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Executive Summary 

Domestic rice procurement serves the dual purposes of building rice stocks for the public 
foodgrain distribution system (PFDS) and of providing income support to farmers. To fulfill 
the objective of income support the government provides a support price higher than the 
cost of production in order to ensure that farmers do not produce at a loss. The National 
Food Policy Plan of Action (2008-15) also put emphasis on the importance of enhancing 
effectiveness of PFDS and has been providing effective support to producer prices. 
However, it is not yet identified what works better for the betterment of small and 
marginalized farmers who are the major suppliers of agricultural produce.Given the above 
backdrop, this study attempts to assess the effectiveness of the procurement system in 
terms of impact on the farmers, with particular emphasis on small and marginal farmers, 
and to suggest alternative instruments to achieve the objective of sustaining farmers' 
income and rice production.  

The specific objectives are: (i) To examine to what extent the current procurement system 
supports rice prices and farmers` income, thus providing production incentives (with 
emphasis on marginal and small farmers), (ii) To examine to what extent the current 
procurement system allows the government to procure adequate supplies for its 
distribution needs, and (iii) To identify actionable options for enhancing the effectiveness of 
the procurement system, and possible alternative methods for supporting farm income.  

The study analysed the stocking behaviour of farmers by farm size, administrative region, 
surplus/deficit region, expenditure quartile for Aus, Aman and Boro; the proportion of grain 
that is procured from farmers and millers (by season). The study also analysed farmers' 
overall assessment on the procurement system, overall views of millers on the effectiveness 
of the procurement system, the feasible alternative procurement systems that would 
enhance the benefits to rice farmers. In doing so, primary data of farmers (both participants 
and non-participants in the procurement programme) and millers were collected through 
extensive field survey in four different districts of Bangladesh. In addition, Focus Group 
Discussion and Key Informant Interviews were conducted. 

The main sources of secondary data were various issues of Yearbook of Agricultural 
Statistics in Bangladesh, Statistical Yearbook of Bangladesh, different issues of Food 
Planning and Monitoring Unit database. For estimating the farmers stocking behaviours and 
factors affecting stocking, Household Income and Expenditure survey 2010 data were used. 

For the group of non-participating farmers first, two rice surplus divisions were identified 
based on the domestic production and consumption data. The identified divisions were 
Dhaka and Rajshahi. Then, procurement areas were identified by using data collected from 
Food Planning and Monitoring Unit of Ministry of Food. The procurement areas in identified 
surplus divisions were our survey locations. Later, two districts from each of the divisions, 
thus, in total 4 districts were identified based on the surplus production and higher 
procurement. In total 16 LSDs (Local Storage Depot) were covered to survey the farmers 
who did not sell paddy to the LSDs. Selection of LSDs was based on the higher achievement 
of procurement in the previous procurement season. In order to get the sample fairly, 
farmers were categorised as medium and large (2.5 acres and above), small (0.5 to 2.49 
acres), marginal (0.05 to 0.49 acres). A total of 305 sample non-partipating farmers were 
surveyed.  
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For the group of participating farmers, a survey was carried out in the same divisions and 
procurement areas. The list of participating farmers was collected from respective 
District/Upazila Food Offices of the selected locations and LSD offices. A total of 181 sample 
participating farmers were selected randomly from the list of the farmers who sold paddy to 
LSDs in 2012 Boro procurement season. In doing so, a total of 16 LSDs were selected.  

For the group who sold milled rice to LSDs, survey was carried out in the same divisions and 
the procurement areas identified for the first two groups. For a good representation of the 
ground reality, millers were categorized as automatic, semi-automatic and husking 
depending on the milling technology used. A total of 296 sample millers was selected and 
surveyed. For surveying 296 millers, a total of 20 LSDs were selected.  

To understand the overall assessment of the farmers and millers and to find out the ways to 
improve the procurement system and alternative system to support farmers’ income, the 
team has also conducted several Focus Group Discussion (FGDs) in different selected 
locations. Moreover, to find out the ways to improve the procurement system and find out 
the alternative systems to support farmers income, the team has conducted several KIIs at 
farmers, district and ministry levels.  

The farmers` seasonal stock data in the HIES 2010 were disaggregated by farm size 
(marginal, small, medium & large), by season (Aus, Aman and Boro), by administrative 
regions, by surplus/deficit regions and by expenditure categories. The factors affecting 
farmers` stocking behaviourby season was also identified.  

In the Boro (the largest rice crop) season marginal farms carry out around 76 kg of stocks, 
on average. Small farms carry out about 230 kg, which is more than triple the stocks of 
marginal farms. Medium and large farms carry out around 671 kg, which is again nearly 
triple the size of the stocks of the small farms. For all three rice crop seasons, average 
production, disposal and closing stocks per farm increase with farm sizes. The study also 
found Boro stocks vary positively with respect to own price but vary negatively with respect 
to consumer price of coarse rice. Other significant variables are expenditure quartiles, farm 
size, kind disposals such as seed, feed etc, and spatial dummies. The sign and size of most of 
them appear plausible. 

The results also revealed that the percentage of grain that is procured from farmers in Aman 
season has been declining over time. In the period between 1991/92 and 2011/12, only 
21per cent of the grain was procured from the farmers. This amount has substantially 
declined during the period from 1999/2000 to latest. In some years for example 1993/94 to 
1995/96, paddy procurement from farmers in Aman season was absent. Out of 21 years, 
there was no procurement of paddy from the farmers. This indicates that the paddy 
procurement directly from farmers was less focused in the public rice procurement 
programme. Procurement of rice from millers was the dominant source of public rice 
procurement programme.  

Similar to Aman, the percentage of grain that is procured from farmers in the Boro season 
has been also declining over time. The percentage of paddy procurement was less than 6per 
cent in nine out of 22 year period. If we look at the recent trend, we find that the 
percentage was less than 6 per cent in eight out of 10 year period. However, the proportion 
of grain being procured from the millers is increasing over the time. In fact, about 80 per 
cent of the grain was procured from the millers during the Boro season. So the millers are 
the primary source of grain procurement. 
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Twenty one per cent of total procured grain (Aman and Boro together) was from farmers 
and remaining 79 per cent was from millers during last 21 year time period. Except in 1991, 
1992 and 1997, the percentage of rice procured from millers was more than 83 per cent in 
18 out of the 21 year period.  

