
61
66
59

47

508&

709
377

1225

0.083

0.728

0.838

D.542

0.734

0.488

0.706

0.652

3.96 8

0.52 NS

6.75 &

5.64 S

Note: S and NS denote significant and nol significant at

5%



2. Barren and uncultivable land

This category of land represents mountain, deserts etc.

which are practically useless for non-agricultural purpoge  and

unfit for cultivation. This land can not be brought wunder
cultivation without reclaimation involving heavy investment. i
is a non arable land and is considered as community land. The

distribution of area under barren and uncultivated land could be
seen from the Appendix 2. The state level data show that the
land wunder this class has drastipally reduced from 832035 ha.
(6.4 per cent) in 1970-71 to 512597 ha. (3.9 per cent) in 1988~
89. There was a marked decline in the barren and uncultivable
land in the Nilgiris distriet. The extent of land undef this
type accounted for 13.3 per cent of the total area upto 1975-76
and it continued to decline since 1976-77 to less than 2 per
cent . In Kanyakumari district, the area of land under this
class was ﬁore than 10 per cent upto 1972-73 and it declined go
legs than 5 per cent from 1973-74. Regional level data show that‘
in the coastal region the barren and uncultivable land declined
from 374071 ha. in‘1976—71 to 219578 ha. in 1%88-89 and in the
inland region from 457%64 ha. in 1970-71 to 293019 ha. in 1988-
89. Thus the data clearly show that the decline in the barren
and uncultivable land was more in the case of coastal region than

that of the inland region.

The expected sign of the coefficient of X for the barren and
uncultivable land was negative. This is mainly due to decrease
in the per capita availbility of arable land consequent to rapid

increase in the population. At the district level, the



coeff&cients were (Table 2)posifive in Coimbatore . (old),
Than javur, Anna and Chidambaranar, but the value of positive co-
afficients were gignificant only in Thanjavur and Coimbatore
digtricts. At tﬁe atate level, the observed linear trend was
negative and significant. The negative linear trend at the
gatate level indicates that the unproductive 1a5d wag put to
productive purposes. This was a significant and pogitive

development for ocur economy.

3= Land put to non-agricultural uses

The land put to non agricultural uses representz all lands
occupied by buildings, roads, rallways, or under water eg. river,

4

canal, and other landé‘put to uses other than agriculgure._ The
inecrease in the area under this type of land Indicates that the
agbiculturél land iz being diverted to non-agricultural purposes.
Though, this is not a desiréble trend for agricultueal
development yet it is an index\for economic development as this
land is being used for developmental activities. It Ia eclear
from Appendix 3 that the area of land put té non agricultufal
nses has incdreased remarkably from 11.4 per cent in 1270~71 to
14.0 per .cent in 1988-89 at the atate level. The land under
thig class has increaéed remarkably in Kanyakumati distrlictas than
that of the other districte. At the Regional levelhv the
propattiaﬁ of land put to non-agricultural uses wag highee in the
coastal region (Madraé with 98%, Chingleput 26%, South Arcot 13%,
Than javur 18%, Pudukottail 26%, éamanathapUﬁam 19%, Chidambaranar

19%, Tirunelveli 14% and Kanyakumarl 14%) than that of the inland



16

16

17

18

i9

21

Table:2 Linear
MADRAS
CHENGLEPUT

SOUTH ARCOT
THANJAVUR
PUDUKOTTAT

RAMANATHAPURANM-

RAMANATHAPURAM-
TIRUNELVELT-0ld

TIRUNELVELI-new

CHIDAMBARANAR
KANYAKKUMARAI
NORTH ARCOT
SALEM
DHARMAPURT
COIMBATORE-old
COIMBATORE-new
PERIYAR
TIRUCHIKAPALL:
ﬁAnuxAx~ola
MADURAT-new
ANNA

KAMARAJAR
T.THIRUMAHANAR

THE NILGIRIS

irend analysisﬁ Barren and uncultivable land.
________ T R Coaf.  Sta Eor R Ogared t value Level of
of Coef. : Sigtif -
icanace
-1090 2464 0.501 ~4.13 &
~3864 306 £0.903 -12.61 8
356 76 D.563 4.68 3
~2 30 0.0003 -0.07 NS
old  -2205 413 0.628 -5.36 5
new -601 347 0.5 ~1.73 - NS
690 311 0.224 -2.22 NS
“138 80 0.75 ~1.73 NS
1770 1022 D.75 1..73 NS
~752 144 0.615 -5.21 &
~1813 129 8.921 ~14.1 8
~374 170 D.221 -2.2 &
-1623 208 0.782 7.81 5
1656 383 0.523 ~4.32 s
-1048 13 0.89 ~8.03 [
~40 27 0.222 -1.51 NG
-718 a9 0.791 -8.03 s
-195 214 B.047 -0.91 NS
173 227 D.225 -8.76 NS
409 5173 0.003 n.o8 NS
-21 12 6.5 ~1.73 NS
~10 215 n.0DD? -0.05 NS
~2033 3573 0.6648 -5.8 &
~16367 1688 6.6847 -9 .69 8

STATE

1.

Note: 8 and NS denote significaant and not gignificant at 5%
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region '(Nofth Arcot with 14%, Dharmapuri 5%, Salem 8%, VPériyab

9

»e

, The Nilglris 4%, Coimbatore 11%, Tiruchirapalli 14%, Anna
10%, Madurai 11%, T.Thirumaganar 27% and Kamarajap 16%) in 1988-
89. The total area has increased from 828001 ha. in 1970-71 to
9136003 ha. in 1988-~8% in the coastal region and from 148857 ha.
in i970—71 to 1824177 ha. in 1988-89 ingthe inland region. But
the data clearly show that the increase in the area was more _in
the inland region than that of the coastal region. This use of
land ranks third next to net sown area and the land“under, the
forest. Thus there has been an increase in the area of land put
to non-agricultural wuses -Eue to rapid growth of commercial
establishments, educational instltutiohs,é tr#nsportation etc.
The wuse of land under this category has igcreased steadily over

the years and it is bound to increase in future also.

The expected sign of the co-efficient of X wag positive for
the land. put to non agricultural uses. T@g‘ direction of the
trend was no;fpoéitive (Table 3) in (ljyéalem, (2) Dharmapuri,
3y Tic&chirapélli, (4) Pudukottai,_(S) Than javur, ‘(6) Madurai
(new),. (75- f.Thirumaganat, (8) Tirunelveli (new), and (9) The
”Nilgiris, vthe neg;tiwe coefficient was gignificant only in (1)
Dharﬁapuri, (2) Pudukottai and (3) the Nilgiris. At tﬁe atate
level, aa expected, the trend w;s’positive.and signlf@cant- This

ihdicates that there was a positive development in the land to

put to non agricultural uses.

It is worthwhile noting that though there is a decrease in

the land under barren and uncultiyable land and an increase in
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Table:3 Linear trend analysis: Land put to non-agriculiural uses.

X Coef. Std Brr R Sgared t value Level of

-0f Coet. Sig@ifiw
) cance

MADRAS I 335 54 o.49 6.2 8
CHENGLEPUT | 2096 139 D93 15.12 &
SCUTH_ARCOT 3380 338 D.85 i0s
PUDUKOTTAI -849 121 0.717 -7.04 5
THANJAVUR -493 681 0.93 ~0.72 NS
RAMANATHAPURAM-o01ld 2698 293 0.83 L §.21 8
RAMANATHAPURAM -new . 846 344 0.67 2.46 NS
TIRUNELVELT-0ld 2639 399 D.72 6.62 8

‘ TIRUNELVELI-new -219 483 0.09 -6.32 NS
"1 DAMBARANAR 43 14460  ©.0000. D:03 NS

' XKANYAKKUMARAIL 660 123: 0.63 5.37 §-
MORTH ARCOT 31634 - 242 0.92 13.86 §
SALEM -215 227 D.05 -0.94 NS
DHEARMAPURI ~2565 ‘324 0.79 ~7.91 8
COIMBATORE-old 4065 510 0.72 6.67 S
COIMBATORE-new 579 . 265 n.37 2.18 N&
PERIYAR 1164 310 0.64 3.76 S
TIRUCHTRAPALLI -1454 935 0.12 -1.56 NS
MADURAI-old 1990 138 0.92 14.41. 8
MADURAI-new ~1851 1492 6.43 ~1.24 NS
ANNA L 1062 197 0.94 5.4 S
KAMARAJAR 568 105  0.91 5.4 &
T.THIRUMAHANAR ~1134 582 0.56 -1.95 NS
THE NILGIRIS ~182 52 D.52 -4.3 8
STATE " 19807 1388 0.92 14.27 S

e e s o o 1 7 0 15 1 o 0 e o o o 8 e e [0 M o 1 o A s e i v A G & o S o % o

Note: S and NS denote significant and not significant at 5%
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the land put to non agricultural useg the total area under these
two categories remaing more or less the same. Therefore, the
land that has been conﬁettéd from barren and uncultivable land to
cultivation gseems to have béen~.compensated by the land
transformed from fhe cultivated land into non-agricultural uses.

Practically, there is no increase in the net sown area.

Buildings are necegsary for residgntial and commercial
purposes for basic human activities and also it accounts for one
of the major components of land put to non agricultural uses. An
attempt has been made to examine fhe population density aﬁd the
land put to non agricultural uses. A comparison of data on
'population density (Table ﬂ) and the area of laad put to non-
agricultural uses and the land man ratio or per capita
availability of land and the intenaity of cropping pattern (Table
5) reveal an igtereating observation. It denotes that the two
variables vlz:, population densitj and the land put to non-
agricultural kuses are pogitively correlated but nof
significantly. The 1énd man ratio‘or per capita availability of
land ana the intensity of cropping p;ttern (Table 5) ' are

negatively correlated.

Land not available for cultivation‘

Agricultufal census provides the data on land uée pattern by
size class .of operational holdings. It is in this context,
worthwhile to investigate the land not available for cultivation
by size of operational holdings. The land not availablek for

cultivation includes the area of land under private forestas, land



Table 4

Population and area of districts in Tanil Nadu

Percentage Percentage o Papulation Densily per Sq.Km. Population Densily Per Sq.Km.
of population  total area - hased en cultivaled area
istriets 1a tolal
population ‘ )
(1981} (1981 (1981)% 1974 1781 (e
1 Hadras 8,77 6.13 === 15472 19274 29844
2} Chengalpatiu .47 605 1113 354 a0 58
31 Norih Arcol 9.2 9.43 981 .3 A
4) Thiruvannamaiai I O ) :
Sambuvarayar - P - === rizon e
848 8.38 7 332 386
4.13 7.40 530 .. 2
7 il ST 4,45 B34 348 398
i Periyar 427 4,34 438 9 232
73 Coimbatare ! 632 "5 a1t 343 410
G} The Nilgiris 1.30 1.9 1079 9 47 . .
i1 Hadwrai o : 3.37" - 8T il C o3 359
Bindigel Quaid-E- Hilleth --- s = | R
¥ Tiruchirapalli Tk .53 il 288 328
Thanjavur &.40 £.37 712 29 - 494
udukellai 2.3% 3.5 405 203 248
t4} Ramanathapuraa 6.87 9.68° 546 227 S
7} T.Thirubaganar - i e s == —
18} Hamarajar . — = - o | =
19 Tiruneleeli .38 8,79 " o 280 3
t Chidamharanar - --- B - -
anyakumari v 2.9 189" RV 103 843
Tamil Nadd C 0 0G0 100.06 a2 o Ky 4g8

Source: Census of India 1981 (Tamil Nadu), Portrail of Population ppdé, 35, 39, &1

AV :
# Cultivated area includes Net area soun and ‘land under miscellaneous irse crops
## Dinamani (Tamil Daily) March 27, 1991
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Table 5

Land-man ratio and intensity of cropping

_.._,_._._..___...._....--...__._.._._..._..._.,....._'...-..._.._._......____--..;_._-___...-........__.___.__..._.__..

S1.No. District Man-land ratio Intensity of cropping
1981%* 1977-78%%

1) Madras

2) Chengalpattu 0.208 141.3

3) North Arcot 0.197 134.0

4 South Arcot 0.194 128.6

5) Dharmapuri. D.259 125.3

6) Salem 0.215 118.0

73 Periyar 0.315 116.7

8) Coimbatore D.329%9 115.9

9) Nilgiris 0.226 102.3

10) Madurai 0.265 114.8

11) Tiruchirapalli g.281 .111.4

12) Than javur D.192 160.6

13) Pudukottai ‘ 0.270 107.8

14) Ramanathapuram ©0.375 106.0

15) Tirunelveli 0.312 119.4

16) . Kanyakumari 0.072 137.1
Tamil Nadu 0.246 123.4

Source: Ramesh A., and Tiwari P.S.,(ed.) Basic Resource Atlas of
Tamil Nadu, Department of Geography, Univergity of
Madras, Madras, 1983

Note: * Total available land (net sown area, current fallows
and other fallow) per head of rural population in ha.
*% Total cropped area as percent of net sown area.
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put to non-agricultural uses and barfen and uncultivated land.
Agricultural census does not provide data separately for area
under forest, land put to non-agricultural usés and barren and
uncultivated land, and a total of all these items is put
together under the title land not available for cultivation. = It
could be seen from Table 6 that the land“ not available for
cultivation has increased steadily with increase inxthe size -of
operational holdings in 1970-71. . The percentage of land not
availéble for cultivation was legs than 2 per cent upto the size
classes of less than 10.00 ha. while the percentage was more
than 2 in the size of holdings more than 10.00 ha in 1970-71 and
1979-80. The main reason for the fluctuation in the land not
available for cultivétion could be mainlg due” to the data
obtained from census method in 1970-71 and 19%97%-80 and sample
method in 1%76-77 and 1985-86. The percentages of land not
availéble for cultivationfwere more or less thg‘séme for all size
classes in 1970-71 and 1979-80. Not!énly th?reb was a wide
difference in the }péfcentages of 1ané~ not available £o§
cultivation but also the percentages weréﬁsmall in 1976-77 and
1985-86 compared fto 1976~71 and 1979—80_ .Thig clearly indicates
that there was under reporting of data in the sample method in .
1976-77 and 1985-86. There wag a sharp decline in aﬁsolute 'agf
well as pércéﬂfage ;n'thg size class of more than 50 hai and fhe
percentage of totaliaréa declines'as;the-s{ze claﬁs declines iﬁ
the initiél”years but this is not gd‘n tgéxiat?ér years in- the

land not available,for éhltivatkon. Tﬁiawgéy he déé ﬁéﬁshlftfjgf
land from large size holdings to relativé}f,sméll,sizé holdings.

Though there was a fluctuation in the land not available for
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-Table 6

Distribution of land not available for cultivation to total
operated area in Tamil Nadu (in ha.)

e e o o e o s T e e - o o " 1~ 7 o 77 T A} i A ot A St o o g o At e o o ok Ay B R Ak A e o S i S04t e

Size class 1976-71 1976-77 1979-86  1985-86

1y 0.0 - 0.5 7463 . 2669 13354 2866
(1.67) (0.72)  (1.62) (0.34)

2y 0.5 -~ 1.0 12325 6409 15280 4670
: (1.53) (0.67) (1.41) (0.40)

3y 1.0 - 2.0 24864 10932 21776 8984
(1.61) (0.69) (1.27) (0.51)

4y 2.0 - 3.0 18253 8048 17064 5804
(1.63) €0.72) (1.55)  (0.54)

5y 3.0 - 4.0 13095 5351 10121 3798
(1.70) (0.71) (1.40) (0.54)

6) 4.0~ 5.0 9870 4509 5977 2502
(1.76) (0.81) (1.17) (0.52)

7y 5.0 - 7.5 - 6677 9098 3836
- (0.86)  (1.33) (0.57)

8) 7.5 - 10.0 23866% 3507 6657 1892
(1.81) (0.83) (1.84) (0.54)

9y 10.0 -20.0 13123 8945 8678 3538
(2.04) (1.81) (2.04) (0.83)

10) 20.0 - 30.0 4263 1667 1869 - 168
: (2.72) (1.51) (1.80) (0.53)

11) 30.0 - 40.0 1866 - 444 735 232
(2.84) (1.20) (2.04) (0.89)

12) 40.0 - 50.0 1381 212 656 104
. (5.29) (1.28) (3.14) (1.07)

13) Above 50.0 11524 4006 2407 396
: (14.48)  (4.25) (1.88)  (0.44)

14) Total 141892 65376 113673 39090
' ¢1.88)  (0.86) (1.47) (0.51)

e o e e . 2t e o 1t o T e o e P o o = a o - — —— — —— r" T = o = = o o = o s T A = e = W e 0 e e e s

* Size clags 5.0 ~ 10.0

Note: Figures in brackets indicate the percentage of land not
available for cultivation to total area in each size class.
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cultivation but the trend shows that;the percentage of land not
available for cult;vation wag -also small in the samall size
classes than that of the large size ciassesﬁin i§79—80 and. 1985-
86; Thus the4data indicate very clearly that the percentage of
1aﬁd ‘not available for cultivation to total operated area was
more in the case of higher size holdings whereas it was lower in
the smaller size of holdings; This in fact, calle for reduction
of ceiling on land holdings as the land not available for
cultivation appears to be minimum in the lower size class of

operational holdings.

It should be noted that there are several factors such as
land concentration, productivity, income, technology, kirrigation
etc. determine the level of ceiiiﬁg.on landholdings. However, in
this paper, the need for reduction in the level of ceiling on

iandholdings hasg been discusged based on land use pattern only.

4. Cultivable waste

The area of land under cultivable waste represents all land
available for cultivation whether not taken up for cultivation or
taken up for cultivation once but not cultivated during the
current year and previous five years or more in succesgsion. The

cultivable waste lands are definitely cultivable but are at

present lying asg waste on account of number of severe
limitations. These limitations may occur as a result of
excesgsive sgandyness, waterlogging, flood and erosion, weed

jungle, scarcity of water, distance from house site to land and

danger from wild animals. Given such 1limitations, it ig
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uneconomic to cultivate the cultivable waste land and 1if these
limitations, are .removed, theq‘thié land can be brought under
cultivation. It could bé seen froﬁ'fhé Appendix 4 that the land
under - this d;tegofy has cé@e down steadily from 306862 ha. (3.9

per cent) in 1970-71 to 289161 ha. (2.2 per cent) in 1988-89 at

the state level. Among  all districts only in Dharmapuri
district, the cultivable waste land has increased. This may be
due to non-availabillity of water for cultivation. An attempt

has algq beenimade to assess the percentage of area of land under
irrigafion. As can be seehdfroﬁfthe‘fable:7 that the area under
irrigatibn is.low in‘Dharmépurl‘district Qﬁen compared to other
districts in-Tamil Nadu. wThe land under this category has been
drasticélly reduced iﬁ‘three di;¥ricts vié. Ramanathapuraﬁ, the
Nilgiris, and Kanyakdmari. Thé aréa classifed as cultivéble
vaste has declined from 269983 ha. in 1970-71 to 148778 ha. in
1988-89 in tﬁe coagtal region and g;ém 236879 ha. in 1970—71.vto
140389 »ha; ip 1938—89 in the inland-ﬁegion. Thus the data ‘very
clearly denote that the aecre;se i; the‘ area claséified as
cultivable waste was more in the coastal region than that of the
inland region. It is iﬁportant to note that the existaﬁée of
cultivable waste land provides a greéter scope for further
extenéipn of cultivation in Tamil Nadu, as these lands‘vcan 5é

reclaimed by applying scientifi¢ measures.