We have estimated the achievements of Aman and Boro paddy and rice procurement 
targets over the 15 year period from 1996 to 2010. Results indicate that procurement was 
less than the target both in Boro and Aman seasons.  

The study examined the relationship between production deviations from trend and 
government procurement and government distributions, relationship between procurement 
price and market price, between government stock level and market price, relationship 
between procurement and deviation of real market price from trend etc. In doing these, 
historical data were used. The sign of most of the explanatory variables used in relationship 
estimationseemsconceivable. In both cases of Boro and Aman rice government stock is 
making negative contribution to actual procurement. The planned distribution has positive 
relationship with procurement in both the Boro and Aman rice cases, but the result is 
statistically significant in Boro only. The coefficient of deviation of production from trend 
represents good or bad harvest impact on actual procurement. The sign is positive in Boro 
case which means if harvest is good then actual procurement increases. However, the result 
is not statistically significant. The effect of the deviation of market price from last 32 years 
average real market price on procurement is negative in both the Boro and Aman cases.This 
means that if market price was less than the average of past 32 years price then actual 
procurement was higher and if market price was greater than the average of past 32 years 
price then actual procurement was lower. The relationship between market price and actual 
procurement was negative in both the Boro and Aman. If market prices increase, then actual 
procurement decreases. In the case of Boro season relationship between market price and 
procurement price is positive and the result is statistically significant at 7per cent level. It is 
expected that if procurement price increases then market price will also increase, but in 
Aman season the result was not statistically significant. In both Boro and Aman cases the 
relationship between market price and government stock shows negative relationship. In 
both the Boro andAman rice cases the results are statistically significant at 1 per cent level, 
which indicates if government stock decreases then market price increases. 

Agriculture is the main primary occupation of the participant farmers in the study areas. The 
highest 81.8 per cent of the farmers were involved in agriculture and 12.7 per cent were 
involved in business. The average distances of nearest procurement centre, nearest market, 
and nearest mill from home of participant farmers were 6.15 km, 1.59 km, and 1.61 km, 
respectively. Short-distanced farmers participate more in procurement programme than 
that of long-distanced farmers.  

The average annual household income of the participant farmers was about Tk 266,770 per 
year. The average annual household income of the medium/large farmers (Tk 359,303) was 
almost double the marginal/small farmer’s income (Tk 168,978). We found that farm 
income as well as annual household income of the participant farmers increased by about 4 
per cent and 3 per cent, respectively due to participation in the public rice procurement 
programme, if farmers were able to participate. However very few were able to participate 
in the programme. 
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The amount of paddy sold by the participant farmers at various places like farmgate, nearby 
market, procurement centre, and rice mill were 34.42, 31.39, 22.65, and 32.22 quintal 
respectively. Medium/large farmers sold more paddy to the procurement centre than that 
of the marginal/small farmers.  

The study also found that paddy prices were the lowest in May and the highest in October. 
Considering all areas together, as expected, paddy price was the highest (Tk 1800/quintal) at 
procurement centre and the lowest (Tk 1337/quintal) at nearby market.  

Most of the participant farmers do not have complain regarding procurement price, 
quantity of paddy to be procured, timing of quota allotment, transportation to procurement 
centres, method of payment. Majority of the participant farmers of all four districts agreed 
that procurement centres are at suitable locations. However, majority of the farmers think 
that procurement procedure is time consuming, labourers or officials of procurement centre 
do not behave cordially with them and some time there is chance of being unfairly rejected 
at procurement centres. 

Of the 296 millers interviewed, the distribution of their mill type indicates that 42.2 per cent 
of them belonged to husking, 42.6 per cent to semi-automatic and 15.2 per cent to 
automatic rice mills. About 96.6 per cent of the millers’ main occupation was business, 
particularly rice milling business. The distance of the nearest LSD/CSD from rice mill has 
some effect on government procurement programme. The average distance of the nearest 
LSD/CSD and the nearest market were 5.76 and 3.12 kilometers from rice mills, respectively. 
Distance of the rice mills from LSD/CSD influences the transportation and loading/unloading 
cost of millers. The study found that the millers were engaged as member and 
officer/representative in some organisation. The millers’ engagement in union Parishad and 
school committee was the lowest (2.7 per cent) while engagement in professional 
association was the highest (70.6 per cent). By involving in different organisations in the 
society, a miller could achieve some influential power. Due to engagement in politics and 
local government, some millers had influential capacityin rice procurement programme. In 
all selected districts, the participation of all selected millers in procurement programme 
increased day by day, in line with the increase in government procurement year by year. 

The automatic millers sold rice to LSDs 3 times more than semi-automatic and 5 times more 
than husking millers. The millers bought paddy from traders, farmers and other at an 
average of Tk 1075, Tk 1394 and Tk 1342, respectively. Thus the millers paid more to traders 
than farmers because millers get paddy from traders in better condition than the farmers. 
Boro rice procurement by millers was feasible in the months of May to October 2012 when 
the market prices of per quintal paddy were lower than the procurement price. In the 
months of May to September, procurement price was higher by Tk 201 to Tk 438 per quintal 
than open market price.  

Millers of all four districts strongly disagreed with the statement that there is ‘no corruption 
in dealing at PC’. Moreover, they do not believe that ‘procurement system offers price 
support to the farmers’. They think that quota allotment procedure should be fair and 
allotted quota for rice should be reasonable.  

Non-participant farmers blamed for lack of information, existence of irregularities, higher 
cost of selling due to lack of transportation facilities difficulties to ensure the required 
quality, time consuming to sell in LSD etc. For these reasons they are unable to participate in 
the programme. 
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However, only about 10 per cent of the non-participant farmers mentioned that they were 
satisfied with the experience of selling to the open markets. The reasons for their 
satisfaction are: can be sold any time, low cost and convenient transportation facilities, 
market is closer from home or farm, reasonable price, no problem of getting buyers; whole 
surplus production can be sold at a time. 