The expected sign of the X coefficient was‘negative for the
cultivable waste land. The linear trend analysis (Table 8) shows

that the trend was positive only in 5 districts viz., (1)
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Table 7

of net area xrugated to net. ared sown

1970-71

Districts 74-72 72-?3 7374 TS 7576 T 71-TR 78-79 719-80
i Hadras: -— - - — -— ~— — — ——
2} Chengalpattu - 245161 280001 2294346 228277 174978 24304% 260918 260571 259770 249815
(74.2) (70.0) (68,71 (89,90 (&L0) (74T (TR (FA%)Y (5.2 (8L
3} Soulh Arcat 299555 305184 30801 300047 343138 284920 302920 357337 353636 Td3LLTH
) {50.2} GO4 (A9 (5100 (B5.6F (33.1) (33.3) (2.0 {40.4) (60.4)
£} Marth Arcot 244470 271683 284009 287493 2644F% 75AL9Y 24BB56 284840 235320 247823
(49.1} (51.4}  (53.4} (53.1} (5G.0) (48.2) (45.8) (32.3} (4&.1} (3.3}
5t Balem 120374 114485 160133 148444 119320 113283 89071 109177 127763 153485
22.7} (27.8) (37.53)  {34.5) (30.1) (27.4) (22.1) (852 (&4 (34T}
&} Dharmapuri £3218 &3097 L3115 ETROS 68762 45418 53383 72733 7706 82718
’ (13.3) (13.6) 16,1 C(19.3) (48,2} (15.3) (2% (7.0 (1.4 (1A%
7Y Laimbatore 235704 286817 308028  3U747  2E7YR 290914 214078 304564 308792 445948
(33.2) (37.37 (411 (42.0) (40,8 (41.8) (31.6) (414 (42.%) (39.0)
&1 Periyar 173425
(30,6}
7} Tiruchirapalli 231349 249736 194737 194402 133728 16h432 140304 174217 206818 214389
(30,7} (31.2) (319 (31.9)  (28.3) {(28.8) (24.2) (287} (G40 (3420
0} Peduketlai, 00 e e 107223 102182  6A528 98445 93618 107049 106047 - 108924
------------ (50.4) {42.3} {(40.7F (50.1) (477} (304} (31.2} (32.0:
11} Thanjavur 506790 516653 472816 AA78%0 470696 474124 376836 473994 482716 483330
‘ (82,6} (83.3) 186.3) (Bb.4) (B7.4) (Bb.1) ({(70.8) (83.9) (BL.§) (Bh.5)
12} Hadurai 198325 207104 E47964 225191 4B3524 19390C 175974 225148 241158 245697
(34.01 (34,50 (35.8) - (39.0) (34.9) (3.7} (3L3) (3.7 4.2} (31.5)
131 Anna -——— . :
14} Bamanalhapuram 220603 250625 254257 233394 149933 216273 213470 235832 243039 259263
(36.11 {38.7)  (38.9) (32.3) (30.4) (5.8} (34.8) (40.5) (3.0 (4L
13} Kamarajar
161 T.Thirumaganar
17+ Tirunelveli 149884 175835 174790 483079 149284 126247 132598 473550 177774 183327
' {32.2) (35.8) {363} {(37.3) (37.4) (33.4) (30.0) (36.2F (3B.03 {(39.%)
18} Chidambaranar -
191 The Nilgiris 486 404 258 373 1 124 321 3728 3489 412
0.9} 07y w08, 07— {031 08 (63 (63 (7.0
20} Hanyakumari 34897 34035 34373 21534 28415 28490 27093 28852 29055 29877
o (39.3) (40.5)  (40.2r (40,1 (340 (33.3) (33.4) (35.2) (35.7) (H.9
Siale 2594836 270947% 2845404 2843543 2438042 2545120 2329581 2835452 2873197 2984144
(42.0)  (42.7) (44,5} (45.6)  (43.9) (42.3) (3B.8} (45.0) (4.0} (47.%}
Source: Season and crap reparts {various years)
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o ~ Table 7 {zontd..
Total net area irrigated excluding wells supplementing other suurces/perceniage
© of nel area irrigated lo nel area sown

Districts ‘ B0-81  &1-87  B2-83 B83-84 384-85 8586 BH-87
1} Hadras -— - — - e e b
2} Chengalpatiu 224743 229981 192284 247445 243915 243527 190844

R (80.4} £79.5} (79.1) {82.5) (7B.&) (78.4) (77.7}

2t Sauth Arcel 286208 310117 21343 243533 292027 321335 296941
(56,87 (36.0) (2.1} (84.0) (49.0) (54.0) (31.13

4} Horth Arcot 172993 193193 1746100 212873 245244 PIA9RT. 209444
{40.5)  (44.1) (43,3} (42.3) (49.2} {346.9} (47.%}

31 Galem 108918 132664 S7782 129836 129683 | 71649 - 73489
R (30. 1) (233.4) {27.7) (31.4F (32.&) (241 (83N

5} Dharmapuri £6390 76506 58769 . 74357 40159, 77121 84903
REREIR (0.9 (20.8) (16.7} (18.8) (10.1) (18.8 (20.0:

7} Coishalore 442326 152474 152186 143333 167428 142027 144430
T (4579 (41.8) (83.7) {(32.3} (45.0% (39.&} (3.9}

&) Periyar 171854 141250 124991 155745 16080 114035 122934 -
{57.8F  (30.7) (43,1} (4.4} (49.%) (37.0% (38.8)

21 Tiruchirapalli 180352 188574 148313 178477 180441 134823 {50904 .
T (3671 (23.3)  (27.9) (0.5} (22.3) (E7.4) iE7.é}

10} Pudukoltai 74297 103418 &1204 104284 . 94403 102413 101348
B ' (56,9 (3&.4} (49.8) {52.8) (50.%) (51.3) (52.4}

11) Thanjavar 480667 473994 4338BE  A437E2 474874 450111 456218
(86,47 (85.8} (85.3) (84T} (B7.0} (87.&) {(&8&.7)
12} Madurai 231893 . 239908 18B&0Z 241164 218953. 1P4348 127045
(5.2 (4.9} (260} (80,4} (&1.0} (46.1)  (45.0)

13} ‘Gnna . , £9418 LBA7R..
‘ {27.8) (24.6}

14} Ramanalhapuram 212085 257942 209207 247317 63631 -4BTA1 404327
(39.07 (32.8} (38.7) {42.3) (32.5) (30.5) (2.7}

45} Hamarajar - - &51956 56093 32732
- : {32.0) (30.1) {(27.%)

141 T.Thirumaganar | 77050+ 70459 49265
S ' (65.5)  (S4.6) (57.31

17} Tirunelveli ' 174448 138630 148739 141533 140052 141974 . 70360
(A0.2) 13IRT)O(3B.1) (3B.7Y (28.6)  (AG.0) (B4}

18} Chidambaranar . - 34334
i - {15.21

19} The Milgiris . aa0 514 545 549 522 522 504 .
' 0.8} (6.9 (0.9 (0.9 (6.9 (0.9 (6.7}
20} Kanyakumari 25984 28405 2E946  2APSI 29192 2904R 24059

(33.8) (35.37 {33.7F (35.0¢ (33.8) (353.3) 309

Stale 570320 2708874 2234922 2613084 2640352 2500792 2335705 -
: {48.0} (47.2y (22,9 [44.9) (45.6) (43.%} (42.5)

Source: Season and crap reporls (various vears}
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Table:8 Linear trend analysis: Culiivable waaste land.

£ Ceoef{. Sid Err R éqared 1 value Level of

11

12

i3

13

14

15

16

16

18

19

20

of Coef. Signif-~
icance

MADRAS _ - - - N
CHENGLEPUT -1928 3§4‘ 0.623 -5.3 8
SOUTH ARCOT -639 470 0.098 -1.36 NS
PUDUKOTTAIL ~382 86 0.567 ~4.84 8
THANJAVUR -323 96 0.401 -3.37 S
RAMANATHAPURAM-0ld  -3079 556 0.643 -5.54 8
RAMANATHApbaAn-neu ~411 414 0.247 -0.99 NS
TTRUNELVELI-old ~296 110 0.299 -2.69 8
TIRUNEng;i—ngu 101 1175 0.007 0.08 NS
CH1DAMBARANAR 382 314 0.596 1.22 NS
KANYAKKUMARAT -128 16 0.797 -8.17 S
NORTH ARCOT -813 126 0.712 -6.48 S
SALEM ~425 29 0.928 -14.84 S
DHARMAPURJ - 726 < 66 0.877 11§
COIMBATORE-old -1433 300 0.574 -4.78 8
COIMBATORE-new 68 22 0.551 3.13 8
PERIYAR -365 96 0.642 ~3.79 8
TIRUCHIRAPALLI -1529 284 0.631 -5.39 S
MADURAI-old -882 88 0.854 ~9.97 S
MADURAI-new -372 202 0.629 -1.84 NS
ANNA -616 276 0.713 ~2.23 NS
KAMARAJAR -342 164 0.593 ~2.09 NS
T.THIRUMAHANAR 238 839 0.025 0.28 NS
THE NILGIRTS -1097 88 0.901  -12.41 8
STATE ~11711 854 0.917 -13.72 S

e et e s o o 1 e o T =t ot o A ) S > ot S v o~ o A o 8 Al s e o S S g P e e A e

Note: 8 and NS

denote significant and not significant
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Dharmapuri, (2) Coimbatore . (new), {3) T.Thirumaganar, (4)
Tirunelveli (new), and (5) Chidambaranar, but the positive trend
was significant only in two digtricts viz., Dharmapuri and
Coimbatore (new). As expected, the trend was negative and
significant at the state level.

The size-wise distribution of cultivable waste land to total
operated area in Tamil Nadu is shown the Table 9. The percentage
of land under the cultivable waate has gteadily increased with
the increase in the size of operational holdings in 1970-71, the
percentage of area of thie land has increased with the increase
in all gize of holdings except the size classes of 30.0 -~ A0.D
ha. and above 50.0 ha In 1976-77; the percentage of area under
this category has increased with the iIncrease in the slie of the
holdings except the size of holdings 50.0 ha. and above in 1979~
80; and in 1985-986, the area under this type of land has
increased with the increase in the all size classes eicept 30.00
-40.00 ha. The percentage of land under this clasa hasg increasded
from 1.95 per cent in 1970-71 to 2.31 per cent in 1976-77;
decreased to 1.03 per cent in 1979-80 and to 0.39 per eent In
1985-86. Thus the data very clearly indicate that the gmall size
holdings are more efficient in utllising the land than that of
large size holding, as the peréentage of area of cultivable waste
land to total area operated by them la gmall. Thig, in fact,
again calls for a reduction of ceiling on land holdinga as the
cultivablé waate land appears to be minimum in the lower alze

clasas of operational holdings.



24

fable 9
Digtribution of cultivable waste land to total operated area
in Tamil Nadu (ha.)

Size class 1970-71 1976-77  1979-80 1985-86
_______________________ ..r..___._.__.__.__,________._____._________._..__—__._.__......_-.‘————»

1y 0.0 - 0.5 1495 8755 5895 1123
(1.00) (1.35)  (0.72) (0.13)

2y 0.5 - 1.0 9861 12818 7945 2006
(1.22) (1.34) (0.73) (6.17)

3y 1.0 - 2.0 22992, 26140 13226 3813
. (1.49) (1.65) (0.77) (0.22)

4) 2.0 - 3.0 19379 19786 10211 3323
€1.73) (1.77) €0.93) (0.31)

5) 3.0 - 4.0 14011 15523 7133 3218
©(1.82) (2.06) (0.99) (0.46)

6) 4.0 - 5.0 10779 12413 5265 2162
(1.92) (2.23) (1.03) ¢0.45)

7y 5.0 - 7.5 g 21741 8697 3713
(2.80) (1.27) (0.55)

8) 7.5.- 10.0 28790% 15085 5027 2522
(2.18) (3.57) (1.39) (0.72)

9) 10.0 - 20.0 18743 20558 7452 - 3802
(2.87) (4.16)  (1.75) (0.90)

10y 20.0 - 30.0 6630 12159 2634 . 1387
(4.22) (11.01) (2.54) (1.59)

11) 30.0 - 40.0 3171 3025 1028 156
(4.83) (8.17)  (2.84)  (0.60)

12) 40.0 - 50.0 1849 3774 1349 . 264
» (7.08) (22.88)  (6.46) €2.73)

13) Above 50.0 6499 3045 3354 2481
. (8.17) (3.23) (2.61) (2.74)

Total 146926 174822 79216 29970
(1.95) (2.31) « (1.03) (0.39)

* Size class 5.0 to 10.0

Note: Figures in brackets indicate the percentage of cultivable waste
land to total operated area in each size class.
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5. Permanent pastures and other grazing land

This represents all grazing lands whether they are permanent
pastures and meadows or not. These lands are included in the
arable land. It consisfs of both common and private land.
Though it is meant for grazing, the land under this type has Seen
encroached by the farmers to increase the income fbr the family.
The distribution of permanent pastures and other grazing land
could be seen from the Appendix 5. At the state level, 230658 ha
or 1.8 per cent of the land was under this category in 1970-71
and it has declined to 127020 ha or 1 per ceﬁt in 1988-89.
Regional 1level analysies showg that by and large the area
clagssified as permanent pasture and other grazing iand has
decliged in both inland and coastal region. But the decrease iﬁ
the area was more in the case inland region than that of coastal
‘region, as the area clg;sfied as peranent pasture and other
grazing land has declined from 99853 ha. in 1970-71 io 57045 ha.

in 1988-89 in the coastal region and from 130805 ha. in 1970-71

to 69975 ha. in 1988-89. It is expected that the  extent of
.land clagsified as permanent pastures and other grazing land
positi#ely correlated with the 1livestock population. An
examination has been made <10 study whether there |is any

relationship between the density of live stock population and the
broportion of area under permanent pasure and other grazing land

to the total geographical area (Table 10). ~ In Chengalpattu
district, the percentage at pasture and grazing land to total
geographical area wasg highest (3.7 %) but +the density of

livestock population 201 per sqg.km. UWhile in Thanjavur district,
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Table 10
Liveslock papulalion 1982

Percentage of  Densily of  Area in Livestack Cattle, buffaloes,

pasturs and livesisck Sg.Km. Papulation  geal and sheep

grazing land papulation {19813
Bistricts ta lotal per si.km.

geagraphical

araa #
1} Hadras . 522 170 88687 70373
21 Chengalpaliu 2.7 201 7843 1583070 48133
3 Soaulh Areol R 244 10895 2634352 2452904
4% Nerth Arcol 0.8 198 12268 24350048 2312774
5% Salem 1.5 94 B&SD 2542950 2279085
& Tharmapuri 1.2 187 9622 1796815 1677363
7 Pariyar ¢.5 218 8207 1793292 1427338
&} Coimbalore ] 164 7465 1237449 1142079
21 The Nilgiris 2.5 i1 2349 104651 26187
iThaniavur ' 0.5 292 8280 2414208 2284485
1iTrichirapalli 2.4 234 11893 2399533 2429577
121Pudukollai : 1.2 244 G541 1005083 © esmar
i3iadurai & Anna d.4 147 13297 EEPERYG 2100830
t4iRamanathapuram, < !

#aparajar and T.Thirumaganar(.2 T 208 849t - 174354% 1680044~
1ZiTirunelveli Kallabomaan
and Chidambaranar 1.9 142 13556 - 781235 - W4ESEDS

it ianyakumari 0.2 120 84 2024615 173657
Tamil Madu 1.2 201 136053 " 2L1BGDT 24340448

Sopurces: 1. Annual Statistical Abstract of Tamilnadu, 1986-87
Coamissioner of Slatislics, Government of Tamil Nadu, Madras
1988 p.80 & )
# Appendix 5 (presant paper)
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the percentiage of pasture and grazing land was only 0.5 per centi
but the density of livestock population was sgignificantly higher
with 292  per sq.km. Tﬁe data indicate that there was no
relationshipubetween the density of livestock population and the
proportion of area under permanent pastufes and other gtazing

land.

The expected sign of the coefficient of X f{or permanent
pastures and other g;azing land was in the negative direction.
The observed sign was negative (Table 11) both at the silate level
and at t1he district level except in three district viz., (13
Dharmapuri, (2) Pudukottai and (3) Ramanathapuram (new) and the
positive coefficient was significant only in Dharmapuri and
Pudukottal. ‘

6. Miscellaneous tree crops and groves not included in the net
area gown:

This represenis ail cultivable land which is not included
under nel area sown bui is put to agricultural uses. This type
of land facilitates the farmers to cultivate annual plantation or
tree cropsg viz., mangoes, coconuti, casuarina; jack, plantain,
guava, etc. A considerable proportion of orchards is sown with
crops whiéh coniribute fairly to the total income of the farmers.
" The distribution of area of land used for miscellaneous tLree
crops and groves not included in the net area sown could be seen
from Appendix 6. The area under this type of land has declined
steadily due to population growth. At thé statevlevel the area
of this class of land declined from 266448 ha or 1.7 per cent in

1970-71 to 119218 ha. or 0.9 per cent in 1988-89. At regional
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Table:1l lLinear trend analysig: Permanani pastures and oiher

grazing land

X Coef. Std Err R Sauaredt v&lue

of Coef.
MADRAS _ _ - -
CHENGLEPUT -1362 193 D.746 ~7.06
S0UTH ARCOT ~-206 32 0.704 ~6.37
PURLKOTTAIL 40 16 6.299 2.53
THANJAVUR -125 24 0.622 -5.3
RAMANATHAPURAM-o0l1d -165 22 U.564 ' -4.69
RAMANATHAPURAM-new 186 ) 0.5 1.73
TIRUNFLVELI-0ld '~621 101 0.692 w{_&7u
TIRUNELVELI-new -1149 844 0.649 ~1.36
CHTDAMBARANAR ~176%6 1019 0.75 -1.73
XANYAKKUMARAI -1 -7 0.001 ~0.14
NORTH ARCOT ~565 99 0.658 -5.72
SALEN 141 17 n.304 ~8.35
DHARMAPURI 103 22 0.565 4.7
CCIMBATORE-old 883 Y f.867  ~10.53
COIMBATORE-new ~53 10 D.79 ~5.49
PERIYAR B -722 111 0.842 ~6.53
TIRUCHIRAPAL#I_ ~1619 121 0.913 -13.34
; MADURAI-old -389 51 0.776 —7:675
MADURAI-new -76 28 0.576 -3:76
ANNA ;~1iz 64 - 0.6 ~1.73
KAMARAJAR o o FRR ~  "TERR
T.THIRUMAHANAR -5 2 0.503 -2.13
THE NILGIRIS ~1.39 35 - 484 ~3.69
STATE -5870 453 8.908 -12.94

Note: S and NS denote asignificant and notl aignificant

Level of
Significance

NS

NS

NS

w

iz

n

w

0



29.

level the 1land classified under this type has  declined from
151357 ha. in 1970-71 tg1§8415 ha.Ain 1988-89 in the coastal
region and  from 75091 ha. in71970-71 to 50803 ha. in 1988-89.
Thué the data dieafly show that the area of this type has
declined in both the region but the decline was more in tlhe
coagstal region. The main reason for the increage in the area
under this type of land may be due to conversion of arable land
into this type of land due to inadequate water supply; and the
deﬁlgne in the area of land under this type may  ~be due to
conversion of this type of land to cultivable area and land put

to non agricultural uses.

The sign of the X coefficient for miscellaneous trég crops
and groves not Included in the net area sown was in the  positive
direction, as it is generally expected that the area under this
type tends to increase along with increase in the growth éf the
pqpulation in order to meet the increased demand for fruits 'étc.
But the sign was negative (Table 12) at the state level and at
the distriet level except in (1) Salemn, (2) Dharﬁapuri (3)
‘T.Thirumaganar, (4) Tirunelveli (old) and new, bul ihé positive

sign was not significant in T.Thirumaganar and Tirunelveli (new).

The break up of the permanent pastures and other grazing
land and the land under miscellaneous tree crops and groves not
included in “the net sown area‘is not avéilable separately to
investigate the size»wisg digtribution of these lands. Permanent
pastureas and other grazing lands include all grazing lands,
whether they are permanent pastures and meaéows or not. Villaée

common grazing lands have been excluded for the purposes of
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. Table:l2 Linear trend analyslia: Land unider miscellaneous tree crops

and grdves not included Ln the net area gown

~3

B

X Coef.  Std Err K} Squar&dt value Level of
—_— of Coef: i Sigp;{icanaﬁ
CERNGILEPUT ~§xa2 252 0.57 ~4.78 &
”SOBXHﬁARCOT ~676 206 0.383 3.8 s
PUDUKOTTAL 381 101 0.485  -3.76 &
THANJAVUR -1376 134 0.861 éip.zv s
AMANATHAPURAN-old . -199 96 0.203  -2.08 NS
RAMANATHARURAN-nev  ~1478 465 ¥ " a3 1% e
TIRUNELVELT-o0ld 447 292 0.208 . 2.11°8
TIRUNELVELI “new 434!l j 57 . 0.983 . . 7.59 NS
CHIDAMBARANAR -8450 6@45‘ 0.661 -1 NS
KANYAKKUMARAL ~51 20 0.275% -2.51 8§
NORTH ARCOT. 206 57 D.433 -3.61° &
SALEM | 114 17 0.722 6.64 8
ﬁggnmg?uaz 289 . D498 5.1°8
COIMBATORE-old -14D 165 0.04 . ~C.85 NS
eo;MBATORE4neu ~641 LAT9 0.614  -=3.57 8
PERIYAR -628 139 0.717  -a.51§
TIRUCHIRAPALLY | =607 86 0.785  <7.05 8
mApuaA:~old ' ~a53 52 0.818  -8.73 5
MADURAT-nav ~240 121 0.664 -1.98 NS
ANNA . -28 22 .43  <1.22 NS
KAMAxasAﬁj ~618 202 0.758 -3.07 NS
T THIRUMAHANAR 5i‘ 53  0.603 0.09 NS
THE NILGIRIS 4§na‘ 56 0.758" ~7.3 8
STATE -5031 754 0.724  ~6.68 8
Note: § and NS denote aigniflcant and not slenificant at 5%



aébiéultural census. Land’ under miscellaneous tree crops etc.
inclddes all cultivable 1énd“whicﬁ is not includéd in the  net
area gsown but p&t to some agricultural use. Lands under
casqarina treeg thatching grasses bamboo bushes and other groves
for fuel ete. which are not included under orchards have been
included under 1this category. An examination has‘been made to
anglyze'these two types under one title viz., other uncultivated
land excluding fallow 1land. The distribution of other
uncultivated land excluding fallow land to the total operated
1anq"isvshown in Table 13. It could be seen from the téblé ithat
the peqcentaéé ;f other uncultivated. land excluding fallow 1aﬁd
to the total operated area has increased with the increase in the
size of operational holdings. The tofa] area under thig type of
lan@ to the’tota; operated area has decreased from 1.53 per cent
in 1970~71 ‘to 0.74 per ceni in 1976-77; ii increased to or 0.97
per cent iﬁ 1979-80 and it decreased to or 0.37 per cent :in
1585—86. . The data again indicate that the large sasize holdings
leave  more ‘land without cultivation than that of small aize
hoidings. Thig in fact calls again for a reduction of ceiling on
landholdings as the other uncultivated land excluding fallow land
wvasg minimumfiﬁ 1the lower size of class operational hﬁldings_ The
existance of vast area of this land gives a scope fér further

extension of cultivation in the future.

7. Current fallows

The area under current fallows represents the cropped atrea

which are kepi fallew during the year. Current fallows form a



Table 13
Disgtribution of other uncultivated land excluding fallow land to
total operated area in Tamilnadu (ha.)

i o At i 4 a G e e e e e R T S e D e e o A P e e W o S o S8 e e o o Ao = o o o b

Size class 1970-71  1976-77 1979-80  1985-86 X
1) 8.0 - 0.5 4875 6421 6084 984
(1.09) (0.99) (0.74) 0.12)
2) 0.5 - 1.0 6463 . 6792 8683 1626
. (0.80) (0.71) {0.80) (0.23)
3y 1.01-2.0 13798 10139 14805 4368
(D.9D) (0.64) 0.87) (0.25)
43 2.0 - 3.0 10954 - 7601 9089 3101
(0.98) ¢0.68) (0.83) 0.29)
5) 3.0 - 4.0 8090 5200  s224 2184
(1.05) (0.69) (0.86) €0.31)
6) 1.0 - 5.0 7149 3395 5089 1762
(1.27) (0.61) (1.00) €0.37)
7y 5:0.- 7.5 — 1892 7738 2646
(0.43) (1.13) €0.39)
2) 7.5 - 10.0 22618% 3719 1804 2006
S (1.71) (0.88) (1.33) (0.56)
9y 10.0 - 20.0 21187 1992 6272 2640
(3.29) (1.01) (1.47) (0.62)
10)  20.0 - 30.0 7509 186 2096 1148
(4.87) (0.44) (2:41) (1.31)
11y 30.0 - 40.0  as13 570 739 162
(7.33) (1.54) ¢2.04) €0.62)
12)  40.0 - 50.0 1767 312 460 233
(6.77) (1.89) - (2.20) (2.41)
13)  Above 50.0 64414 1405 2519 5571
(8.10) . (1.49) (1.96) (6.15)
14)  Total 115669 55924 75002 28431

(1.53) (0.74) (0.97) (0.37)
* Sjize class 5.0 +to 10.0
Note: Figures in brackete dindicate the percentage of other

uncultivatedkland excluding fallow land to total operated area in
each size clasa. :
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part of the arable land. Therefdre, area under curreéent fallows
ie added to tﬁb area under net sown area to gel the total cropped
area. It could be seen from the Appendix 7 thal the total area
under this classg of land has increased from.964640 ha. or 7.4 per
cent of the total geographical area in 1970-71 to 154463 ha. or
11.9 per cent in 1988-89 at state level. Regional level data
show that there was an increase in the area clasaified as current
fallows in the inland region (frpm 572627 ha. in 1970-71 +to
948777 ha. in 1988-89) and in the coastal region (from 392013 ha.
in 1970-71 to 597686 ha. in 1988-89%) but the rate of increase in
current fallows was lower in the coastal region than that of the
inland region. The reason for a very high percentage of current
fallows to total geographical area may be méinly due 1o
inadequate éupply of water including rainfall for irrigation.
This is well documented from the Table 14 that +the actual
rainfall was less than the normal rainfall and the level of
rainfall was minimum in three years viz., 1974-75, 1980-81 and
1982-83 compared to the rest of the year. The area under this
clasae of land (Appendix 7) wag higher in 1974-75 at state level
and at the districi level except the Nilgiris’ “and Dharmapuri
districte, and again the area ﬁnder this clases was higher in
1980-81 at the state level and at the digtrict level; and further
the érea under this class of land was higher in 1982-83 both at
the étate level and distrié% level except in Kanyakumari
district. Thus in a year of fairly sufficient level of rain,
the percentage of curreni fallows decrééses considerably whereas
in a year of insufficient‘raiﬁ'th@ area undgr such land increases

suddenly. The area under current £allqvé may not decrease in the
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Table 14 .
Distribution of rainfall by yeara in Tamil Nadu

- - g e " o o o o o o . "~ . P W —— "~ . -~ T~

: Rainfall
TRAL 0 S S N S SR S SRS SRS s Clee e  AS S Se Se

Normal Actual

1970-71 9457 918.1
1971-72 945 .7 968.8
1972-73 945 .7 992.3
1973-74 945 .7 842.2
1974-75 9457 647 .4
1975-76 945 .7 857.2
1976-77 9457 941 .4
1977-78 945.7 1123.7
1978-79 942.8 1091.3
1979-80 942.8 1091.3
1980-81 942.8 669.3
1981-82 942.8 952.7
1982-83 942.8 662.56
1983-84 942.8 1222.5
1984-85 942.8 791.4
1985-856 942.8 950.9
1986~87 9457 700.9
1987-88% 945.0 982.8

1988~-89xx memee 708.8

‘aurcef Season and crop report of Tamil Nadu, 1985-86,
Dept.of Statistics, Madras.

atiatical handbook of Tamilnadu, 1988
pt.of Statisgtics. p.109
wilnadu Economic Appraisal, 1989, p.101.
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future due to insufficient wafervor rainfall for cultivation in
Tamil Nadu, although it is stated fhat the area Qnder current
fallows is bound to decreage to a negligible level in the future
due +to increase in. the growth of population. The sandy s¢oil,
inadequate water for irrigatiﬁh and the hilly terrain‘must have
compellea the farmers to leave the land uncultivated. It ig in
this respe?t, a gstudy has tﬁjbe undertaken to investigate as to
what 'reasons these lands are kept fallow and who ias leaving thé
land wuncultivated. A study conducted by'Nadkarni and Deshpande
{1979) =shows that the‘proportion of current fallows increases

significantly with an increase in the size of operated area.

The expected direction Sf the sign of the trend'for current
fallows was in the negative. bThe observed coefficient (Table 15}
was posifive in majority of the districts except (1) Periyar,
(2) Madﬁrai (old and new), (35 Anna, (4) Ramanathapuram (eld),
(5) Kamarajar, (6) T.Thirumaganar, (7) Tirunelveli (new) #nd (8)
Chidambarﬁnar, ‘but the trend was not significant. The ):4
coefficienf wvas posltive and'signifigant at the stafe‘levéi. It

ig quite contrary teo what was expected_

The sgizewise digtribution of area under current fallows to
total = operated areé could be geen from the Table 16. The area
under this type of land has increased with the increasé in ‘the
gize of operational holdings. The pogitive relationshlp between
the size class énd the peréentage of current fallows was vVery.
high upto 1979-80; but thie relationship was not so high in 1985-

86. This was due to large. scale shift of land from the larger
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Table:15 Linear trend analysia:

3e

Area under

current fallows

MABDRAS

CHENGLEPRUT

'SOUTH ARCOT

PUNUKOTTAL

THANJAVUR

RAMANATHAPURAM-ola

RAMANATHAPURAM-new

TIRUNFLVELT-0ld
TIRUNELVELI-new
7HIDAEBARANA3
KANYAKKUMARAT
NGRTH ARCOT
SALEM
DHARMAPURI
COIMBATORE-old
COTMBATORE-new
PERIYAR
TIRUCHIRAPALLI
MADURAI-old
MADURAI- new
ANNA

KAMARAJAR

T . THIRUMAHANAR
THE NTLGIRIS

STATE

Coaf.

~-788
A261
2877
~A9692
~752%9

68

~18354
-11792
-4982
768

33863

S1d Sre

of Coef.

3427

1347

14449

2605

1104

21133

1355

1826

1319

2042

1387

22104

10046

4934

123

12825

0.001

0.

0.

o.

53

56

49

-0

=

-1

6,1

R Sgasred 1 value

.87
=33

.65

.06

.28
.02

.29

-11

[N
’
5,1

.83

.17

.01

Note: S and NS denote gignificant and nolt significant

level of
Signifi~
cance
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Table 16
sttrlbutxon of area under current fallows to total operated area
in Tamil Nadu (ha.)

Size class 1970-71 1976-77 1979~80 1985-86
1) 0.0 - 0.5 50275 197022 111934 215720
(11.22) (14.96) (13.62) (25.26)
2) 0.5 - 1.0 93673 154967 152375 284571
' (11.62) (16.20) (14.05) ~ (24.52)
ED) 1.0 ~ 2.0 199968 278508 261513 446132
(12.98) - (17.58) (15.30) (25.20)
1) 2.0 ~ 3.0 150376 206910 180007 283185
’ (13.43) (18.51) (16.34) (26.33)
5) 3.0 - 4.0 106512 146421 125045 192825
(13.76) (19.43) (17.36) (27.52)
6) . 4.0 - 5.0 80758 115891 95195 136223
(14.36) (20.82) (18.66) (28.57)
7) 5.0 - 7.5 ——— 169111 147004 202231
(21.78) (21.49) (29.93)
8) 7.5 - 10 209861* 98285 85026 111992
: ‘ (15.89) (23.26) {23.58) (32.15)
%)  10.D -~ 20.0 125002 ‘141992 117227 138791
. (19.39) (28.53) (27.57) (32.74)
10)  20.0 - 30.0 35624 33894 28525 28125
: (22.69) (30.69) (27.51) (32.19)
11) 30.0 - 40.0 15751 13343 11766 7729
: (23.99) (36.04) (32.56) (29.74)
12) - 40.0 ~ 50.0 ’ 5003 4332 5074 3546
’ - ; (23.00) (26.22) (24.30) (36.62)
13) Above 50.0 12010 27544 2727% 20540
{15.10) (29.22) (21.26) (22.66)
14) Total 1085814 14872280 1347970 2071610
(14.40) C(19.65)  (17.49) (26.%1) "

* Size class 5.0 to 10.0
Note: Figures in brackets indicate current fallows to total operatec
area in each gize class.
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size class of landholdings to the smaller size holdiﬁgs in 1985-

v
3

86 . The total area of this land has iihcreased fgoﬁ 1085814 ha.
or 14.40 per cent of the total operated area in 1970-71 +to
2071610 ha. or 26.91 per cent in 1985-86. Thus the data clearly
show that the land left without cultivation by the farmers was
more in the cage of large farmers than that of the small farmers
and the land under this type without cultivation has increased
ocver a pe?iod of time. Thig in fact calls for a reduction= of
ceiling on landholdings as the area under the current fallows was

minimum in the lower size class of operational holdings.

8. Other fallow lands

This represenits lands which are taken up for cultivalion but
are temporarily out of cultivation for a period of not less than
one year and not more than five yearg. The lands clasgified
under other fallows are definitely cultivable. These lands are
left withoutl cultivation by the farmers due Lo poverty, 1ack of
irrigation, inadequate rainfall, weeds, etc. AL the state
1eve1,a the area of this ladd has fluctuated over a period of 19
yvears (Appendix 8.) The area under ithis type of land was v895074
ha. which accounted for 6.9 per cent of the geégraphical area in
1988-89 in Tamil Nadu. The diastrict level data also mainly show
that the area under tﬁis category fluctuated over a. period of 19
years. The highest percentage of this land is noticed in
T.Thirumaganar which accounted for about 26 per cent followed by
Kamaréjar and Tirunelvgli distriéts and accounted for 21 per wcent
and 20 per cent respectively. The regionalkievel analysis shows

that 3 out of 9 districts viz., South Arcot, Chidambaranar and
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Kanyakgmari in the coastal region and 3 out of 11Vdistricts viz.,

Salem, Coimbatore and Tiruchirapalli in the inland region, the
area classified as other fallows has declined. The area
clagssified as other fallowsg has increagsed from 292220 ha. in

1970-71 to 360498 ha. in 1988-89% iﬁ the coastal regioﬁ and 280742
ha. in 1970-71 to 534576 ha. in 1988-89% in the ipland region.
Thug the data very clearly show that the rate of increase in the
other faliows wag more in the casé of inland region than that §f

the coastal region.

As far aa the area of land under other fallows is concerned,
the expected directioﬁ of the trend was negative. This is mainly
in response to population explosion. The trend analysis [(Table
17) shows that, at the district level, ithe trend was negative
only in (1) éhingleput,’(Z) Sog%h Arcot, {3) Coimbatoge (old) (4)
Madurai (new) (5) RamanathapuraQ (new) and (6) Chidambaranar but
the_ trend wag found to be not gignificant. At the state level,
the trend was pdsitive and gignificant. This is contrary to the
expected direction of the trend. A comparigon of data related
to‘ other fallow lands with rainfall indicates that the other
fallow iands continue to persist Irrespective of rainfall.
However in a year of sufficient‘ralnfall (i.e. more than normal
rainfall) the other fallow landqrhad declined and in a year of

insufficient rain the lands under this type had increased.