Some suggestions were made by the non-participating farmers to improve the government 
procurement system. The suggestions are - removing all types of irregularities, making 
available information, purchasing directly from the farmers, reducing the dominance of 
middlemen or politicians, organising farmers through farmers association, fexible 
criteria(moisture content and maximum limit of 3 tons), appropriate timing, and so forth.  

Some best practice global experiences in respect to procurement programmes and the main 
features of the programmes are reviewed and presented. This wasdone to assess the 
strengths of the programmes and to find out if any of the programmes can be adapted to 
Bangladesh. Other than Bangladesh, the experiences from India, Indonesia, the Philippines, 
Thailand, Vietnam, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, EU and the USA are particularly reviewed. We find 
different approaches in foodgrain procurement system in different countries. One approach 
gives emphasis to greater participation of government through public buffer stocks, buying 
and selling operations through government bodies. The other approach gives emphasis to 
involve farmers and private sector do the stock business under some control and support 
from the government.  

In our study we find that the participating farmers suggested several measures to improve 
the existing procurement programme. The competitive bidding system was proposed by 
Ahmed et al. (1993) to ease buying procedure through efficient millers. However the system 
may help the government to easily purchase grain but poor farmers would not benefit from 
such bidding process unless the bidding is transparent and efficient. Millers would prefer to 
buy from large farmers to bulk buy and reduce cost of procurement  

AAS (2012), a recent study, suggested two systems such as competitive bidding system and 
contract grower. The option of contract production and procurement involves private sector 
to stabilise prices through buying grains directly from farmers. Government's role is to 
supervise the private businesses so that farmers' interests are better served. However there 
are problems with the existing contract production systems that often poor farmers are 
exploited by the businesses.  

Also considerable improvements in price support could be achieved by providing credit to 
the poor farmers immediately after the harvest. In Thailand, the Bank of Agriculture and 
Agricultural Cooperatives (BAAC) lends to farmers at preferential and subsidised credit rates 
using paddy as collateral. The Bangladesh Krishi Bank (BKB) may be given the similar 
responsibility to support farmers provided that the BKB has potential sources to generate 
funds for the programme. The Bangladesh government may find it difficult to meet the 
needs of huge funds and required infrastructure for such a programme with current 
capacity. So the programme is expected to be unsustainable in the long run. Even in 
Thailand, though the BAAC programme was conceived to be a good instrument of price 
support but the Thai farmers are now demonstrating against the delays in payment for their 
paddy sold to the government implying that the programme is not free from limitation. 
Reportedly, this system has been creating a lot of discontent due to its inefficiency and 
possibility of generating mismanagement.  
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Higher procurement price cannot often attract farmers participate in the programme, 
because they are unable to meet the compliance criteria to supply paddy in the 
procurement centres. Instead, price support to farmers could be offered in the form of cash 
subsidy or ‘deficiency payment’. This requires targeting the poor farmers. Universal subsidy 
or deficiency payment is not advisable, because it would involve high financial and 
administrative cost of the programme. 

One potential option that could increase impact of procurement on market price at the time 
of harvest (and so increase benefits for small and marginal farmers) is a premium for early 
delivery. For example, if the government fixes procurement price at Tk. 31, government 
could buy at (31+1)=Tk 32 in the first month after harvest, Tk 31 in the following month and 
(31-1)=Tk 30 for the remaining months in the total procurement period in both the Aman 
and Boro seasons. This policy is expected to induce various agents selling to the centre in 
the first week after harvest, which in turn would push the market price up from its usual 
lower level. In this way the procurement would act in contrast with the normal seasonal 
price trend that one can observe that the price falling at harvest and gradually rising in the 
following months.  

Apart from that regarding the timing of the announcement of the procurement price has 
strong implication. The government announces procurement prices before harvest as a way 
to have impact on the price at the time of distress sales. However, announcing before 
planting is likely to have more impact on farmers planting decision, but announcing at a 
later stage is likely to have more impact on price because at that point production decisions 
have already been taken and so supply curve is more rigid which implies that higher 
demand is mainly reflecting in higher price as offered quantity can only change by 
anticipating sales/reducing stocks. Essentially announcement before planting is preferable 
to have impact on quantity produce, announcement before harvest is better to have impact 
on price. But to have impact on price as to maximise the benifits of the small and marginal 
farmers, the gap between the timing of the procurement price announcement before 
harvest and actual starting of the procurement should be reduced, as much as possible. This 
will allow small and marginal farmers to reap more direct benefits from the procurement 
programme, because the small and marginal farmers sale paddy just immediately after 
harvest.  

None is free from problems and not a single programme could be considered the best. It 
may be more worthwhile for the government to use existing limited storage capacity for 
procurement as necessary for the PFDS and at the same time support poor farmers with 
productive safety net type benefits linking their investment in farming so that they can 
improve their production. At the same time encourage private sector to come forward with 
innovative businesses so that market system operates more efficiently. 

Conclusions 

The effectiveness of the public rice procurement programme depends on how the 
programme`s objectives are fulfilled or in other words how and in what the programme is 
implemented. Domestic public rice procurement programme has two objectives such as (i) 
to provide support price and farmers’ income and (ii) adequate supplies for public 
distributional needs. Based on the study findings the following conclusions regarding the 
effectiveness of the programme can be made. 
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The public procurement programme intend to support farmers through prices, but various 
factors reduce its impact of prices receive by farmers and their income. Direct procurement 
from farmers is relevant if the procurement system is not able to influence the market 
price. Timing is also an important determinant since farmers sell paddy immediately after 
the harvests. Delaying in `procurement starting` does not support farmers due to the fact 
that bulk amount of paddy is already sold out to millers and open markets. Of the farmers, 
participation of the large/medium farmers is higher than the small/marginal farmers. 
Hence, medium and large farmers are more likely to capture higher benefits than the needy 
small/marginal farmers. Our empirical analysis suggests that procurement price and market 
prices are positively correlated. So, if procurement price is set above the low market level at 
the harvest time, there is a possibility that the market prices of paddy would be higher. 
Higher procurement price would encourage millers/traders to buy more from farmers 
raising local market/farmgate prices.  

Results indicate that the paddy procurement directly from farmers was less focused in the 
implementation of public rice procurement programme. Similar to Aman season, paddy 
procurement directly from farmers was less focused in the public rice procurement 
programme. Apart from that the results indicate that programme did not procure its target. 

The procurement programme supports farmers indirectly through market mechanism as 
market price and procurement price are positively associated. Purchases by the government 
at support market prices along with demand from other agents push market prices up to 
benefit the poor farmers who usually make distress sales at harvest. This is further 
supported by our findings that the quantity procured is inversely related to market prices, 
which implies that when the market price is low government procures more and pushes 
prices up. In this way, not only the participating farmers but also all farmers get benefit.  

When we evaluate the effectiveness of the programme in terms of achieving its objective 
such as fulfilling the distributional need, it is largely fulfilled. On an average 71 per cent of 
the public distributional needs are met from the domestic public rice procurement 
programme. This constributes to explain why in certain years the procurement has been 
below the target: in some cases the government did not fulfill the initial target if it became 
clear that it was above the actual distribution needs.  

Policy recommendations 

 Many non-participating farmers reported that they are not aware of the rules and 
regulations of the public rice procurement programme. Farmers’ awareness building 
might increase their bargaining power which in turn might increase farmers’ 
participation in the programme. So, farmers’ awareness development programme can 
be undertaken. 

 Non-participating farmers reported numerous allegations of mismanagement in the 
programme. For reliable evidence a special study should be commissioned involving 
different stakeholders and to identify appropriate measures to alleviate or at least to 
reduce the irregularities in the system. 

 Theoretical literature and widely practiced support programmes evident that one 
instrument should be used only to fulfil one objective. The procurement programme, a 
single instrument cannot fulfil more than one objective. Price stabilisation does not 
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always translate into farmers' income, particularly poorer farmers have to pay higher 
prices as consumers during off-season. So the objective of the public procurement 
programme should be either to support the farmers` income or collecting stocks for 
PFDS, not both. Fulfilling multiple objectives need multiple instruments. It is preferable 
that domestic procurement is targeted to ensure a minimum price on the market (floor 
price). At that price the governmen buys all quantity supplied by different agents 
(farmers, millers, traders, etc.). The residual quantity required to fulfil the distribution 
needs, if any, should be procured internationally, through import. In this approach it is 
essential that the price is fixed at a level that balances the objective of supporting 
farmers through market prices with the effective capacity of the government to buy 
taking into account procurement cost and storage capacity.  

 Collecting stocks through miller is an easier option within the current system, but is is 
important that appropriate anti trust measures are in place to ensure that the milling 
business is competitive, so that the price is passed through to farmers. As an alternative 
small and marginal farmers can be supported with another income support instrument. 
There may be policy instruments (e.g. direct payments, safety nets, etc.) better suited 
than price interventions to pursue income stabilisation. Appropriate targeting would be 
necessary to administer direct payments and safety nets to keep government budget 
under control. Farmers preferred low input prices, especially the price of fertiliser, fuel, 
and seeds. This suggests introducing special subsidy scheme for small and marginal 
farmers who are unable to sell in the procurement centre. This can be done through a 
targeting subsidies or through flat subsidies, which would be automatically regressive 
relative to the farm size.  

 Producers cooperatives could be formed to procure paddy from farmers as in 
Chhattisgarh state of India, which use PACS to buy paddy from farmers nearly at door 
step. No middlement, trader or commission agents are allowed in this paddy purchasing 
process. This could increase the participation of farmers in the procurement programme 
and ensure respect of the quality stardards for delivery to the procurement centres. 
However, as experience in other countries the cooperative system may bring further 
irregularities and rent seeking behavious.  

 Also considerable improvements in price support could be achieved by providing credit 
to the poor farmers immediately after the harvest. Currently, farmers borrow from 
different sources to meet production and consumtion needs, which they repay 
immediately after harvest. A possible remedy could be a subsidised credit programme so 
that farmers do not need to make distress sales to repay loan. 

 Support through price, as it is in the current procurement system, is necessarily biased in 
favour of more efficient/larger farmers who can produce at lower average costs. In 
order to maximise benefit for small and marginal farmers, direct subsidy can be 
considered. Indeed, in case of procurement many farmers benefit indirectly (because of 
the higher price) and the cost for government is limited to the cost of the procured 
quantity. Of course, it would really be very interesting to compare the cost of supporting 
through subsidy to the cost of directly supporting through procurement as in the current 
system. This is a fertile ground for future research.  
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

1.1 Background and rational of the study 

Domestic rice procurement serves the dual purposes of building rice stocks for the public 
foodgrain distribution system (PFDS) and of providing income support to farmers. To fulfill 
the later objective the government provides a support price higher than the cost of 
production in order to ensure that farmers do not produce at a loss. Indeed, as described in 
the National Food Policy (2006), small producers need adequate incentives to produce, as 
their economic status often compels them to sell immediately after harvest when prices are 
low. Higher prices, however, are in conflict with the objective of keeping prices low enough 
so that the low-income consumers can afford to buy food. This conflict can be avoided 
through higher government subsidies, but these have budgetary implications for the 
country and can reduce investment in public goods essential for long-term growth. Subsidies 
have also implications for market distortion. Inefficient use of relevant goods and services or 
resources results in higher environmental consequences. For example, input subsidies may 
help poor farmers to keep cost of production down but the overuse would reduce soil 
quality and harm biodiversity. There are also evidences of leakages; subsidies benefit 
wealthy farmers instead of poorer farmers. 