If we remove the obstacles which make the land wunfit for
cultivation, these lands can be cultivated. These lands can be

brought under cultivation by applying manures, irrigation
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Table:17 Linear trend analysis: Otber fallow lands
X Coef. Sid Arr R Sgared U value Level of
of Coef. Signii~
LtCance

MADRAS _ - & 4
CHENGILEPUT -~ 7 294 0.007 ~4.35 NS
SOUTHVARCOT ~1086 262 0 ﬂl ~0.41 NS
PUDUKOTTAT 1208 305 6.51 3.95% &
THANJSAVUR 8% 214 3] uéQ 0.4 nNE
RAMANATHAPURAM-oLd e778 1373 0.749 7.12 5
RANANATRAPURA&*@ewb -156¢6 1914 g9.183 -0.82 NE
TTRUNELVELI-0old 537 240 $.019 0.57 N&
TIRUNELVELI -new 15062 2707 0.988 5.54 NS
CHIDAMBARANAR ~2518 456 D.9s8 ~5.52 NS
KANYAKKJUMARAXL 24 ‘19 20.084 1.25 NS
NORTI ARCOT | 272 496 0.017 GBS NS
SALEM | 347 257 6.107 L1:43 >
DHARHAPURTVJ 794; %49 D.625 5.32 &
COTMBATORE-old ~517 838  ©0.022° -0.62 NS
CO}HBATOREWH&W‘ 593 4580 0.16 1.24 K&
PERIYAR | 3263 1682 0.32 1.94 NS
TIRUCHIRAPALLT 894 566 0.85¢% .E.G% N&
MADURATI-~old 3669 12481 0.258 2.43 5
MADURAT~new 44850 3003 D.652 1.93 NE
ANNA 17281 15681 0.378 1.1 A
KAMARAJAR 13424 12276 0.228 n.9%3 NG
T-THIRUHAHANAR 5676 1816 0.765 3.13 NS
THE NILGIRIS 51 54 0.649 n.%4 NE
STATE 16794 52%4 .374 3.18 5

Note: &

and NS denote significant and not significant at 5%
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facilities and reclamation of land.  The existence of this type
of land  provides'a greater:scope for increaéing» thev”érea for

cultivation.

The size-wise distribution of fallow lands other than
current fallows to the total operated area is shown in the Table
18. It could be seen from the table that the extent of fallow
lands other than current fallows to total operated area has
increased aignificantly with the increase in the size  of
operational holdings in 1970-71, 1976-77 and 1979~80; whereas in
1985-86 the sharerof fallow land other than current fallows - has
increased with the increase in the size of holdings upto 20.00
ha. and thereafter i£ declined with the increase in the size of
landﬁoldinga. The total area " under this type of land haé
declined from 223048 ha. or 2.96 per cent in 1970-71 to 83550 ha.
or 1.10 per cent in 1976-77 and further to 71601 ha. or 0.93 pér
cent in 1979-80 and again declined to 19266 ha. or 0.25 per cent
in 1985-86. Thus the data clearly indicate that the area under.
this class p£ land started declining due to large scale transfer
of land from the larger size of holdings to the emaller holdings
and subdivision of land among the family members due to increasé

in the growth of population.
9. Net sown area

This represenis the mnelt area sown with crops in any
particular year. The net sown area depends on surface condition,

fertility of gs0il,. drrigation including'v rainfall and
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Table 18

Digstritribution of fallow lands other than current  fallows to
total operated area in Tamil Nadu (ha.)

ot o s > e o s it o e S i ma o e o ot o o ot o o o o it o ) o o o o e rn e ot O A o e e e ok e o o P o ot o it o o s o

Size claas 1970-71 1976-77 1979-80  1985-86
1) 0.0 - 0.5 5373 6356 5035 1140
(1.20Y (0.98) (0.61) (0.13)
23 0.5 - 1.0 13448 8801 8083 1840
(1.67) (0.92) (0.75) €0.15)
3) 1.0 - 2.0 33487 17743 12146 3431
(2.17) (1.12) (0.71) (0.19)
4y 2.0 - 3.0 259114 11290 8682 2381
(2.58) (1.01) (0.79) (0.22)
59 3.0 - 4.0 22665 7084 5105 1504
(2.94) (0.94) (0.71) (0.21)
6) 4.0 - 5.0 17656 5422 1762 1571
(3.14) (1.01) (0.93) (0.33)
73 5.0 - 7.5 — 5690 7514 2600
(1.12) (1.10)  (0.38)
8) 7.5 - 10.0 46757% 5197 5646 1478
(3.51) C(1.23) (1.56)  (0.42)
9) 10.0 - 20.0 30132 6523 8140 2728
(4.67) (1.32) (1.91)  (0.64)
10)  20.0 - 30.0 10655 2132 2328 180
(6.79) (1.93) _ (2.25) _ (G.55)
11y  30.0 - 40.0 5477 463 710 16
(8.34) (1.25) (1.96)  (0.06).
12)  40.0 - 50.0 2295 175 732 1
; (8.79) (1.06) ¢3.51)  (0.04)
13)  Above 50.0 6170 3468 2716 93
(7.76) (3.68) (2.12)  (0.10)
14)  Total 223048 83550 71601 19266
(2.96)  (1.10) (0.93)  (0.25)

¥ Size clags 5.0 to 10.0 ;
Note: Figures in brackets indicate percentage of fallow lands other thaiw
current fallows to toal operated area in each size class.
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technological development. The net sown area is considered as an
index to measure economic development. It could be seen from the
Appendix 9 that the net sown area never exceeded 50 per cent of
the total geographical area at the state level. The - net sown
area was only 42.6 per cent\at the state level in 1988-89. At
the regional level, 3 out of 11 diétricts in the inland region
and 2 out of ¢ districts in the coastal region, the  aresa
classified as net areabsown has declined. The data also show
that the net area sown has declined from 2699942 ha.” in 1970-71
to 2193701 ha. in 1988-89% in the coastal and from 34469231 ha. in
1970-71 t; 3352954 ha. in 1§88—89 in the inland region. Thug the
data clearly lndicate.thét though there wasg a decline in the net
area sown in both the region but the degline was less for the
inland region ﬁhan that of the coaétal region. The district

level data also show that among all districts the net sown area

exceeded more than 50 per cent in South Arcot, Tiruchirapalli,
Than javur, Chidambaranar, and Kanyakumari over a period two
decades. The high population density (Table 43, the high

percentage 'irrigated area (Table 7) and rainfall (Table 'i4)
appear to be&responsible for the highest percéntage of net sown
labea} The low percentage of thié type of land was noticed in
Tirunelveli, T.Thirumaganar and the Nilgiris districts. The
other fallow land, cultivable Qaste and the area of ‘land .under
forest were responsible for low percentage of net area sown. On
the whole the net sown area haas fluctuated but hasd not increased.
The land under this category has not responded to the growth of
population. Since the use of this land never eiceéded 50 per

cent of geographical area, there iz a scope for further expansion
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in the area of land under.cultivation.

The ékpected gign of the trend was pogitive. - This is
mainly bgéaﬁse vast.area)of land to be brougﬁtjﬁnder cultivation
to meet the basic needs c;;;eqﬁéht to increase:in the population.
But the trend analysis (Table 19) shows that the trend was
positive only in 8 districts viz., (1) Periyar, (2) Madurai (new)
(3) Anna, (4) Ramagathapgram ﬁnew),:tS) Kamarajar (6) Tirunél&eli
(new)‘ (7) Chidambaranar and (8) The N;lgiris, but the positivé
trend was significant only in the Nilgitis disfriét. The trend
analysi;' also ,shows that thére was a negative }aﬂd significant
development “at the state 1leéevel. Thé main reason for the
ﬂegatiﬁg development in the‘nét area was mainly due toA'inﬁrease

in the area of land under curreént fallows and other faliéws;

The size-wise distribution of net gown area to . the = Total
operated ‘area. is shown in thé~Tablev20. The area  undep thia
cléss of land has decreased with the increase ‘in  the size of
‘opegational holdings. The mnet sown ?area hés*'decliped "from
6020396 . ha. or 78.11 berAcent cf the total geographical area in
1979-80 +to 5511035 hé.f or 71.58 per cent in 1985-86. Thua ~ the
data clearly ghow that the percentage of net sown area to the
tgtal oﬁérated area by the“small,fgrmers wag more than tﬁ;t of
¥ﬁ;' jarge farméfs. The data%indica;e'fhat the ceiling on land
holdings has to be reduced as the net sown area was higher in the

lower sizé class of operational holdings;
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Table:19® Linear trend analysis: Nel area sown

X Coef. Sid Frr R Sqéred i value lLevel of
of Coerf. Signifi-
- 5 candce

1 MADRAS - _ N _ 3
2 CHENGLEPUT : ~4030 1065 D.457 -3.78 &

3 SOUTH ARCOT -1811 1606 0.07 -1.13 WS

4 PUDUKOTTAI ~1281 1008 G.097 ~1.27 NS

5 THANJAVUR ~3914 881 0.537 -4.44 S

6 RAMANATHAPURAM-old  ~6205 1896 0.387 ~3.27 8§

6 RAMANATHAPURAM-naw 1215 4294 6.026 0.28 NS

7 TIRUNELVELT-old 5282 1403 0.454 ~3.76 8

7 TIRUNELVELI-new 14395 13177 0.544 1.09 NS

8 CHIDAMDARANAR  is014 6924 0.883 2.75 NS

9 KANYAKKUMARAL ~127 23 . 0.i21 ~1.53 NS

10 NORTH ARCOT 5929 1452 0.495 ~4.08 8

11 SALEM 1045 1104 £.05 ~0.95 NS

12 DHARMAPURI ~ 36 1374 0.00004 ~0.03 NS

13 COIMBATORE-old ~a304 1276  0.401 -3.37 8
13 COIMBATORE-new -2455 1233 0.331  -1.99 NS
14 PERIYAR .93 1824  0.0003 0.05 NS

15 TIRUCHIRAPALLI 8986 2137 0.57% -4.21 S

18 MADUéAi—oid . -2613 ; 1237 0.208 -2.11° 8

16 MADURAT-new 14248 6704 0.693 2.313 NS

17 ANNA - 709 13428 0.001 0.05 NS

18 KAMARAJAR 571 4530 0.005 0.12 NS

1% T.THIRUMAHANAR =93 5378  0.006 . ~0.13 NS

20 THE NILGIRIS 618 136 0.549 4.55 s

21 STATE ~38987 11353 0.41 -3.43 &

Note: § and NS denobe significant and not algnificant at 5%
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Table 20
Distribution of net sown area to total operated area in Tamil Nadu
o ) { "‘\ U\.\,

Size class 1970-71 1976-77 1979-80 1985-86

1) 0.0 - 0.5 375727 525322 680001 631988
o (83.83) (81.00) (82.69) (74.02)

23 0.5 - 1.0 670134 766802 891830 B65784
(83.15) .~ (80.16) (82.26) (74.50)

3 1.0 - 2.0 1245164 1240771 1386521 1303895
' (80.84) (78.32) (81.08) (73.64)

43 2.0 ~ 3.0 891540 864194 875787 777629
(79.64) . (77.31)  (79.56)  (72.31)

5) 3.0 - 4.0 607701 ° - 574005 567117 497097
(78.71) (76.17) (78.68) (70.95)

4) 4.0 - 5.0 43605¢ 414803 393991 332555
(77.55) - - (74.52) (77.21) (69.75)

73 5.0 -.7.5 989166% 556335 504050 460710
(74.88) (72.81) (73.68) (68.18)

8) 7.5 - 16.0 ° = —eme-- 296756 253860 2284465
. (70.23) (70.32) (65.58)

9) 10.0 - 20.0 436936 T 312177 277606 272371
(67.76) (63.17) (65.26) (64.26)

10) 20.0 - 30.0 92340 60101 65823 55741
(58.81) (54.42) (63.49) (63.82)

11) 30.0 - 40.0 34576 19178 21165 17696
(52.66) (51.80) (58.56) (68.08)

12) 40.0 - 50.0 12810 7717 12610 5532
. (49.07) (46.71)  (68.39) (57.13)

133 Above 50.0 ‘36917 ) - 54795 90040 61552
‘ (46.40) (58.13)  (70.17) (67.91)
14) Total 5829066 5701956 6020396 5511035

(77.28) (75.34)  (78.11) (71.58)
* 8ize class 5.0 to 10.0

Note: Figures in brackets indicate the net sown area to total operat~
area in each size classg.
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10. Area sown more than once

Ihe area sown more than once is an index to calculate the
agricultural development. The agricultural development is
positively associated with the'increase in the area sown more
than once. The area sown more than once has declined in '1988-89
as compared to 1970~71 at the state level (Appendix 10) which
accounted for 9.3 per cent of the total geographical area in
1670-71 and has declined to 6.9 per cent - in 1988-89. The

regional level analysis shows that except sthe  Chidambaranar

district in the coastal region and Salem;‘Dharmapuri, Anna and
the Nilgiris districts in the inland region, the area sown more

than once has declined in Tamil Nadu. On the whole,. the area

gown more than ondé hasi selined to 496235 ha. in 1988-89 from

688632 ha. in 1970-71 in the d¢dastal region and to 408080 ha. in
1988-89 from 526201 ha. in 1970-71 in the inland region. Thus
the data clearly show that area sown mere than once has declined
iﬁ ﬁoth the region‘but th;?declihe was less-in the inland region
than that of the coastal region. The main reason  for the
highest percentage ‘of these lands was due to increase in the
'pressure of popglétion to :ﬁeet the food items, and the
availability of water for irrigation (Table 7).: It is worthwhile
to mention’ that 44.9 per cent of the total land was put to
cultivation more than once in Thanjavur in 1984-85. The year to
‘year fluctuations in the area sown more than once have been a
‘noticeable feature of land use pattefn in Tamil nadu. The main
reagson for decrease in the area sown more than once was 'may be

due to inadequaté' supply of water including rainfall for
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cultivation and late release of water from irrigation tanks for

~ultivation.

As far as the net sown area is concetned, the expected trend
of  the X cbeffiQient was positive. The distirict wise linear
trend  analysis (Table 21) show that the X coefficients were

vpositive ohly in 8 distrets viz., (1) South Arcot, (2) Salem - (3)

vMadurai (néw), (4) Anna, (5) Ramanathapuram (new), >(6)
~ Tirunelveli (new)! (7) Chidambaranar and (8) The Nilgiris. But
the 'positive trend was gsignificant only in Salem digtrict. . The

trend analysis also shows that the observed trend was ‘negative

and;significént at the state level.

11.. Tetal cropped area

The digtribution of total érOPPQd-aFgeﬁovef'é périod of . two
decades at the district level, rééional 1éve1 and atate level is
showp in Appenéix 11.  Though year to year fluctuation hag been a
noticeable feature of the. data, the total cropped area 1§ on tha
decrease at the staée level;‘f RegionaI‘1evel analyais showa that
the area’ clﬁssifieq as total cropped area ‘has deéli;ed from
3388574  ha. in‘1970—71 to 265936;ha.’in 1988-8% in the coastaip
region ;nd from 3995A32 ha. in 1970-71 to 3761023 ha. in 1988-89
in the~1nland‘fegion. Thus thé‘dataﬁvegy clearly indiéate' ?hat
the decrease in the total afbpped area was moreiin 'tﬁ; coastal
region than that of the inland region.“ At the 'digtrict .1eye1,
the total cropped area fluctuated in all districts. Therg was:

noet much change in the total cropped area in three distri¢;s,

wviz., Dharmapuri, Thanjavur and Madurai. A very:high percentage
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Table:21 Linear itrend analysis: Area sown more than

once

X Coef. S5Ld Err R Sqared 1t value
0f Coef.

1ADRAS _ = _ -
CHENGLREPUT _api7 1040 0.468 -2.86
SCUTE ARCOT 711 1297 0.017 0.55
PUDUKOTTAT -32 197 5.002 -0.16
THANJAVUR 3961 1962 = 0.193 _2.02
RAMANATHAPURAM-old ~795 358 5.225 -2.22
RAMANATHAPURAM-new 266 84 0.771 3.18
TIRUNELVELI-old 2271 634 " p.43 ~3.58
TIRUNELVELI-new 3744 1840  0.805  2.03
CHIDAMBARANAR ’ 4576 4772 0.479  0.9%
KANYAKKUMARAIL 1087 191 0.644 -5 .55
NORTH ARCOT 4083 1358 0.347 -3.01
SALEM | 2077 694 * 0.345 2.99
DHARMAPURI -546 856 0.023 _ -0.64
COIMBATORR-old -2746 925 0:341 -2.97
COIMBATORE-new -18 1845 0.000D12 -0.01
Psazfan -4973 1672 0.525 -2.97
TIRUCHIRAPALLI -3p81 520 0.67a -5.92
MADURAI-old -1722 525 0.388 ~3.28
MADURAT -new 5237 7580 0.193  D0.69
ANNA 506 541 0.304 0.94
KAMARAJAR ~567 1495 0.046 ~-0:38
T.THIRUMAHANAR -429 254 ° 0.487 -1.69
THE NILGTRIS 57 39 0.1312 - 1.46

STATE - : -21043 7256 0.331 -2.9

Note: S and NS denote significant and not gignificant

Level of
Signif-
icance

-?

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

at 5%
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of the total cropped area was noticeable in Thanjavur district.
The méin reason for the:very high percentage of this land in
Thénjavur w;s due to"high population density and high percentage
of area ifrigated; very low percentage of this area = was
noticeable in T.Thirumaganar with 25.7 per cent and Tirunelveli
with 27.4 per cent in 1988-89. The total cropped area was 27.5
per cent in the Nilgirise in 1988-89. The main reason for the low
percentage of this area in the Nilgiris district was due to the
predominance of hilly terrain. However, the total cropped area
dependsg upon availability of water for cultivation.: The main
4

reason for the low percentage of this area is mainly due to

inadequate supply of water ineluding rainfall for cultivation.

The deaifed direction of the sign was positive for the total

cropped area. Thig is mainly due to increase In the bagic needs
consequent to rapid growth of population. The sign of the trend
(Table 22) was found to be positivé only in 8 diatricts viz., (1)

Salen, fZ) Madurai(new) (3) Anna, (4) Ramanathapﬁfémv {new) (5)
Kamara jar (6) Tirunelvéli (new) (7) hhidambaranég, and (8) The
Nilgiris, but the positiyertrend was significanf 6hly in the
Nilgiris district. The ébserved trend at the state level was

negative and significant.

Location coefficients

Location coefficient is one of the technigques to measure the
degree of concentration ' of land use pattern at. district or
regional level. The location coefficients has been calculated

for three points in time viz., 1970-71 1979-80 and 1988-89.
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of Coef.

MADRAS 5 - _ 3

. CHENGLEPUT -7784 2116 0.443 -3.68
SOUTH ARCOT -1170 2605 0.012 -0.45
PUDUKOTTAT -1314 1149 0.08 ~1.14
L THANJAVUR ~7875 2244 0.42 -3.51
RAMANATHAPURAM-old  ~7000 2117 0.391 ~3.31
RAMANATHAPURAM-new 1481 4342 D.037 0.32
TIRUNELVELI~old -7553 1843 0.497 -4.1
TIRUNELVELI-new 18138 15016  0.593 1.21
CHIDAMBARANAR 23585 11699 0.803 2.02
KANYAKKUMARAL T -1184 246 0.577 -4.82°
NORTH ARCOT © -10011 2710 0.445  -3.40
SALEM ) 1032 1611 0.024  0.64
DHARMAPURI - . -532 1159 0.009 -4
COIMBATORE-old -7045 1957 0.432 -3.6
COIMBATORE-new -2473 2564 0.104 -0.96
PERIYAR -4880 3287 0.216 -1.48
TIRUCHIRAPALLI -12067 2208 0.637 ~5.47
MADURAI-old -43356 1483 0.334 . -2.92
MADURAr~neQ‘ 1§485 7752 .76 2.51
ANNA © 1215 12974 0.004 D.09
KAMARAJAR 4 5779 0 0
T.THIRUMAHANAR -1122 5456 0.014 -0.21
THR NILGIRIS o ea9 166 0.473 3:91
STATE -60030 17488 0.409 -3.43

51

Table:22 Linear trend analysis: Total cropped area.