Besides having an impact on the government budget, procurement prices that are much 
higher than market prices, in turn, favor rent seeking opportunities leading to further 
increase in costs for the government. Dorosh and Shahabuddin (2002) examined 
procurement prices in four years in late 1990s of which three witnessed excessively high 
procurement prices for the Boro season.This resulted in elevated costs for the government 
and windfall profits for those fortunate enough to sell at the procurement centres. Since the 
bulk of rice that is procured is bought from millers or other traders (Ali, 2010), any rents 
would disproportionately benefit millers and traders.There are reports of procurement 
centres refusing to buy from farmers and colluding with the millers and middle men 
(Shahabuddin et al., 2009). 

The timing of the announcement of the procurement price is also an important decision. 
Announcement of the price in advance of planting would allow the government some 
influence over the area planted, it could encourage investment by farmers and greater use 
of inputs, and it could improve prices when farmers engage in distress sales before harvest. 
But advance announcement of a price of course may make it more difficult to defend the 
price at the time of actual procurement. Length of procurement drive may also matter. If 
procurement is completed within a short time at harvest, prices may not fall too low. 
Consumers also do not reap much benefit from the low price at harvest.  

During the past 15 years, domestic procurement has only represented 4 per cent of the total 
production, although it varies substantially from year to year (Hossain and Deb, 2010). A Key 
question is to what extent fluctuations in domestic procurement help to stabilise the 
market, for instance through higher procurement when harvest are good and lower 
procurement when harvest are bad (Timmer, 1996).  
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The National Food Policy Plan of Action (2008-2015) recognizes the importance of 
enhancing the effectiveness of the public procurement system and providing effective 
support to producer prices, while ensuring stable prices for the consumers. It is not yet 
identified what works better for the betterment of small and marginalized farmers who are 
the major suppliers of agricultural produce. 

Given the above backdrop, this study attempts to assess the effectiveness of the 
procurement system in terms of impact on the farmers, with particular emphasis on small 
and marginal farmers, and to suggest alternative instruments to achieve the objective of 
sustaining farmers' income and rice production in a cost-effective manner.  

1.2 Objectives, key research questions and expected outcomes 

1.2.1 Objectives 

The objectives of this research project are: 

a. To examine to what extent the current procurement system supports rice prices and 
farmers` income, thus providing production incentives (with emphasis on marginal and 
small farmers). 

b. To examine to what extent the current procurement system allows the government to 
procure adequate supplies for its distribution needs. 

c. To identify actionable options for enhancing the effectiveness of the procurement 
system, and possible alternative methods for supporting farm income, other than a 
procurement system.  

1.2.2 Research questions 

The study addresses the following research questions based on the objectives above 

a) What are the evidences of the domestic procurement and rice price stabilisation 
interventions? What are the other country experiences on alternative procurement 
system and farmer`s income support? 

b) What are the stocking behaviours of farmers?  
c) What is the proportion of grain that is procured from farmers? 
d) What is the proportion of grain that is procured from millers? 
e) What is the relationship between production deviations from trend and government 

procurement?  
f) What is the relationship between planned distribution and the government 

procurement?  
g) What is the relationship between procurement price and prevailing market price? 
h) What is the relationship between government stock level and price level? 
i) What is the relationship between actual procurement and government stock level?  
j) What is the relationship between procurement and deviation of real market price from 

trend?  
k) What is the farmer`s overall assessment onthe procurement system? 
l) What are the overall views of millers on the effectiveness of the procurement system? 
m) What are the feasible alternative procurement systems that would enhance the 

benefits to rice farmers? 
n) What are the feasible methods to support farmer`s income other than procurement? 
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1.2.3 Expected outcomes 

The expected outcomes of this research project are as follows:  

a) Evidence on the literature review of domestic procurement, public food distribution  
and rice price stabilisation interventions.  

b) Evidence on stocking behaviour of farmers; and proportion of grain that is procured 
from farmers and millers.  

c) Evidence on the relationship between production deviations from trend and 
government procurement; planned distribution and procurement; procurement prices 
and market prices; government stocks levels and price levels; actual procurement and 
government stock; procurement and deviations of real market price from trend;   

d) Evidence on effectiveness and constraints of the procurement system. 
e) Evidence on alternative procurement systems and farmers income support options. 

1.2.4 Linkage between research questions and expected outcomes 

The links between the expected outcomes and research questions are presented below.   

Expected outcomes Research questions Mode of 
answering 

a) Evidence on the literature 
review of domestic 
procurement and rice price 
stabilisation interventions  

1) What are the evidences of the 
domestic procurement and rice price 
stabilisation interventions? 
2) What are the other country 
experiences on alternative 
procurement system and farmer`s 
income support? 

Literature 
review and 
programme 
review 

b) Evidence on stocking 
behaviour of farmers, 
proportion of grain that is 
procured from farmers, and 
millers 

3)What are the stocking behaviours of 
farmers (by season, administrative 
region, farm size, surplus/deficit 
region, expenditure quartile) 

HIES 2010 data 

4) What is the proportion of grain that 
is procured from farmers? 

Historical data 

5) What is the proportion of grain that 
is procured from millers? 

Historical data 

c) Evidence on the relationship 
between production 
deviations from trend and 
government procurement; 
production deviations from 
trend and government 
distribution; procurement 
prices and market prices; 
government stocks levels and 
price levels 

6) What is the relationship between 
production deviations from trend and 
government procurement?  

Historical data 

7) What is the relationship between 
planned distribution and the 
government procurement?  

Historical data 
 

8) What is the relationship between 
procurement price and market price? 

Historical data 

9) What is the relationship between 
government stock level and price 
level? 

Historical data 
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 10) What is the relationship between 
actual procurement and government 
stock level?  

Historical data 

 11) What is the relationship between 
procurement and deviation of real 
market price from trend? 

Historical data 

d) Evidence on effectiveness 
and constraints of the 
procurement system 

12) What is the farmer`s overall 
assessment of the procurement 
system? 

Field survey 

13) What are the difficulties farmers 
face in selling to procurement centres?  

Field survey 

14) What are the overall views of 
millers on the effectiveness of the 
procurement system? 

Field survey 

e) Alternative procurement 
systems and farmers income 
support options 

15) What are the feasible alternative 
procurement systems that would 
enhance the benefits to rice farmers? 

FGD, KIIs and 
other country 
experiences  

16) What are the feasible methods to 
support farmer`s income other than 
procurement?  

FGD, KII, and 
other country 
experiences 
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Chapter 2 

Literature and programme review 

2.1. Introduction 

This section provides a review of domestic procurement of rice, public food distribution and 
price stabilisation interventions in Bangladesh and has identified what are the formidable 
gaps and how the present study will contribute to the existing gaps.  

2.2 Review of the studies 

Foodgrain markets are characterized by government intervention in almost all countries 
`even in those most dedicated to the role of free enterprise` and prices of food are highly 
influenced by state intervention (de Janvry, 1983). In Bangladesh, rice procurement has its 
long history. Several empirical studies evaluated producer and consumer price support 
schemes. Quasem (1979) found that government procurement programme of paddy 
benefited the intermediaries more than the farmers because of the mechanism of 
procurement proved little incentive to farmers for selling at the procurement centres. The 
study indicated that all size groups sell paddy immediately after harvest; about half of them 
buy back in the lean-season at a higher price. Islam (1982) found that the procurement 
policy failed to achieve all the objectives of the programme. The author made suggestion for 
its effective use such as, (a) the procurement centres should be re-arranged in order to 
cover the surplus rice growing areas, (b) it should give more emphasis on Boro rice which 
represent important growth points so far as foodgrain production in Bangladesh is 
concerned, (c) the procurement should introduce more flexibility regarding the minimum 
size of a lot that can be purchased, the moisture content, and the system of price payment, 
(d) the procurement price should be fixed at a sufficient high level so that it can create 
incentive for increased production, (e) the procurement drive should start immediately after 
the harvest, a delay in this respect may cause shortfall in the procurement target and failure 
to prevent sharp reduction in prices at the harvest time.  

Chowdhury (1987) found that the foodgrain procurement programme and the decentralized 
location of mechanized rice milling capacity contributed to raise the seasonal price floor. 
Since at any rate wholesale and growers prices are bound to display very high degrees of 
correlation, the procurement programme succeeded in raising growers’ prices in a small 
number of districts and months, which are really decisive in determining the countrywide 
price level. Akter (1990), found that both net sellers and net buyers benefit from a buffer 
stock scheme with either a constant mean price or a modestly increasing price over the 
paddy season. Net buyers as well as consumers are losers from a stabilised price higher than 
average price over the paddy season. The study of Osmani and Quasem (1990) identified 
several factors contributed to the unsatisfactory performance of the domestic procurement 
programme in the past. Excessive commercial imports in public sector particularly in good 
harvest years used up effective storage capacity leading to a failure in the procurement 
programme in the next harvest. Moreover, the procurement system itself limits the access 
of the farmers so that they are obliged to sell to the private traders at a lower price. 
Inadequate number of procurement centres, institutional impediments, collusion between 
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the traders and the officials are other notable shortcomings of procurement system of 
Bangladesh. They also found that a sizeable share of procurement is from large farmers and 
traders, not small and medium farmers. Shahabuddin (1991) stated that domestic 
procurement of rice is one of the several public policy instruments, which has been using as 
a price stabilising mechanism for years. But this mechanism has been found largely 
ineffective in maintaining the stability of market prices as the government has not followed 
a consistent framework that involve setting a target price range. In developing a consistent 
framework for stabilising price in Bangladesh this study suggested a shift from the current 
practice of quantity planning to that of price-based planning of the food system.  

Shahabuddin (1992) indicated that since both domestic procurement and open market sales 
(OMS) are essentially seasonal operations influenced by seasonal factors, a more 
disaggregated approach using seasonal data is considered more appropriate to estimate the 
quantities of grains to be procured during harvest season and sold in the lean season to 
achieve the floor and ceiling price targets. Such a consistent derivation of quantity targets 
would not only contribute towards the preparation of a more realistic food budget but 
would also assist in a better targeting of policy instruments for reducing both the inter and 
the intra year fluctuation of foodgrain prices. Ahmed et al. (1993) showed that market price 
should be the main criterion for procurement price determination. The authors argued that 
main objective of the procurement should be to support price, it is counterproductive to 
include other objectives; achieving multiple objectives requires multiple instruments. The 
current system of procurement involves almost a bilateral negotiation between public 
officials and millers, which is responsible for widespread abuse of public resources through 
collusion between these two parties. Therefore, this system neither affects market prices 
nor farmers’ income as much as it could. Chowdhury (1994) mentioned that domestic rice 
procurement is a relatively small source, accounted for 20 per cent, of the PFDS throughout 
per year during the 1980s. The study found that farmers’ share to public procurement is 
very low so that the financial coverage too limited to ensure farmers’ participation in 
procurement. Moreover, there was collusion between the procurement functionaries, 
basically government officials, and the traders. However, the study stated that procurement 
programme has an independent and positive effect on rural rice prices. However, the effect 
is very small, and it does not necessarily mean that the programme is ‘farmer-friendly’. Rice 
procurement, however, is a cost-ineffective programme.  

Brennan (1995) argued that the policy to liberalise rice trade stabilises prices and tax policy 
addresses the distributional aspects. The optimum rice security stock was indicated to be 
zero since it was argued that the government would be better off spending money towards 
directly alleviating poverty, rather than by manipulating prices. Timmer (1996) explained the 
role of BULOG`s activities in stabilising rice prices in Indonesia. The study confirmed that 
BULOG`s interventions stabilise rice prices. The evidence showed that Indonesian rice prices 
are substantially more stable than rice prices on the world market. BULOG has stabilised the 
real rice economy through its procurement and market operations. Ismet et al. (1998) found 
that rice procurement significantly influenced market integration and highlighted that the 
government intervention had positive influence on market integration in Indonesia. They 
suggested that in the periods of economic growth government intervention might be 
decreased, thereby reducing programme costs. Dorosh and Shahabuddin (1999) found that 
the average wholesale price of Aman rice at harvest was above the procurement price in 
five of the last six years, resulting in an average of only 8.9 per cent fulfillment of 
procurement target. On the other hand, procurement price of Boro rice was excessively 
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higher in three out of four recent years. This results an extra government cost and a windfall 
profits to those who are fortunate enough to sell at the procurement centres. Moreover, 
procurement prices substantially above market prices encourage rent-seeking behaviour 
and add to the potential for corruption of public officials connected with procurement. The 
determination of procurement prices at the level of price support is then a critically 
important task in order to ensure adequate production incentives to the farmers, while at 
the same time minimising costs to the public exchequer.  