¥ Coef. 8td Err R Squaredi value

Note: 8 and NS denote significant and not significant

Level of
Significance
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Table @ 23
Mininum and Haximum Localion Coefficients of the land use paltern by disiricts: 1970-74, 1979-80, 1988-8%

1970-71 197960 1788-87
District Distriel Location Bistrict . ‘locatise
Coefficieni Coefficient
i. Farasi Area Haximum The Hilgiris 2.7 The Hilgiris 3.460 The Nilgiris 340
Hinimum  Thanjavur 0.10~ | Thanjavur 0.0% Ramnathapuram{new)0.07
. Harren and Unculil Haximum South Arcel 2.2% South Arcal 2.48 Sauth Arcol 2,10
3 : . ) ' .
¥3hig iana
Hinimum {oimbatore 0.50 Periyar 0.20 T.Thiremaganar  0.2%
%, and pul to non ¢ Haximum fadras 8.77 Hadras 1. Hadras 7.0%
&griculiural uses '
Hinimum The Hilgiris .40 The Hilgirig 0.27 The Milgiris - 0.25
IR faximum The Hilgiris 2.8 Tirunslveli 2.00 iranaiveli {new) 2.64
Hinimum  Dharmapuri .21 Kanyakemari & 0.42 - Hanvakueari 4.5
Coimbalore
Haximem Chinglepul 3.20 Chingleput 3.00 Chinglepul 3.20
Hinimum Ramanathapuran 6.22 Ramdnathapuram 0,17 Periyar 0.10
"5 Land under miscella-  Mawimum  Chiagleput 3.06 Seuth Arcal 3.20 Bouth éreol .z
reous Tree crops and |
aol included in  Hinimum Salem, Madurai,Coim Rannathapuram {new!
1 sowh area ] baiore, Haryakumari 0.2% Hanyakumari 0.13 § Hamarajar - .00
7. frea under current Haximun 1k Pariyar 137 Ramnathapuraminew!{. 23
fatlows S .
Hinimum Hanyakumari G. 1 Hanvakumari .15 Hanyakumari 0.04
allow land " Haxisum Tiruneiveli 2,57 Tirunelveii 2.79 T.Thirumaganar
Hininum Hanyakumari G.18 Hanyakumari .09 Kanyakumari
Z. Hel area sown Haxinum Thaniavur 1.33 Thanjavur 1.42 Thanjavur 158
CWinimam  The Milgiris 0.43 The Hilgiris (.48 Ti‘ruvrx'eh'eli {new} 0.47
(.4rza sown mare lhan Haxinum  Thaniavar 2.99 Thanjavur 3.58 Thanjavur
snce : .'» N
Winimm - The Nilgiris 0.04 The Hilgiris 4.1 T.7hirumaganar
$1.Tatal cropped arsa Havimum  Thanjavar 140 Thanjavur 1.84 Thanjavur 1,88

Hinimm  The Nilgiris 0,38 The Nilgiris' 0. T.Thirmaganar 0.5
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As far aas forest area is concerned, the location coefficient
(LCi) was highest (Table 23) in the Nilgiris district, a hilly
tenain, wifh 2.76k and least in Thanjavur district, the most
fertile and irrigated tract, with 0.10 in 1970-71. The position
with respect to maximum and minimum location coefficients
remained ‘the game in 1979-80; but 1988-8%, the Rémanathapuram
{new) happened to be the least concentrated, while the Nilgiris
digstriet «continued to be the highest concentration in the area
under forest. Similarly the South Arcot, Madras and Chingleput
have accounted for highest 1ocatiqﬁ;coefficient for barren and
uncultivated land; land put to non-agricultural uses; and land
undetr permanent pastureé and other“g:azing land in 1970-71, 1979-
80 and 1988-89%, but the diétricté get fluctuated az they move
from one point of time to another with resgpect to minimum
location coefficienta. Thanjavur distriet alone has represented

for the highest concentration in the net area sown, area sown

more than once and total cropped area in 1970-71, 1979-80 - and
1988-89. The value of location coefficients also increased over
the . per{od of time. This confirms that in the moat fertile and

irrigated regiod, the concentration of the net area sown, area
sown more than once aﬁd the total cropped area will be the
highest: The concentration of land put to non-agricultural uses
was minimum in the Niigiris aistrict in all the three points in
time, this again confifms that the‘location coefficient will Tbe
minimum in the hilly ter;Ain. The‘concentration of area underd
current fallows and other fallows was minimum in Kanyakumari
district for all the threevpolnts in time. The change in the

location coefficients with respect to . maximum and minimum,
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clearly indicate the. pattern of land use pattern was not

consistant.

The results of the study indicate that there is a greater
scope for further extension of area of land for cultivation, as
7 R :
the existence of vast area of land under the use of cultivable

waste, permanent pastures and grazing lands, miscellaneous tree

crops and groves, current fallows and other fallows which can be

brought wunder cultivation in Tamil Nadu. These 1lands can be
reclaimed and used for cultivation by applyingz acientific
methods . More than half of the geographical area’ is unsown and

it is not true to say that there 1is no scope for> further
extension of land for cultivation. The prevalence of landlordism
or largeholdings has been responsgible for the high percentage of
}1and uncultivated as the high percentage of land is not available’
for cultivation in the higher aize of operational holdings. The
percentage of area of land under fhe cultivable waste, perménent
pastures and other grazing lands, land under miscellaneous tree
crops and groves, current fallows and o;h;r fallows was higher in
the large @ize holdings and the percentage of area of land ‘under
the net sown area was high in the small size holdingskthan that
of the large size holdings. This suggests that there is a neeq
for reduction of ceiling on landholdings for proper and efficient
utilisation kof land and it |is sufflcient for technological
upgrading and improved profitability of farming. It is
dishearteging to note that the uncultivated area is alsgo found
even in the irrigated region. Effort should be made to

redigstribute the waste land to the landless and to reclaim the
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current~fallow lands and other fallow landa. Studies have to be
conducted  at the micro level as to know who is leaving the land
uneultivated whether the resident owner, non reaident  owner,

absentee landlord or tenant leave the land uncultivated.
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APPENDIX 1@ FOREST AREQ tha.}
1970-7¢ B74-72 1972-73 973-T4 ATIA-TS 9TE-76 97677 ATI-7R 0 978-79 979-80
" MADRAS 0 4 o 4 4 ¢ 8 ] 0 0
¢ 0 G & 0 & G . 0 0, G
CHENGLERUT 33738 3073 3603 3405 36055 43IS0 AETER 42452 4PSSR 42547
@y 43 el 4.4y 5.5 G4 (5.4 (5.4 5.4
SOUTH ARCOT a7 KT AMTF HA7T 52819 32819 G668 50402 50402 50264
(581 (5.9 5.0 5.4 (4,8} (4.8} (4.7 b e (4.5)
NORTH aRTOT 318887 318887 318887 313887 318887 31B3A%  Q1AE88  318M87  348E87 218887
{259 (8.9 (@5 (859 85.9) (8.9 (859 (85.9)  (Z5.%F  (75.;d
SALEH 1e6%0a 157562 157248 157245 157248 1S7R48 157248 155570 16TME% 167429
(19.4) (8.3} (18.2) (.2} (8.2} (18.2)  (IASY (8.0 (14 (9.8
DHARMAPURT 17294 317294 21794 317RGL 79 347294 247ED4 324318 M8 324318
{(33.3) (33.00  (38.01 (3.0} (!.G) {329 (329 (339 (33T (35.e
CDIHBATORE-old 404338 404359 404493 403737 388400 388534 388534 388535 3885315 20853
(85.%F  (E5.9) (25.9) (B5.9) (4.7} {2&.B) {&5.4) (24.7) (247 (3e7)
8 ] (LS o 0 0 0 0 6 15377
¢ a 4 & a ¢ G ] ¢ (20.8)
PERIVAR 0 0 ¢ Y Y 3 0 ~ o 0 23274
0 G 14 & g 0 0 ] 0. (28.2)
RAPALLI 7009 0122 7876 7IRIR TA9R4 7ISTL 77526 77334 59025 553N
.8 O G GOy 0y L0 .00 {6 B3 {5.00
FUDUHOTTAL G 0 25730 2502,k 29284 2SPR4 23999 23999 2RRI P399
0 ¢ (5.5 648 (5.4} 5.4 G B4 (B2 G
B2 M0 HEdk 10s1% 10619 10451 10451 10319 11288 11420
(1.3 (L5 (4 (L3 (1.3) (130 3y (L3 L4y (L
BARAI-eld 250022 260022 240022 20022 240472 240473 240362 233772 242806 253540
{(20.6)  (20.8)  (20.6) (0.6} (419,00 (19.4) (49,00 (20.0)  (20.8) {200}
RAl-ney ¢ i ¢ & & i} ¢ [y ¢ ¢
] 0 0 G 0 0 0 i} 0 0
0 2 0 ¢ 4 i 4 4 0 4
i ¢ 0 i 2 8 @ ] 4 i
RAMANATHAPURAM-old 43413 43868 43841 43640 47831 4783 47368 47568 47%AB 48193
3.7 @5 G353 G.3 {3.8y (3.8 @& (3.8 (3.8 (3%
RAHANATHAPURM-new ] 8 ¢ b G b ¢ 4 - i 4
8 G 4 4 & i g g ¢ 0
= RAMARAJAR a & g 0 0 0 0 G ¢ G
0 ] & G 0 1 ] 0 2 &
T. THIRUHAHANAR 0 ¢ G ¢ o i 0 @ 0 ¢
¢ v 4 G g ] ] 4 0 G
17 TIRUNELVELI-old 133631 132241 132241 1GR4E8 133324 132676 133487 133684 136249 {36994
(LT (e (e (L6 (L7 (e WY (7)) (s (e
TIRUNELVELI-new 0 [ 0 0 o 0 4] 0 ] 0
O 0 4 g o it 4 G 0 0
CHIDAHBARANAR 0 @ 4 ] 0 0 ¥ ] ] 0
0 @ 0 & 0 0 G ] 0 0
THE NILGIRIS 108831 108831 108831 408831 108831 108837 139237 139236 14040 143425
(42.8)  (42.8) (42,7} (428} (42.8) (42.B) (54.77 (54.7} (55.4) {(34.2)
HONYAKHUMARAL 4B43C 48954  A8739 32386 SO74L 50539 51281 94411 54707 SA6M4
(29.00  (29.3)  {£9.2) {314} {30.4F (30.3) (30.7y 327y {32.7) (G
STATE 2013006 2007306 2007380 2008433 1944184 1971992 2000532 2023337 2030686 2024353
{15.5)  (15.4)  (15.4) {1390 (15.1) {(45.2) (15.6)  {13.4}
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(15.4}

{13.6}

Male: Figures in brackets give percentages of faresi area io lofal geographical area
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APFENDIX  1:CONTD.FOREST AREA

HADRAS
CHENGLEPUT
SOUTH ARCOT
NORTH ARCOT
SALEH
DHARMAPURE
CHOIMBATORE-0ld
COIMBATORE-new
PERIVAR
TIRUCHIRAPALLL

PUDUKOTTAL

1 THANJAVUR

HADURAI-ald
HADURAI-new

AHNA

ARMANATHAPURAM-o1d

RAMANATHAPURAM-naw

KAMARAJAR

T.THIRUMAHARAR

7 TIRUNELVELI-old

TIRUNELVELI-new
CHIDAMBARANAR

THE MILGIRIS

O KANYAKKUHARAT

S¥ATE

{ha.}

(20.0}

0
Iy
42547
(5.4}
30264
(4.6}
348887
(25.9}
167129
(19.43
327047
(33.%}
388397
(24.7}
153770
(20.8)
232827
(28.3}
533%4
(3.0}
235797
(5.2}
11623
(1.4}
233540

[ W= R =]

48512
2.9

3 i
138037
(2.1
@

&

0

: G

142414
(36.0¢

54044
(32.7}

2022874
(15.8)

0
]
42547
(5.4}
31182
(4.7}
319023
{25.51
167207
{154}
327187
(34.0:
388397
(24.7:
155770
(20,8}
232827
(28.3%
55414
(3.0%
240600
3.1
11633
(t.4)
2535468
(20.6)

o G0 gm S g D

137043
(12.0}

e B B R e

143140
{35.2}

55044
(32.9)

2024355
{15.4}

0
¢
42538
(5.0
51427
4.7
315023
(25.9)
166807
(13.3)
327187
(3.0
94364
5,41
164537
{21.4)
232627
28.3)
55548
(5.0
23732
(5.1}
1633
(.4
253568
(20,04

L.

(25 ]

{

™

4
E.I;F:IOQO

a

(3.9

&

oo oo @

L]

137043
(2.4

¢

0

8

o

143201
(36.4)

35044
{32.7)

2029885
(134}

a

0

425595
(3.4)

- 51089
(8.7}

319028
(25,9}

166807

G )

327157
(34,03
294369
125.1)
161542
(24,4}
2007

8.2}
54755
(5.1}
23732
(5.4}
11444
(1.4}
2335468
{20.0}

1
Lad

(

rz
]

[~
[ R o R e ]

487
(3.9}

P e T e I e

o

137043
(12.&

P R B e

143200
(56,4}
54453
(32.6)
2030232
(15,60

57

g

<

42457
(5.4}
54708
4.7
319023
(2643
144807
119,33
327487
(3403
394374
(5.1
141542
(24,6}
732837
(28.2)
73415
14,8
23732
5.1

1641

4.4}
253568
(20.4}

v
G
0
g

48748
(3.9}
4488
(1.1
25789
B4
18291
{4.5}
137045

(2.0}

143200
{36.4}

54453
(32.4)

2049778
(15.8}

o]
)
43098
(5.5t
L3670
4.4
319023
261
166807
{45.3)
387957
{34.2)
394462
175,13
161542
(24,0}
232920
(78,3}
75615
(6.8}
23738
5.4
11725
(1.4
253568
{20.01
139273
(24,1}
115294
{18.81
4740
3.7
4184
(1.6
75989
5.1
14570
1.4
137045
(42.9)
o
O
g
]
143200
{544}
54331
{32.5)
2066317
(45.9}

0
G
43098
1.5)
71274
16.4)
319023
(26.4)
166807
(19.3}
324012
(34.9}
348564
(24.8}
155644
(20.9)
232620
(28.3)
79430
(7.2)
23738
(5.1)

14725

(1.43
271050
(21,4}
160433
(23.7}
110397
{18.4}
46740
(3.7}
4181
(1.0
23987
(6.2}
16570
(4.4
136557
(2.5
123801
(18.2
12756
(2.8}
144143
(54,7}
54393
(32.5}
2090726

{61}

0
-0
43592
(5.6)
73112
6.7
219022
(24,13
164807
(9.3
324158
(28.9)
388564
(24.8)
155644
(20.9)
232920
(28.3)
79341
7.4
23738
5.0
1725
(1.4
299576
(22.4}
160653

(23.7}

138923 -

(21.4}
7610
(2.8}
4488
(S E
265332
16,3}
16570
4.1
134858
{1203
124102
(18.2}
12734
(2.8)
14352,
{56.4}
424
(32,4}
2121842
{16.3)

Note: Figures in brackels give percentages of foresl area o telal geagraphical area

1980-81 {981-B2 1982-43 1943-34 1984-85 {9E3-86 1984-87 1987-B8 1988-89

304
(1.8)
43592
(5.5)
73112
6.7
313023
(26.1)
169051
(18.6)
364224
(36.2)
386563
(24.4)
158685
(21.2)
227878
27,71
79341
7.
23738
(5.1}
15921
(1.9
299576
(23.0)
160633
(23.73
138923
(22.2)
52707
14.2)
4483
(1.1
26552
.31 -
21647
(5.4}
137334
1420
126334
(18.5)
11002
(@.4
143529
(56.4)
54155
(32.4}
2164174
(16.4)



APPEWDIX E:

3

HADRAS

e

CHENGLERUT

2]

SOUTH ARCOT

e

HORTH ARCOT

5 ShlEd

& THARMAPURL

ol

.

PERIYAR

o

-1

10 FUDUKETTAL
11 THANIAWR
12 RADURAI-old
12 HADURAI-new

REg

BARREN AND UNCULTIVABLE LAND -

£

(ha.}

1970-71 1974-72  1972-73 1973-74 197475 1975-74 1976-77 1977-78 1978-7% 1979-80

COIHBATORE-old

COIMBATORE-new

TIRUCHIRAPALLI

]
0
50338
&1
157283
{14.4)
74132
{6.2)
aa3ay
(10.3}
- 80435
(8.4}
49817
(3.2}

14 RAMANATHAPURAM-0ld 33974

4 RAMANATHAPURAM-new

15 HAHARAJAR

16 D.THIRUMAHANAR

17 TIRUNELVELI-old

17 TIRUNELVELI-new

18 CHIDAMBARANAR

1 THE WILGIRIS

20 HARYAHHUMARAL

21 STATE

(= = i ]

33815
(12.3)

20258
(2.1

832035
(6

33974
4.3

ZI R e R = T o~ e

,~
= H
R
i |

o

[ B B )

23815
13.3)

18176
(10.9)

805219
(6.2}

¢
0
51206
157284
{14.4)
746184
(6.2}
45937
(8.1}
&04a8
{8.4)
30027
(3.2}

33814
(13.2)

17656
{10.46)

802644
(4.8}

0
51206
1537055
(14.4)

76470
(6.2}
49937
&.10
80428
(8.3}
49759
(3.2}

(13.3)
7933

N
733540

(6.1}

a
¢
54204

(L. 2Y

LGl

132533
(12.2}
&9075
(3.6}
49937
8.1
80425
8.8
19408
(1.3}

¢
0
0
e

40528
(3.6}
7582
(1.7}
31264
(3.8}
83432
(6.8}

s B oo e R

1294
{1.4}

goo::rooo n

@@

33844

(13.3)

. 4021
(3.5}
- 702074

(5.4}

0
0
31021
2.9
125284
{11.5)
6718
(5.5)
£9937
(8.1
79492
(8.3}
19274
1.2}

[o= BN =R o B v}

.
[}
L
)
[+]

&
(3.6}
10240
(2.3
34568
(4.2}
83233

(&7}

[ v o

L]

19580
{1.63

Cr QDD

40147
(3.5

fe R e i = |

33814
(13.3)

7484
(4.5)

boA140
5.0

0
0
30686
3.9}
123508
(1.4
9734
(5.5
b642S
7.7
79680
(8.2)
19253
(1.2)

4831
1,9}

5790
(3.5}
423520
4.8)

0
0
30684
(2.8
125677
(11.5)
44364
5.4
49325
8.1
79480
(8.3}
19253
(1.2

[ e = R ]

40528
(3.4}

2800
(2.1}

283380

L= R R v

4530
(1.9}

5387
(3.2}
617033
(4,7}

0

G

32064
(4.1}

125678
(1.5

&5887
(5.3}

9325

(8.0}
72581

(8.3}
19253

(1.2}

4247
(1.7}

4650
(2.8)
610364
(4.7}

o
0
32407
.1
123969
(1.4
45488
(5.3
9272
8.0
75022
(7.8)
19253
.2
1734
(1.6)
7549
(0.9
3331
3.2)
9303
(2.1
35807
(4.8)
74706
1)
0

17483
(1.4}

4247
(1.7

4584
@7
403243
(4.6)

Hoie: Figures in brackets give perceniages of barren and uncultivable land to total geagraﬁhical area



€2

APPENDIX  2:CONTD.LAND PUT TD NOM-AGRICULTURAL USES.