Shahabuddin and Islam (1999) evaluated effectiveness of the domestic procurement 
programme in terms of participation of farmers, traders and millers and problems faced by 
them in the process of both paddy and rice procurement. They found that the participation 
of farmers, especially small and medium farmers in the domestic procurement programme 
is disappointingly low (only 10 per cent). To increase farmers’ participation in the 
procurement programme they suggested to reorganise procurement system at LSD to 
minimise unofficial payments to both officials/staff and labourer, to initiate procurement 
programme soon after harvest, to minimise irregularities in weighing, to create temporary 
storage at LSD premises to prevent damage of farmers’ paddy due to inclement weather, 
etc. Dorosh et al. (2001) observed that Boro procurement has been much more reliable than 
Aman procurement. Procurement of Boro exceeded 80 per cent of the target on 9 out of 13 
years and failed at least 60 per cent of the target in only one year. Aman procurement, on 
the other hand, exceeded 80 per cent of the target in only 2 out of 12 years, and failed to 
reach 60 per cent of the target in 8 out of 12 years. In these eight years, Aman procurement 
averaged only 18.5 per cent of the target. Major irregularities in choosing the farmers to buy 
paddy are reported by Reza (2001). The major problems in supplying rice to the 
procurement centres were illegal payment, taking extra amount, and unnecessary 
harassment. Based on the views reported by the farmers, traders and millers, he suggested 
for early start of procurement, stopping corruption and bribing, establishment of a 
procurement centre at the village level, setting the procurement price higher than the 
market price, directly receiving the paddy/rice after arrival at the procurement centre, 
increasing the duration of procurement. This study however, was based on only two 
districts, Bogra and Naogaon in Bangladesh. Ramaswami and Balakrishnan (2002) stated 
that a less obvious reform on the current scenario in India would be for the government to 
downsize the procurement of grain. If the government were to procure less, it can offer a 
lower procurement price and the market price would accordingly be lower because of larger 
supplies in the market. Thus, subsidy reduction coordinated with lower procurement may 
not lead to an increase of food prices. 

Some empirical modeling exercises have also been performed on the public stocks and their 
implications for price stabilisation (Goletti et al. 1991; Brennan 1995; Goletti and Rich 1998). 
These analyses have also emphasised that optimal stock should not be thought of as a single 
number, but as a path of stock levels over time that would depend on policy regime and 
policy objective. Khan and Jamal (1997) found that in most developing countries of the 
world, large-scale public food procurement and distribution systems have become too 
expensive for the country’s governments. Despite high financial and administrative cost of 
the programmes, the degree of seasonal price stabilisation and price support achieved 
through the activities remain quite low. Using the Bangladesh Public Food Distribution 
System (PFDS) as a case study, the research indicated that considerable improvements in 
price support could be achieved by providing credit to the farmers immediately after the 
harvest. If the government procurement is reduced by 50 per cent in Bangladesh, and 
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providing 150 per cent of the cost of running PFDS as credit, Bangladesh can improve the 
farmers’ income and achieve better stability of cereal prices at a cost less than one-third of 
the current costs of PFDS. Dorosh and Shahabuddin (2002) showed that relatively high 
degree of price stability was achieved in the 1990s due to private sector imports that 
stabilised markets following major production shortfalls. Domestic rice procurement 
contributed relatively little in raising domestic producer prices at harvest time, involved only 
a small percentage of farmers, and incurred excessive costs following successful harvests 
because of setting procurement prices far in excess of market prices. Almost similar results 
were reported by Sabur et al. (2003). The authors reported that the lengthy procedures, loss 
of time and high transportation were the main causes for not selling paddy to the 
procurement centre. Dorosh and Farid (2003) studied the economic costs of stock quality 
deterioration in storage, including the implicit costs to recipients of Public Food Distribution 
System (PFDS). They observed that implicit losses to rice consumers due to quality 
deterioration were about 1.05 billion Taka in 2000/01, equal to 10.9 per cent of total net 
outlay on rice of the PFDS. The study suggested that effective stock management and 
minimising leakage are more important determinants of the overall PFDS financial 
efficiency. 

Alam (2005) found that due to introduction of the private trade with liberalised tariff, the 
society gained welfare at the aggregate level. By assessing the determinants influencing the 
procurement of rice in Andhra Pradesh, Deb (2006) found that the production level of paddy 
in Andhra Pradesh significantly affects rice procurement in the state. Surprisingly, the 
procurement price of rice did not have any significant role in rice procurement in Andhra 
Pradesh. Although price policy contributed to the extent of procurement earlier periods, 
gradually the role has disappeared. It appears that it is ‘assured procurement’ rather than 
the procurement prices per se that influence the decision of farmers to sell rice to the 
government agencies. Jha and Srinivasan (2006) found that a switch to decentralised public 
distribution system (PDS) and procurement and removal of rice levy in India leads to a fall in 
both procurement and buffer stocks of grains. A reduction in minimum support prices from 
their current exorbitant levels lowers the costs of operating the PDS which was higher in 
earlier period. They mentioned that price support to farmers could also be offered in the 
form of cash subsidy or ‘deficiency payment’. Kumar et al. (2007) mentioned that a major 
objective behind various grain market intervention schemes of the Indian government was 
to procure sufficient food grain to carry out the public distribution activities and to build up 
the buffer stock. The procurement demands of the government gave rise to the view that a 
higher procurement price is necessary for maintaining farmers’ production incentives. 
Subsequently, it was often argued that the government procurement volume could be 
boosted by maintaining an attractive procurement price. Ashraf (2008) investigated the 
impacts, theoretical and practical, of the government procurement policy on rice producer 
price in Bangladesh. The empirical findings showed that the procurement policy is unlikely 
beneficial for the rice producers even in short run because of theoretical limitations, 
underdeveloped infrastructure, and lower rice procurement price than the open market 
price. The study recommended to raise procurement price equal to the open market price 
and to improve infrastructure, both institutional and communication.  