{ha.)

1 MADRAS

2 CHENGLEPUT

3 SDUTH ARCOT

4 NDRTH AREDT

5 GALEM

& DHARMAPURI

7 COMBATORE-o14
7 COIMBATORE-new
8 PERIVAR

9 TIRUCHIRAPALLI
10 PUDUKOTTAL

1 THANJAVUR

12 WADURAI-old
12 MADURAL-new E
13 BNNA

14 RAMANATHAPURA-a1d
1 RA&RNATHAPURAﬁ;ﬂew
© 15 KAMARAJAR

16 T. THIRUMAHANAR
17 TIRUNELVELI-gld
17 TIRUNELVEL I-new
18 CHIDAMBARANAR
19 THE NILGIRIS

20 KANYAKUMART

21 BTATE

1980-81

17097
(400.0?
189400
124,2)
134744
(2.4
145168
(11.8)
2629
{7.3)
1128
(5.3)
13918
(8.7}
75612
{101
1306
(7.4
14093
(18.5)
" 125835
(@1.0)
147003
(1.9
126758

3.3
22851
an

1747388

(13.5}

1931-82

17097
1400.0)
191488
(244}
139093
(12.8}
153223
2.5
£2989
(7.3
49374
(5.4
136066
{8.6)
76340
(10.2)
59726
7.2)
164032
114.%)
127268
(273
1494620
(8.2}
126942
{10.03

(13.6}

1782-83

17097
1100.0?
192499
(24,6}
140762
12.9)
142138
(43.2)
&3272
(7.3)
19240
5.0
138456
{8.8)
76920
10.3)
44536
(7.5)
160621
(18.4)
127268
@7.3)
150039
(18.3)
127805
(10.1)

(183}

0
0
]
0

2078
(3.8}
23922
(14,3}
1781530
(3.7

1783-84 1984-85 1985-86 1986-87 1987-88 1788-8%

7097
£400.0}
192604
(24.5}
156477
(14.4)
131799
2.4
L4074
7.4
48973
5.0
144113
(9.2}
8379
(10.9)
62317
(7.6}
160719
{14.5)
{27268
(27.2)
150637
(18.3
128238
(0.1}

L= T~

¢
‘256029
(20.5)

=4

(=R -]

164541
(144}

(= I~ )

0
41z
(3.8)
23827
(14.2}
1795524
(13.8)

17097
{100.0)
195515
{24.9)
136477
{14.4)
149462
12.2}
&4224
7.8
" 45268
(5.0
145188
(5.2
81457
(10.8}
64031
(7.8}
135661
(14.0)
127272
{27.3}
150700
(18.4}
128294
(i

[~ T B~ R ]

256449
(20.5}
T6574
{18.2}
63639
(5.4}
114234
(28.7
163742
(14.8)

(=T~ W =1

9202
(3.8

23882
(14.3)

1794430
(13.8)

17097

{100.01

201849
(&B.7
144730
{13.5)
50152
{12.3)
54514
{2.5}
49432
{5.2)
150107
{9.4)
B4421
{10.8}
48986
{8.4)
{55838
(18,0}
122047
{26.8)
150263
(18.4)
137377
(40,8}
30401
t12.2)
56774
(2.4}
255472
(20.5)
79845
(19.01
bdba2
(153}
110915
(27.4}
163704
(143

0
0
0
]

9255
(3.6)

24035
(14.3)

1798774
(3.9

17097
(100.0}
203297
(25.9}
143715
(13.2}
159098
{13.0
&7381
7.8
48077
(3.0}
152223
3.0
80038
(10.8)
72335
(8.8}

" 153627

(13.8)
122734
{26.4)
15133
(18.%)
131736
(10.4}
74261
SR
57473
(2.6}
236448
(20.3}
79867
(18.9}
£5450
(15.5
111434
{27.%}
162085
(14.20
93418
(137}
68447
{14.%
- BB4Y
(3.5}
28031
{14.4}
1801921

(3.9

7097
{10001
208122
(28.5)
142440
(13.2}
167074
{13.4)
b7444
17.8)
48432
{5.0¢
146367
(9.3}
77608
(10.4)
L8759
8.4
154012
(13.8)
123106
{264}
G176
(18.3}
130292
9.8)

72073 -

(10.7}
58249

(2.0}
256963

(20.6}

79913

(18.9}
65730
(15.48}
114320
(27.5)
2138178
(13.9}
92214
(13.5}
45962
{14.3}
8942
3.5
24132
{14.4)
1805259
(13.8}

14797
(8.2}
209445
(26,7}
186258
(134
17105
(1.0
£5409
(7.6}
1915
.4
145202
9.5
78571
(0.5
70632
(8.8)
155448
(3.9
123138
126.8)
BN
8.4
135228

257104
(20,6}
a0ad7
9.4
63736
(15.6}
110361
(273
164743
{14.2}
23484
(43,7}
58534
{14.%1
8837

1823477
(44,43




APPENDIY 4:

1 HADRAS

a2

Lod

A

N

[

-

(3

-0

B

i

4 RAVIBNATHAPURAM-new

15

G

CHERGLEPUYT
S0UTH ARCOT
NORTH &RCOT
SALEH
DHARMAPURL
{HIHBATORE-old

LOIMBATORE-naw

THANJAVR
#AMURAI-o0ld
HADURAI-naw

AHHA

CULTIVABLE WASTE

(ha.}

62

197071 1974-72.. 1972-73 1973-74 1974-7% 1975-76 97677

1977-78 197879 1979-80

Y
0
43784
(5.6}
37881
(3.5}
45221
(3.3)
g7102
3.1
22
(0.8}
39348
(2.5}

[ B = I -

49792
(4.9}

27932
(2.9}

31164
(2.5}

[ R B~ R v ]

RAMANATHAPURAM-o1d 89307

HAMARAIER
7. THIRUMAHANAR
TIRUNELVEL I-ald

TIRUNELVEL I-new

i CHIDAMBARANAR -

THE KILGIRIS

HANYAKKUMARAL

1 ETATE

(7.2}

[= T =t ==}

5

46355
(3.8}

2 o

¢
24527
(8.5}
2522
(1.5}
506862
3.9

19644
(7.7}

1914
(4.1}

479074

(3.7

19271
(7.6

1559

(0.9}
437347
{3.5]

0
0
46437
3.8}
30731
(2.8}
#7150
(2.2,
27247
{3.2).
8341
(0.9}
28338
(1.8}

588
(5.0}
¢
¢
0
0
19875
7.8
2440
(1.5

447222
(3.4

(0.8

0
0
48747
(3.9}
44184
(6.1}
31846
(2.6}
27247
(3.2}
10507
(1.1
8913

{0.6} -

¢
b
0
@

47415

(4.3
26461
(4.3
21839
2.0
30324
(2.3}

o

42454
(5.5

]
¢
]
0
18594
(7.5}
1252

436679
3.4

]
0
2175%
(2.8
42774
(5.8}
31400
(2.8}
263467
(3.43

10312

(1.1
6924
{G¢.4}
]
g
[L
4
45529
(4.4}

18590

(&0}
20247

(2.5)
a7

@0

¢
&
0
a
LTl
(3.3}

Lo B o T 24 B e B - T e

6915
(5.0

Lre B B o I v |

16508
(6.5)

748
0.4

385148
3.0

¢
8

21220
(2.7}
34056
(.00
2534
(2.4}
LRt
(3.1}
10160
()
7142
{5}

#1327
(3.3}

o B I o)

45881

(5.8}
[
o

W

Y
0
204620
@a.1
1634
(1.63
378586
(2.9}

20845
(8.3}

1312
(0.8}

356230
(2.7

13368
(3.2}

282
(0.4

3618%4
(2.8}

0
0
16760
2.2}
45847
(4.2}
25913
(2.2)
24420
(2.8}
10431

[N

5331
(0.4}
22%
{0.3)
4035
0.5
24585
(4.0}
13724
2.9
18878
@31
19198
(1.5

2 a3

3911
2.9

O S

(=

59777
(5.2}

-2

D ey

12876
(3.1

40
(0.3}

336043
2.6}

Note: Figures in brackels indicate percentage of cullivable waste to talal geographical area



APPENDIY  4:CONTD.CULTIVABLE WASTE  (ha.)

1 HADRAS

2 CHENGLEPUT

3 SOUTH ARCOT

4 NORTH ARCOT

5 SALER

& DHARMAPURI

7 COIMBATORE-old
7 COIMBATDRE-new
% PERLYAR

9 TIRUCHIRAPALLI
10 PUDUNDTTAL

11 THANJAVUR

12 WADURAL-old

12 BADURAI-new

137 AHNA

P

i
T

15 KAMARAJAR

i

T. THIRUMAHANAR

—n
]

TIRUNELVELI-ald
17 TIRUNELVELL-new
18 CHIDAMBARANER
19 THE NILGIRIS

a0 KRYBKKUMARAL

21 STATE

4 RAHANATHAPURAM-old

4 RAMANATHAPURAM-new

€3

1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1984-85- 1985-B4 19887 1987-88 1945-89

0
0
15944
(2.0}
50841
(2.7}
26194
(2.1)
| 24334
(2.8}
16474
1.7
494
0.8
1945
(8.3)
4551
(0.6}
44584
(4.0
13721
(2.9}
18357
{2.2)
18814
(.5}

oo

35032
(2.8}

12994
5.0
509
0.3)
343436
(2.4)

o
o
5482
(2.0
29819
(4.6}
25472
@1
23327
@.7)
16015
(1.7
8207
(©.5)
1939
0.2
4268
(0.8)
84405
(.03
13522
@9
18338
(2.2)

(2.6}

0
0
14153
(1.8}
38842
(3.4}
31234
(2.5}
23133
2.7
16672
“n

7084

(0.3}
1732
.3
5152
(0.6}
43423
4. 11
13522
2.9
18338
(2.2}
19504
{1.51

8547
3.8

413
0.2

330443
(2.5}

0
0
13880
(1.8
26910
3.8
24905
(2.0
20843
@2.n
14271
.1
&592
0.4}
2088
(0.3
4504
0.5}
44488
(a.n
13522
(2.9}
18324
2.2}
19159
(1.5}

oo O

32540
2.4}

g Y oy O

643
3

o

B e oo Q@

548
(3.4}
143
(0.1
315722
{24}

0
G
13660
(1.8}
34849
(3.4}
24467
(2.0)
22303
(2.8)
18234
(1.91
3957
(.4}
2186
(6.3}
3831
(0.5}
25914

{2.3) .

13313
2.9

18354
2.2}

1872%
(1.5}

0
0
i}
g

8543
(3.4}

139
(G. 13

298883

(2.33

0
0
13497
(1.7}
33113
(3.0)
22694
(1.9
24530
(2.5
19325
(2.0}
5987
(0.8
2557
(6.3}
3430
(0.4}
25914
(2.3}
14253
(3.4}
18370
(2.2}
19025
(1.5
10088
(1.5
8937
(1.5
33353
(2.7)

77

.1
7180
1.7}
21456
(5.3}
59008
(3.2}
8
0
s
]

8548

(3.4}
112
(1))
294937
2.3}

0
0
18492
(2.4)
39323
(3.00
20309
(.73
24347
(2.5}
18612
(1.9
5087
(0.3}
2289
(6.3
2798
(0.3}
U074
3.4
44253
3.0
18944
2.3
19953
(1.8)
10547
(1.6)
9406
(1.8}
32940
(2.6}

w &3N

(1.0}
T2
1.7}
21439
(5.3}
58668
(3.1}
39274
(3.8}
19394
(4.2}
3355
(1.3}
113
0.4
298637
(2.3}

&
0
18377
2.3}
30832
(2.8}
20203
(.7
241714
(2.5}
18179
(1.9)
5171
(2.3}
2614
0.4)
2557
{0.3)
32773
{3.0)
14253
3.1
19335
(2.31
17542
(4.3}
G975

S L)

77
{1.21
31630
(2.5
431
(1.07
7038
(1.7}
20281
5.0
56571
(3.00
37339
(3.5}
19232
(4.2}
2889
1.2}
14
0.1
289027
(2.2}

]
)
20193
(2.6}
29928
(2.8}
20359
(1.6)
15424
(2.2}
18551
1.9}
4089
(6.3}
2623
(0.4)
1464
(0.2}
3348h
(3.0}
14294
(3.0
18985
(2.3}
16545
(1.3)
210a
1.4
743%
(1.2}
30673
(2.5}
5564
{1.3)
7038
(1.7}
18091
(4.5}
59632
(5.2}
39475
(3.8}
20157
(4.4}
2809
(1.1}
182
(0.1}
289467
(2.2}

Wote: Figures in brackets indicate percentage of cultivable wasie ta tolal gesgraphical area
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APPENDIY 5: PERMANANT PASTURES AND OT}"FER GRAZING LAND tha.}

W70-74 971-72 4972-73 197374 197475 A975-Th 1976-77 977-78 197879 1979-80

1 HADRAS 0 0 ¢ 0 0 i} 0 0 0 0
0 Iy ] & @ il o ¢ 0 i}
2 CHENGELEPUT 48244 47527 47844 47773 18244 33964 31644 30428 28455 28515
{3.8) 5.8 (5.8} {3.8) {5.8} (4.3} 4. (3.9} (3.4} {3.4)
3 SOUTH &RCOT 9358 9247 Q285 9220 0994 10994 8579 8753 - 879 8758
(0.9} {0.8) (0.8) (0.8) (1.0} (1.0} {¢.8) {0.8) (0.8} (0.5}
4 WORTH ARCOT 18342 18292 18230 19039 12493 937 9307 8g72 10540 10200
{1.5} (1.5) (1.5) {1.5] 1.0} (0.8} (0.8) (2.7} 0.9} (3.8}
S GALEM 15589 15204 @663 14683 13653 140%0 437 13308 13178 4319
, (1.8} {1.8} 1.7} {171 (1.7} {1.&) (1.6} (1.8} (1.5} (1.5}
& DHARMAPURL 11688 11781 1708 11409 11120 11370 11494 14799 1741 12240
{1.2) (1.2} (1.2} {1.2} {1.2} {1.2) (1.2} (1.2} (1.2} {1.3)
7 COIMBATORE-clid 18481 #8180 17663 17433 9473 oze9 9302 2302 2302 a7e2
(1.2} (1.2} 1.1 {1.4} HiRY (0.4} {3.6) (0.4} (0.4}
7 COIMBATORE~new G 4 ¢ ¢ a ¢ G ] 0
¢ i 0 o g a 0 0 [
& PERIYAR G ¢ G 0 v} 0 0 ] 0
0 g [y 0 8 i 0 0 i}
2 TIRUCHIRAPALLI 3054 44475 41030 ADAES  4ADA93 40493 40497 A04T4 29303
(3.2y 3.9 a.n (3.7} (3.7) (3.7} (3.7} 3.7} (2.4}
16 PUDUKGTTAL 0 0 1487 4802 4438 4414 5483 5482 5487
0 [4} {1.0} (1.03 (1.0} (0.9} (2.1} (1.2} (1.2}
14 THANJAVUR 6367 6372 5860 5537 5027 4101 3949 4468 3561
(0.7} (0.7} 0,7 {0.7 (0.6 0.5 - (8.5 (0.3} (0.4}
i2 HADURAI-old 13089  1304% 13049 {304% 42572 11757 12837 42403 7482
{1.0) {1.0} {1.0) (1.0} (1.0} (0.9} (1.0 {1.01 (0.6}
12 HADURAI-new ] G & 43 i} i} 0 & 0
1y [i] 0 g & ¢ ¢ g S0
13 ANNA il 0 0 0 G ¢ i g 8
] o @ ] i i} [} & ] o
14 RAMANATHAPURAM-old 4794 4799 937 4937 3336 3100 3237 325% 2942 2
(0.4} (0.4} (0.4} - {0.4) {4.2) (0.2} (0.2 (0.3} (0.2}
14 RAMANATHAPURAM-new O [ O G 0 g [\ G ¢
o 0 4} 1] 4] [ f ¢ ¢ 4]
15 HAMARALAR 0 b4} G ¢ G G ¢ i ¢ ¥
0 i} ¢ g 0 ¢ 0 ] 0 ¢
14 T.THIRUMAHARAR [ 4] 0 G ] 1} ¢ 0 [ G
& bi 0 0 0 0 4 ] 0 0
47 TIRUNELVELI-o0ld 31088 310%4 30754 30428 25778 22244 22594 22414 22793 20475
2.7 2.7y @27 (z.7} 2,3} (1.9} (2.0) (2.0} {2.0) {1.8}
17 TIRUNELVELI-new b o g 0 & 0 & ] 0 &
0 0 0 0 0 O i g [y &
18 CHIDAMBARARAR 0 5} G 0 0 G 0 ¢ ] i
1] a V] 0 G 4] 4] a G &
19 THE NILGIRIS a792 a7%z a792 8783 &792 8792 5942 5934 7200 Lagd
(3.5} 3.5} {3.4) {3.48) (3.5} (2.5 (2.3} (2.3 (2.9}
20 HANYAKKUMARAL 2 0 G 387 230 224 349 440 38z
[y g 0 (0.2} (0.1} 0.1 (0.2) 0.3} (0.2} {
21 ST4TE 230558 229169 228441 298555 PO7574 484347 178604 177055 141382 157SES

(1.8} 1.8} (1.8 (1.8} (1.6} (1.4} (1.4 (1.4} {1.2} (4.2}

HOTE:  FIGURES IN BRACKETS IMDICATE PERCENTAGES OF PERMANAMT PASTURES AND OTHER GRAZING LAND TO
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APPENDIY  5:CONTD.PERMANANT PASTURES AND OTHER GRAZING LAND

1 MADRAS
2 CHENGLEPUT
2 5BUTH ARCOT
4 NORTH ARCOT
5 GALEM
& DHARMAPURIL
? COIMBATORE-0ld
7 CﬂIﬂHATGﬁErneu
& PERIVAR
2 TIRUCHIRAPALLL
10 PUDUKDTTAL
11 THANJAVUR
‘12 HADURAL-0ld
12 HADURAI-new

13 ANNA

12 RANANATHAPURAM-o1d

13 RAMANATHAPURAM-new

15 HAMARAJAR

16 T.THIRUMAHANAR

17 TIRURELVELI~ald

7 TIRUNELVELL-new
13 CHIDAMBARANAR
19 THE NILGIRIS
20 KANYARNUMARAL

24 STATE

(ha.}

1980-84 1981-87 1982-83 1983-84 1984-85 1983-8& 1984-87 1087-88 1788-8%

758

g.
1.9}

{
0
¢
G
2

362
(2.5

380
(0.2

159647
(.21

0.5

0
0 .
28720

- 3.7

B136
(6.7}
10208
(0.8}
13146
(1.5}
12911
1.3}
84620
(0.5}
2383

(0.31

&237

T

27636
(2.5}
5382

T11.2%

4485

7
(0.6)

[EOQCJO

.\
&

o oo oo
« s
o~

21783
(1.9

[ =~ R

(2.5}
380

(0.2}

158480

REE

6413

¢
¢
28815
(3.7%
B4ia
(0.8}
10287
(0.8
13129
(1.5}
1M
1.2;
6486
0.4
2383
(6.3}
4403
(0.5}
24700
(2.8}
5382
(1.2}
4449
(g.57
TIEB
(0.6}

0
O
28747
{3.7%
7361
(0.63
9837
(0.8}
12541
(1.5}

12701~

{1.31
455

(0.3
2267

(0.3 -

2388
{£.3)

26339
@4

5382
(1.2}

3980
(6.5

7768

102
N
130793
(1.2}

8415
2.5

(2.3}
100
0.1
149115
.

0
8
28254
(3.6}
7361

wn .

888y
(0.7}
12934
(1.5}
13474
(1.4
/3223

0.2}

1934

0.3

1239
(@D

26237
(2.4)

5305

IR Y

3870
(0.5}
BiZ5
(0.6}
830
0.1
7235
(4.2)
3032
{02}
856
6.2}
207
(¢.2}
1289
(0.3}
24472
1.9}

o

]
27097
(3.5}

7361
(0.7

9385

- {081

12954
1.3}
12985
1.3}
3438
0.2}
1972
(0.2}
1166
0.4
186291

(1.5

530%
4.
3884
(0.5}
7593
(0.8)
670
0.1}
4923
it
3032
102
854
{0.2}
907
8.2
1269
(0.3}
24814
1.9}
13233
{1.91
asa3
1.9
£919
2.7
100
(6.1

437797

(1,0}

0
Q
255378
(3.3}
8014
(0.3}
7488
0.8
12991
nm
12363
£1.3)
3212
{0.2)
2109
(6.3}
4103
0.0
17634
(1.6}
5305
H.
3847
{8.3)
7387
[GR-Y
&62
(G4
4923
1.2}
3032
8.2}
836
(0.2}

967

0.2}
12469
©.3
72429
(1.9
13586
2.0
8582
1o
6919
@.7n
94
.4
134055
(1.0}

0

¢
25358
(3.2)

5681
0.5

7104
1,4
12951
1.5
1249
(1.2

3062
0.2
© 2001
(©.3)

1041
(.4
17407

.8}

5208
4.4
3847
10,5
C 7501
10.6)
578
(0.1}
£923
4.1
3032
(0.2}
BS6
0.2
907
0.2}
1269
9.3
15988
1.2
10934
(1.6}
5052
(1.4}
5878
2.7
57
@1
127020
(1.0}
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APPENDIX &3 LAND UNDER MISCELLANEOUS TREE CROPS A#D GROVES NDT INCLUDED IN THE HET AREA SDWN  (ha.}

1970-74 1974-72  1972-73 1972-74 1974-T5 197576 197&-77 1977-78 4978-77 497980

1 BADRAS (1 ¢ ot . 0 0 ) o
o 0 0 ¢ 0 0 0
2 CHENGLEPUT 53208 INTE 3ME36 - 39 AWM ZITAT 28093 26195
(5.8)  (&&F (4.7 (&8 (49 (S (3.6 (3.3
3 SOUTH ARCOT o ATMZ2 G177 52363 53738 539010 47413 48R6S 45214
: (h.8) (45 (8 @49 (49 (A 44 s
4 NORTH.ARCOT 12763 12627 12503 12395 10348 10119 10487 106%%
: (.00 (L.0y (L0 L0y (0.8 0.8 (0.9 (0.9
5 GALEH - 252 5382 50835 G047 M43 . 5085 5957 5e42
(0.8)  (0.6) (0.6) (D63 (0.8) (0.8} (0.8 (D&Y
& DHARMAPURI W2k 3738 08 /4 SIE S4RE 5630 907
.4 (0.4 04 04 (0.5 B3 (0.6 (0.9
7 CDIMBATORE-old 6123 4125 4443 A4P0 17837 12885 13072 ARaRé
0.4 0.4 (0.4 0.4 (0.8)  (D.8) (0.8} (08D
7 COIMBATORE-new 0 0 0 ¢ 8 0 0 0
¢ 0 0 ] e 0 0 0
& PERIVAR e 8 o ¢ 2 o & 0
a 0 [} 0 o ¢ i 0
2 TIRUCHIRAPALLI 24309 25378 17723 17922 16990 16997 14040 1594
LS (LB (L&) (L6 (.5 (L5 (.4 (L4 j
10 PUDUKOTTAL 0 0 14804 14470 11005 7957 7487 @428 7987  &3%0
0 o (.50 (3.0 {24 (L7 (&) () (AT e
11 THAMJAVUR 32120 34268 33547 29BA2 28494 20M93 19490 20299 18390 479
(3.3 (3.5 (A {34 (35 (2.4 24 (BS5) 228 @8
12 HADURAI-old 20483 20145 19982 20939 45484 15480 15043 15M19  5E7R 4n04R
(L& (Lt SRR IS SN € 081NN € W= SR -3 SN € ) SO € -3 N € )
17 HADURAL-new ¢ o 0 0 i [ 0 Cp 0 ¢
0 2 0 0 0 ¢ 0 0 0 0.
13 AIA 0 0 g o 0 G i 0 0
b ] b i 0 0 0 0 o ¢
14 RAMANATHAPURAM-old 8464 10200 10403 10828, 7032 5044 &394 7SS0 9290 894
(.70 (0.8) 0.5 - (0.5 (0.6) (0.4 (0.5 (0.8} 1080 (G.T)
14 RAMANATHAPURAM-new O ¢ i 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
; i 0 o Y 0 0 0 0 0 2
15 KAWARAJAR o 0 0 0 ¢ o o ¢ i &
0 0 0 o ] o 0 0 0 ¢
16 T.THIRUMAHANAR 0 ¢ i G G G i ¢ I g
o 0 0 0 b] ¢ 0 0 0 0
17 TIRUNELVELI~ald .. 19026 16410 14358 4635 18937 22597 13083 12854 14573 42
(.70 (L4 (L4 (LA LTy D (L L ey g
17 TIRUNELVELI~new o o @ I i o 0 [ o
. 0 ] 0 b 0 0 I 0 G
42 CHIDAMBARANAR o 0 0 0 Y ¢ ¢ 0 o i
[ 0 i 0 ¢ 0 i} 0 0 0
12 THE NILGIRIS - 7837 7835 7489 7489 7489 7489 303 2845 2073 0 2277
: (3.4 34 (29 29 @8 @9 2 L 0.8 0.9
20 HANYAKKUMARAL 597 52 543 1124 1300 218 a0 ' 529 B 304
08 (0.3 {03 0T (0.8 (L3 (LB (063 (0. (0B
21 STATE 266448 279875 236977 240027 231748 204789 193394 192274 193423 199470

(1.7} (1.8) (1.8) (L8 (L& (L8 (1.3 {1.5} (1.5} {1.5)

Note: Figures in brackets indicate the percentages of land under miscellanous tree crops and graves nol
included in the nel area sown lo tolal gengraphical area.
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APPENDIX  4:CONTD. LAND UNDER MISCELLANEOUS TREE CROPS AND GROVES NOT INCLUDED IN THE NET AREA SOWM

1 MADRAS
2 CHENGLEPUT
3 50UTH ARCOT
4 NORTH ARCOT
5 SALEN
& DHARMAPURI
7 COINBATORE-0ld
7 COIMBATORE-new
8 PERIVER
9 TIRUHIRAPALLI
10 PUDUKOTTAL
11 THAUAUR
12 MADURAL-o 14
12 HADURAL-new
13 A
18 RARAHATHAPURAM-o1d
14 ROMANATHAPURAN-new
15 KAHARAIAR
16 T, THIRUMAHANAR
17 TIRWNELVELL~014
17 TIRUNELVELI~new
13 CHIDAMBARANAR
19 THE NILGIRIS
20 KANYAKKUMARAL

21 STATE

19B0-B1 19B1-B2 1B-B3 190384 198485 190586 19B4-G7 197-88 198889

v
4
31026
(4.0}
35547
(Gatd
124678
(1.0}
3377
(0.4}
2471
(1.0
13847
(0.9
7729
(1.0}
5118
0.7)
13134
t1.2)
7852
(&3]
18373
(2.2}
15054
(1.2}

18447
S X3

ig [~ I~ ]

0.9y
288
0.2}
212756
(1.4}

0
0
31839
(.3}
-.34513
{56
11357
(0.9}
5407
(0.6)
9529
(1.4}
17026
(1.4}
10690
(1.4
6336
(0.8}
14454
(1.3}
8207
(1.8}
18168
(2.2}
13024
(1.2}

O D D

8773

(0.7

<

e}

©

20240
(1.8}

[T

2094
(0.8}

138
(0.2}

219184
N

¥}
0
306733
(3.9
54410
(S
9393
10.8}
5747
{0.7%
9249
(1.0}
115
(6.7}
5082
0.7)
6033
(0.7}
13225

(1.2} .

aoaz
.7

16961
2.4}

14890
(1.2}

{0.8)

(0.2}
200730
(1.3}

-0
2135
14.0)
2075
I
6743
(6.5
£305
10.7)

9093 -
LX)

0.9
9473
(0.6}
429%
(0.5)
5177
(0.4)
14244
(1.2)
1449
(0.3}
15639
(1.9
14922
(1.2}

0
7334
Y

1
¢
5

)

(

£

oD @

18358
(1.6}

%oocc-

0.8
20

6.1}

183324 .

(1.4}

0
0 .
30578
3.9
41953

2 3
T Raldd

10407
(6.9}

6324

(0.8}
8883

5534
©.4
3707
(0.5
1827
(0.2}
14521
(1.3)
7807
(1.6
16202
2.0
12869
(1.0

[~ ]

- 8997
e

5143

U

g
{0.5)

1684
(0.4}

17754
{1.5)

[ B R )

207
(0.8}

240
(@1

184129

(1.4

0
0
30275
3.9
44999
fR
40034
(0.8}

4350

o.n
8734
(0.9}
5193
(0.3}
3782
0.5)
1413
0.2}

- 13720

{4.23
3317

.4
14985

(1.8

12887
1.0
1729
0.3}
11158
1.8}
8920
10.7)
us
CRY
77
0.4}
1947

0.5

2093
0.8)

307
(0.2}

189459

(1.4)

0

0-
27037

(3.4}

43373

{4.77

. 8388

(0.7
4344
0.7
LIS
(0.9
5273
{0.3}
3173
(0.5
1500
wa
14955
(1.4
5120
(4.3)
15683
(.9
12198

(1.0

280
.1
11218
(1.9
9157
0.7}
4894
1.2)
2299
(0.5
1964
{G.5)-

30387

@.n
874
(1.3}
21643
(4.7}
1548
(0.6}

W

(0.2}

184400

1.4

[) 0
¢ 0
14598 {4528
(5 (1.5
37744 - 34584
3.5 (2.9
9380 A7
S10.8Y . (0.7
BIAR - 4338
0T (0.7
£840
(0.7)
5024
40,3 -
%35
03
1395 . 13H
(0.2 . (0.2)
9227 &an?
0.8 (0.8
777 Lash
(4.5 (4.8

595 4dEs
(070 (0.5
12138 . 12015
0.9 0

w0 M
(020 (0.1)
14 11104

(o W
259 T
0.2y W00
] 0
< R Y
w0y
1964 4704
(0.5} (0.8
30940 1434
(2.9 (1.3
9577w
M (L
a8 74
(5.4 (1.0
149 1549
0.6y (0.4
71 775
02 w02
143606 119218
ty wn
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APFENDIX 7:  AREA UNDER CURRENT FALLOW (ha.}
W01 912 1972-73 973-74 1974-75 1975-Th 9777 A9T7-T8 1978-79 4979-80
1 HADRAS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
o 0 e 0 0 ¢ 0 0 0 0 0
2 CHENGLERUT (5430 0o S5 64788 104231 S3AA3 103108 BRAOD  9M3 9045
: (6.5 (bt (74} 7.8 2.8 (L8 U3 (LA (L9 (.l
3 S0UTH ARCOT 93 emame 7590 50128 111631 94877 TASAS 4946 6ABBR 64443
_ 3.8) (2.6) (hed 6 (0.2 BA (.00 68 60 (5.9)
4 NORTH ARCOT 48977 78404 B9 81687 85613 B4ZBA  £2%06 7070 - 90684 94001
(5.6} 6.4) (7.00 Ay (. .0 68 62 O (7.8
5 GALEM 4252 53109 6257 339 94 7220 BSet 3901 S8kk2  SEN7
7.2) (6.2} (6,50 (6.2 1070 (8.4 (0 (T8 (6B (6.1
& DHARMAPURT CaL I 41473 93098 74538 2A99E  3BMA2 36845 | 24924 2938
A @5 @3 (102 (7.8 300 (40 (3.8 (24 (3.0
7 COIMBATORE-old 155741 32056 15082 147759 @99S70 2ABG97 284357 243300 252752 ES4TM4
‘ (10.00 @5 B 0.7 (8.8 UeT (B3N (15.5) () (462
7 COIMBATORE-new 0 0 0 0 o0 0 0o 0 0859
[] 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (45
8 PERIVAR - ¢ 0 0 o0 0 0 0 0 1190
0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 ¢ wnn
% TIRUCHIRAPALLI MU 09 98011 404526 {74561 133498 137288 110744 136206 153075
' (7.8) 0 82 (9.8 (1540 (1200 (12.3) (1000 (1220 (43.8]
10 PUDUKOTTAL 0 0 2674 2023 7TAS03 51246 4990 3790k 48390 47056
: 0 0 @9 (b 60 HLOE (0T (8D (104 (0.0
11 THANJAVUR 24449 24885 20897 02 28346 20414 37976 25243 7308 4449
2.5 (2.8} 2.6 @0 B3 @5 e @0 @ wn
12 MADURAL-ald 126963 193052 1096 118833 194321 142263 173820 H440kh 7531 153144
o (0 B.7) (9.4 (54 (28 (37 () (T e
12 MADURAL-new 0 0 0 ¢ 0 0 ¢ .0 0 0
s 0 g 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 e 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
: 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14 RAMANATHAPURMM-old 153453 124304 199946 - 30ML9 335941 199424 180519  1b4444 185482 182E4%
o 2.3) 0.0 (R (05 (269 (5.9 (144 (13.2) (A8 (148
14 RAMANATHAPURAM-new O 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 ¢ 0 0 0 0
15 KAMARAJAR 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o
16 7. THIRUMAHANAR 3 0 g 0 o 0 0 0 0 o
0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0
17 TIRUNELVELI-0ld M9 07874 8279  B5ME 158184  20A974  MAAA33 129314 1321B7 145045
- (0.5 9.8 7.2y (7.5 (37 (8.0 (2.8 (1.3 - (114 (T
17 TIRUNELVELI-new 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 g
18 CHIDAMBARANAR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
19 THE NILGIRIS 4443 3014 3/ 289 2MWB 4555 A4 7787 MI9 M44R
(1.6) (1.2) (1.5 0 () M B3I @ (S 4S)
20 KANYAKKUMARAL 739 118 M3 88 742 400 H083 2095 2818 24
(1,04 (.7} 0.7 0.5 8 0.8 36 (13 (L7 (15
21 STATE AL BAOT96 843322 00B71S 1731327 1415555 1M3Be6 1198531 1267381 1305199
7.4 (6,61 (6.6} (77 (13.3) (10.8) (109 (9.2) (9.8 (10,0

NOTE :FIGURES IN BRACKETS INDICATE PERCENTAGES OF AREA UNDER CURRENT OF AREA UNDER CURRENT FALLDWS T0 TOTAL
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APPENDIX  7:CONTD.AREA UNDER CURRENT FALLOW {ha.}

1980-81 1981-82  1982-3 1983-84  1984-85 1983-8L 1984-87 1987-83 1988-8%

HADRAS 0 g B N R N S S o 0

- ] .o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2 CHENGLEPUT 145523 128242 174432 120554 106172 9BAAD 14847 129704 131432
(18.6) 116.4) (2.2} {(13.3)  (43.5) (12.%)  (8.4F (6.5} (16.7)

3 SOUTH ARCOT 146098 94853 187822 107224 4796 2854 71236 9P906 134734
(12.9) (8.7 ULa 9.4 (5.9 A8 165 (A5 (1.9

4 NORTH ARCOT 187542 162692 . 481163 425431 12B444 126511 147923 152504 134233
(15.2) (13.2) (4.7 (10,3 (0.5 (0.7 (2.0 (2.9 (1.0}

5 ALER . 144544 95629 138481  BOOLT  B1259 98442 80341 SEZM 54045
C (168 4.4 (6.1 0. 3.4 (LA (3 (6.8 (63

& DHARMAPURL 142744 95443 103826 47777 72430 42525 AG1B7 50134 40251
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¢ 0 i ] 0 [} 0 0 ] e
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Noter Figures in brackels indicale percentage of other fallow land
to tolal qeographical area.
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NOTE: FIGURES IN BRACKETS INDICATE THE PERCENTAGES OF NET AREA SOWN TO TOTAL GEDGRAPHICAL AREA
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APPENDIX 10

AREA SONN MORE THAN ONCE

78

tha.}

1970-74 1974-72 - 1572-73 197374 197475 A975-7& A97&-77 4977-78 197879 197S-A0

1 HATRAS 0
0
2 CHENGLEPUT 126456
{15.3)
3 SOUTH ARCOT 160023
(147
4 NORTH ARCOT 138293
{14.2
5 SALEM 58719
(8.0}
5 DHARWAPURI 58772
(&.1F
7 COIMBATORE-old 109212
{7.00
7 COIMBATORE-naw i
0
& PERIVAR 0
G
9 TIRUCHIRAPALLL 80570
(5.6}
10 PUDLKDTTAL 14
¢
14 THAMJAVUR 268940
- {27.8)
12 MADURAI-old 70951
‘ {5.5)
42 MADURAI-new R
B
13 aiA R
i
14 RAMANATHAPURAM-old 13533
(1.0}
44 RAMANATHAPURAM-new O
' 0
15 HAMARAJAR 8
0
16 T.THIRUMAHANAR 0
0
17 TIRUMELVELI-old 86214
s (7.5}
17 TIRUNELVELI-naw 0
0
18 CHIDAMBARANAR 0
0
19 THE RILGIRIS 284
0.1
20 KaMYAKMUMARAL 32464
(20.4)
21 STATE 1214833
(2.2

G

122407
(4.8}
144401
{(13.4}
178670
(14.2}
70754
(8.2}
546173
(5.8}
115274
(7.4}

Ca g &

76392
(5.4}
&

g
209560
(30.%)
78213
(6.2}

[T = -]

L=

(2.0}

S oo o D

o .
oy
[
ey
na

OOOD'O

74
]
‘36354
(21.8)
1293888
(9.9}

o 0 0
8 0 ¢
148200 124572 U493
{48.3r {0 UL
147576 155363 103644
$10.8) (1.3 9.
161430 173483 119918
{13.0} {143y (&N
75664 70631 489S
{8.8) (8.2 (5.7
54143 115648 79958
(5.6) (2.0 (8.3
135301 130kké 73
8.7y (B.8y  (5.8)
I 0 0
{ 0 i
¢ 0 g
Q- h! © B
97501 87947 56498
8.8y {7.9} (5.1}
12084 4787 7334
(2.8 (3.2y L&)
MGTE 3HH0T R4S
(42,37 (39.%) (B3
78285 - BO774 47088
6.2y lhd) (5.3
I G b}
d 0 4
] o ¢
[ v ]
23828 17654 14447
1.9) (14 (L2
o g o
¢ I\ 0
o 0 o
i 0 '}
¢ & ¢
0 4 ¢
100445 92241 B4kkd
S{8.81 B (7.&)
0 0 ¢
[ o 0
0 13 .0
0 0 0
7 55 54
0 ¢ 0
45827 . 3533 897ET
(27.5) (2.3 (7.9
1367177 - 1473307 1086270
(10.5) {(11.3) (8.3

0
0
132149
{7
15381
a1
133622
(10.9}
58506
(6.8)
44508
(4.8)
118180
(7.51

(4

4
0
0
0
Y
oo
711
(4.3}

0
0
0
0
- 1194
0.5
30160
(18.00

1286007
(8,60

0
0
144591
{15.3)
159377
(14,8}
161126
(13.1}
43221
(7.3)
40029
(4.2}
20259
(5.7}

[~ =~

e
59526
(5.4}
13400
2.9}
238588
(31.6}
57905
(4.5}

R R

2891
(S}

27482
(16.2)

1140476
(8.8}

47656,
(4.2)

o 0

0 0
184733 147834
{(18.31 (8.7
144410 147000
(5.4 (5.2
184784 159434
(15.2% (3.0
77888 84993
(7.0 (9.
107232 43484
(1.4 (64D
145783 139270
(7.6} (8.8}

0 0
0 0

¢ G

0 0
70432 77992
(631 (7.0}
<46550 19715
(3.4 (4.2
234393 339424
(30.87 (313
g58G 814032
o 65

¢ )

I 0

0 0

¢ 0
37746 29345
2.0 (2.3
0 ¢

0 ¢

¢ )

e 0

0 [

S 0
930! 94458
(8.2Y (8.5}

o ¢

¢ 4

0 0

1369 25465
0.5 - (.,
0437 23840
{18.2) (143}
1473948 1433397
(11.3) - (1.0

(6.7}
144585
{7.2}
54921
(7.3}
G044
(10.9}
87732
{8.1)
14884
(3.2}
335544
(0.8}
82238
(6.5}

b
g
G
¢
3

-
[ et
S

{15.4}
1485272
(11.4)

Note ® Figures in brackels indicale the perceniage of area sown more than ance to total geegraphical ares
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APPENDIX 10:CONTD.AREA SOWN MORE THAN ONCE

1 MADRAS

2 CHENGLEPUT

3 SOUTH ARCOT

% NORTH. ARCOT
ssm£gi

& DHARMAPURI -

7 COIMBATORE-0ld
7 COIMBATORE-new
8 PERIVAR

% TIRUCHIRARALLL
10 PUDUKOTTAL

11 THANJAVUR

12 MADURAI-old
12 MADURAI-naw

13 ANNG .

14 RAHANATHAPURAM-old

14°RAﬂANATHaPURﬁM—neu

15 KAHARAJAR

14 T.THIRUMAHANAR

TIRUNELVELI-ald

17 TIRUNELVEL I-new

18 CHIDARBARANAR
17 THE NILGIRIS
KANYAKKUMARAL .

21 STATE

{ha.}

1980-81

0
¢
93528
(1.9
138681
(12.7}
75883
RUR:
20687
t4.7)
59837
6.2)
107234
(6.8}
41003
(5.5

56231

(8.0
£0816
(5.5
9374
(2.4
339944
141,43
£5381
(5.2}

0
0
-0
0

3& 77
.13

..».

(0.5}
22124

(3.2}
1109445

(8.5} .,

1581-82 1982-83 983-84 1984-85

o
97346
iz
149993
(13.8)
87513
(7.1
93629
110.8)
53744
(8.7
106782
(6.8}
46460
(6.2
a0122
(7.3
59857
(5.4)
18979
CRE
305145
(37,0
55292
(4.3

gé oo oo
Ga

(1 %)

R B e -

(15.0}
1169274
(7.0)

o
o
63124
&0
90476
(2.3
47512
(3.9
65002
(7.5)
44172
(4.6
61641
3.9
35920
(5.3
21741
(2.4}
32436
(2.9
6848
(1.5)
(2R3670
(27.2%
4933
3.5

¢
879
(0.4}
24118
4.4
771449
(3.9}

0
0
101247
12,9
180314
(16.5)
125473
£10.3)
110906
(12.8)
72775
(7.5
81987
{5.2)
4799
14.8)
7188
(5.7)
50775
(4.5)
15004
(3.2
216613
(26.3)
49552
(5.4}

[ BRI ]

0.7}

[ e T v R R ]

43175
(3.9}

0
¢
¢
¢
1048
e.41
18263
(0.9

1098831
(8.3}

]
)
100597
(12.8)
200442
{18.3!
127430
(0.4}
114491
(12.9}
80397
(8.3}
82802
(5.2}
44577
6.0
38285
(5.4
55915
(5.00
13342
(2.9}
368975
(44,93
48821
(3.9}

[ IRVl o ]

11248
(6.9
3&

0

2.1
2582

(0.4}
72178

(6.3}

0
8
[1}

0

89

(6.7}
24558

(14.7Y
1299957

(16.0)

2830

0
0
107816
{13.7}
199144
(18.3)
135046
(i1
99484
(1.5}
53691
(3.8}
59179
(3.8}
20448
2.7
38714
(4.7}
41259
(3.7}
13094
(2.8}
255848
3.4
53553
(4.2}
40136

T

13397
2.2y
917
(6.8}
4]
[
9365
(2.2}
552
0.1
73081
16.4)

D T £

1783
(0.7}

25017
{15.00

1127903

8.7

v
o
38748
(4.9}
138292
(14.5}
83703
(4.8}
79182
(9.2}
54424
(5.7
107398
(6.9}
79185
{10.7}
28243
(3.4}
47483
(3.8}
18205
(2.9
289213
{35.2)
29241
2.3}
16965
(2.5
12244
(2.0}
4859
0.4}
220
.10
4052
(4.0}
587
.0
44304
(3.9
34242
(5.3}
- 8052
1.8}
473
0.2}
13975
8.4)
944430
7.4}

o
8
51131
(7.81
181934
(13.0}
100875
(8.2}
105380
(12.2)
52073
{(5.4)
986862
(6.3
53354
(7.2}
45211
(5.5}
34537
3.1
17956
(2.8)
216431

(26.3}

42625
(3.2}
29931
(4.4}
12674
2.0}
16425
(1.3)
1024
5.2}
13843
(3.3}
1258
0.3)
47535
4.2}
43472
(4.3%
4363
0.9
1592
(0.4}
16822
(0.0}

" 950487

(7.3

1985-86 1984-87 1987-8% 1988-89

0
]
51592
16.6)
142128
(40.3)
104294
(8.3
90374
{40.5)
59650
{6.2)
40540
(3.9
32308
(4.3
28232
(3.4
23218
(2.4}
10655
2.3
234047
(28.5)
68226
{5.2)
53285
(7.9}
14941
(2.4
4693
(0.4)
852
{0.2)
3756
(0.9
8
0
40932
5.3
43729
(6.4
17203
(3.8
837
0.3
26063
{15.4)
904315
(633



AFPENRIX 11:

JOTAL CROPPED AREA (ha.}

1970-71 1971-72

76

1972-73 1973-74  1974-75 A9TR-76 197677 A977-78 197877 4979-80

* HADRAS
2 CHENGLEPUT
3 SOUTH ARCOT
2 NGRTH ARCOT

5

5 GALEH

5 DHARMAPURY

7 LRIMPATORE-old

7 COIMBATORE-new

11 THAMIAYUR

DURAI-aid ¢

i

HADURAI-new

Py
Ll

2 AR

14 RAHANATHARURAM-01d
14 RAMANATHAPURAR-new
15 KAMARAJAR

16 T. THIRUMAHANGR

47 TIRUNELVELI-0ld

17 TIRVNELVELI-new

18 CHIDAMBARANAR

19 THE NILGIRIS

20 KAUYOHKUMERAL

2a OTRT
o1

o

Y

0
462432
(56.00
753447
(9. 1)
674924
(55,0}
474069
(55,01
45630
148.4)
3152
(53.4)

[ B~ I we']

<

234273
(58.5}

&

&
882303
(f1. 1
453748
{531.8)

g €3

4pa422
(50.2)

0
0
0
4
Y
&

354350
{48.2}

L= e e

54584
(2.4}

114618
{68.7}

7384006
(54.8)

0 .
0
244741
(56.3)
735605
(62.3}
73339
(57.2}
428838
(36.7)
4450883
{47.8}
833972
(56.7}

£73473
{54.2}

L= R I~ B )

G
0
582715
{51.0}.

Neoeocwo

377
(22.5%
120684
(72.3}
7541433
{58.7)

¢
]
452658
(34,9}
T3
(67.4)
690782
{56.0
503122
(58.4)
459591
(47,73
884412
(56.7}
0

0
o

]
713870
(54,2}
224994

{48.3) -

895054
{109.2)

486619
{54.4}

S oo

876316
(54.4)

(=R R~ P

587742
{51.5}

= = R~}

36927
(22.3}

131277
(78.7

74698543
(59.21

G
i}
431008
{54.7}

RS
168,00

702408
{57.5}
500745
(58,1}
AL2662
88.3}
871548
{35.9}
&
a
0
&
267149
(62.6)
221920
{(47.6)
19631
{412.2}
542243
(32.3}

©ogm e

£5B400
{53.0¢

Lo B I e = B o )

579998
{50.3}

(=B~ R B

57349
{22.5)

113934
(58.3}

7549152
{58.8}

o
v
378313
(45.9)
426383
(57.5}
548349
(52.7}
445437
(34.7
457424
(473}
738324
{44.9)

[ R = ]

599434
(33.%1
170464
{38.4}
8259735
(101.2)
598939
(47.3)
¢
[
i
8
4508630

(37.3

N3 D g 6 o

483893
(42.4)

¢
8
0
]
58232
{22.9}
143720
{48.2)

£633714
(30.9

G
]
471108
{(59.6)
694347
(63.7}
&70646
{54.5)

479496

{35.6)
470424

(48.8)
817165

(51.%}

0y

[~

£58028
(39.1}
213504
(46.3}
876373
{106.9}
637948
(303}

ag‘o::

618536
(49,5}

LR~ R R e e B ]

349920
(3.4}

£ o O

0142

{23.7;
143725
(69.2)
7235235
{33.7}

]
0
480479
{40.8}
727497
(66,7}
704373
(57.3}
466045
(54.0}
453732
(47.2)

768274

(43.8)

62713
(0.1

o 2y D

489724
(42,9}

7147068
(35.4

0
¢
424490

{42.8}

739492
(67.9)
735504
(59.8)
51015
(59.1)
531928
(55.2)
855282
(54.4)

(=~ =]

0
£BR043

- (61,5}

230023
(49.4)

884220
(i08.1)

683887
(54,2}

N oo &

U
469260
(33,5}

[T~ -~

<

572920
{30.2}

Lol = R )

40345
{23.7)

142424
(47,8}

7768174
(59.7}

0
4

493121 -

(62.4}
730694
(68.8)
490938
(56.2}
519306
(40.2}
508013
(52.8)
845887
(55.00

Ty o o

685844
(61.7)

224976
{(48.7}

895083
{109.07

667403 ¢

(52,7

[ W )

450556
(52.0}

LR = « ]

564273
(49.4}
0
it
0
0
&1047
(24.0)
105337
(63,0}
7684230
(39.1)

o

0
471594
(60, 1)
784238
{71.8)
692943
(56.3)
530561
(81,5}
503417
(52,3}
851307
(54,8}
429423

(57.3)

431884
(52.4)
687011
161.8}
224310
(8. 1)
896017
{109, 1)
674438
{53.3)

%oaooco-
[s2]

m
[~=3

49.7)
]
0
¢
@
1804
(24.2}
107622
(64,4}

7717286
(39.4)

NOTE: FIGURES IN ERACKETS INDICATE THE PERCENTAGES OF TOTAL CROPPED AREA TO TOTAL GEDGRAPHICAL AREA
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APPENDIX  41:CONTD. TOTAL CROPPED AREA {ha.}

1980-81 1581-82 1982-82 1983-84 1984-85 1985-84 1984-87 1987-38 1788-49

1 HADRAS ¢

ﬁ 6. 0 Q G ] 0 ]
-0 G i 0 ¢ 0 0 0 v
2 CHENGLEPUT 372933 GBAASS  30K301 401042 440874 448545 784364 33E709 325947
(47.4y (4231 (37.00 (3.1 (52,31 (53.3}  (34.2) {4311 (443}
3 SOUTH aRCaT 447938 707312 553559 709621 TYS7B0  7947IE  TI9SLE  T10647 455580
. (393} 4.9y (50.8) (651 {73.0F (72! &7.?) (8B.2) (60.2)
4 NORTH ARCOT 502650 525815 454207 428269  42SBY7 440526 526081 533806 349615
i L0y 42,7y (367 (314 (3L1) (52.4)  (43.0) 434 (AT
5 GALEM 3885671 470482 418125 523054 509274 479482 473728 3P7RE4 52MMEQ
(43.17y (36,9 (4751  (&B.8Y 1590 (5350 (549 (B1.tF (40.4)
& DHARMAPURL - 377595 454370 395855 4LBAAT 477949 AK362R ALATM3 4L1410 467878

(3%.1) 1469 (41,1} (4B.6)  (49.6) (48,4}  (4B.4) (4227 (38.8)
7 COIHEATORE-0ld 758074 791066 700025  74BL48 778804 731117 784806 779921 700387
’ {48.21  (30.3F  (44.3) (48.9% (49.5) (4&.5) (30.2F (49.8) (44.6)
7 COIMBATORE-new 394493 4413144 388343 399376 446941 379016 RA1706 400527 264483
. _ (52.7} © (55.1) (5180 (§3.3}  (35.7)  (50.6%  (59.4) (5391 (4.8}
& PERIYAR 363581 377922 314ABZ 389E72  341BL3 352101 345100 379394 335704
. (4.1 4548y (378 (48 (437 2.8 Attty b
% TIRUCRIRAPALLIL SE0214 418470 544464 4ERAAL 14025 S70194  SB7001 590803 545804
’ (36.4y  (55.6)  (30.7)Y  (55.%% {532y (512} (G2.8F (534 (4R

10 PUDUKOTTAL 152513 201847 170488 214193 194535 - 214831 214037 208745 172022

: (32.7y  {43.37 {36.6F (45.9) (4173 (45.4) (45.3) (448} (36}
11 THANJAVUR BR4018 857468 732175 750092 RHAR0G1 749537 803924 721900 744836

. (109.13, (108.4) (89.1)  (F4.3)  (I1LA) (93.7F. (97.9)  (E7.8} (§3.1)
12 MADURAI-old 578479 428353 573444 A443R4 53522 SAS497  SATO0F  AS0B86  4048AE

(35.7y  (4%.4) (453,37 (50.6) {4600 (A4.7F  (44.8)  (AR.1)  (46.4)

12 MADURAL-new @ s 0 i} [ 309946 299379 3488K% 358402
a 0 G & 05 7.0 a42) (3L5) - L

13 ANnA a4 ¢ 4 3- g 255551 248523 304985 248446
¢ a - 0 0 & (4z.13 (447 (464 3T

14 RAMANATHAPURAM-old 558174 416904 552337 598421 S28410 341304 S18723 400410 493269
(M4 (49.3Y (44,27 {47.3) (42.3) (27.3) {4150 481y (394
175631 204018 203508 224341 193893
(46.4) (48.8} . (48.2} (33.1r (45.8)
212620 195617 193679 - 230209 193343
(30,3} (44.3) (83.8) (345} 4.2y
120439 125066 121536 146040 104034
R . o {236 30,7y {3000 (341 (E5.T}
17 TIRUNELVELI-old 514649 448936 446774 463105 486721 478017 384793 432842 468236
5.4 B (332 (404 (A6 (AT 33Ty (37 AL

14 RAMANATHAPURAM-new

€2 o 3

0
0
15 KAMARAJAR 0
‘ 0
14 T.THIRUMAHANAR. 0

0

SO o e
oo @S Do

17 TIRUMELVELI-new 0 0 @ ] 0 o 156719° 194846 1BA9TS
0 0 0 o 0 0 (22.1y {2885y (@74

18 CHIDAMBARANAR 8 ¢ ¢ g 4] a 234074 23739 281243
0 0 0 ¢ 0 ¢ (51,00 (8.7 (61.3%

19 THE NILGIRIS 39704  5088% 57883  S92R0 42335 62107 49372 72881 70032
(23.5) {(BR.&} {(22.8) {23.3) (245} (B4.&y (27.3} (B&.7} (E7.5}

20 KANYAKKUMARAL 101905 106187 03467 99045 104180 07218 737 98038 109400
(60,91 {63.5)  (82.9}  (59.2} (&3.3)  (&4.1F (3487 (58.6)  (45.4)

21 STATE 469519 6909357 46030476 6944959 7088205 46818795 46508349 6728602 6450939

(42.7) 531y W64) (339 (545 (SRS (50,10 (Bh&r (R
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