Deb (2008) studied procurement strategy for Boro rice and manifested that Boro 
procurement programme should be designed by considering cost of Boro production, 
keeping provision for providing adequate incentives for the producers, market price at the 
time of fixation of price, consumers’ interest regarding affordable price for rice and fulfilling 



9 

the increasing public stock of rice. Dorosh (2009) studied domestic trade policies and 
government market interventions in a set of South Asian countries in response to 2007-08 
international price shocks on domestic markets. The author mentioned that these price 
shocks were a reminder that dependence on international markets will not guarantee price 
stability, still the governments should not over-react to such events and embrace policies 
that ultimately result in large costs in terms of slower economic growth and less poverty 
reduction. Instead, national policies should involve some combination of promoting 
domestic production and national stocks to prevent very large price increases and reliance 
on international trade to limit the need for government interventions in most years. 
However, the suggestions of Dorosh (2009) were partly contradicted in a paper by Deb et al. 
(2009), which favored Bangladesh opt a strategy of self-sufficiency as opposed to self-
reliance in rice production. The paper showed that Bangladesh had a comparative 
advantage in rice production at import parity prices but it does not have the comparative 
advantage in export parity prices. So the paper argued that it is cheaper for Bangladesh to 
produce domestically than import rice and also Bangladesh is not currently capable of 
competing in the international market with its current production practices, prices and 
technology. Asaduzzaman et al. (2009) stated that input subsidies and domestic food grain 
procurement programmes are short term efforts that the government uses to reduce 
farmers’ costs of growing food and/or influence the price of food in the market. The paper 
opined that a systematic evaluation of government programmes like subsidising agricultural 
inputs or procurement of food grain should be done urgently to judge the effectiveness and 
cost of the Government for each approach. The evaluations should include both the direct 
costs (e.g., of subsidies on inputs, food grain storage costs, etc.) and the opportunity costs 
of capital (tying Government funds up in food grain stores) and labour (using government 
staff to manage input subsidy schemes and food grain stores). 

Shahabuddin et al. (2009) recommended improving the effectiveness of procurement policy 
and price support to the farmers by introducing a system of open tendering in order to 
reduce costs and improve the reliability of the system. Sattar (2011) found that rice 
procurement programme could meet its target in most years, but not the paddy 
procurement programme. Farmers are unlikely to receive direct price support as they do 
hardly involve in the procurement system directly. However, they may be benefited with 
indirect price support as procurement policy influences market price. In addition, most of 
the farmers do not necessarily believe that procurement system is beneficial for them such 
that procurement prices are not sufficiently higher in some cases, the rules of selling in 
procurement centres are difficult for them, they have limited access to the procurement 
centres, and there are irregularities in the system. A summary of literature review is added 
in the appendix Table 2.1.  

The review of literature allows us to draw some lessons and find out the gaps that can be 
filled by the present study. In the particular context of Bangladesh, numerous evaluations 
on rice procurement have been conducted over time. The past research works addressed 
the evaluation of the programme, participation of the intended beneficiaries, managerial 
operation, leakage, and effectiveness. Some studies used field level primary data and others 
used time series. However, considerable gaps still remain. Particularly none of the studies 
outlined the actionable options. Additionally, very little attention is paid on the dilemma 
that procurement of rice as a single instrument may not fulfill multiple objective of 
supporting farmers with higher and stable incentive price and at the same time ensure 
access to food by poor consumers. The present study uses the latest available data to 
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update the literature and deals with the issues when the price stabilisation through imports 
are in debate because of volatile world market prices. Thus this research would be a novel 
piece of information to researchers, practitioners and policy makers at home and abroad. 

2.3 Programme Review 

2.3.1 Introduction 

In this chapter some best practice global experiences in respect to procurement 
programmes and the main features of the programmes are reviewed and presented. Other 
than Bangladesh, the experiences from India, Indonesia, the Philippines, Thailand, Vietnam, 
Pakistan, Sri Lanka are particularly reviewed. The chapter also reviewed the income support 
programmes as practiced in EU and the US.  

2.3.2 Programme in Bangladesh 

Policy makers in Bangladesh, as in many other developing countries, face the dilemma of 
trying to keep food prices low for consumers, especially poor people, while ensuring prices 
are high enough to give farmers the incentive to grow more food. In the medium-to-long 
term this problem can be tackled by raising the productivity of farming (e.g., by developing 
more efficient rice varieties, improving marketing systems) so that food can be produced 
more cheaply, benefiting both food consumers and farmers. In the short term, government 
can try to reduce farmers' costs of growing food (e.g., through irrigation and fertiliser 
subsidies or more efficient fertiliser and water management practices – Policy Brief No 
0904, BIDS) and/or influence the price of food in the market (e.g., through domestic 
procurement, open market sales and/or food imports).  

Despite the gains from some of these measures being implemented, food prices continue to 
fluctuate due to natural disasters. Governments maintain public food stocks in order to: (i) 
provide emergency relief during periods of natural disasters, (ii) alleviate chronic food 
insecurity through targeted food distribution to poor households, and (iii) take steps, when 
necessary, to stabilise food markets. Some researchers argue that public food stocks also 
provide `political insurance`, by making it possible for the government to avoid criticism for 
failing to tackle sharp swings in rice prices or to meet disaster relief needs (Goletti, 2000). 
Food storage is costly, so it is important that the government does not hold more food than 
it needs for an `adequate` national food reserve. 

Stabilising food grain prices is a major goal of the National Food Policy and thus of the PFDS 
of Bangladesh. Sharp increases in food grain prices lower the real income of poor people 
because they spend a large part of their income (often over 50 per cent) on food. On the 
other hand, low food prices adversely affect farmers and discourage private investment in 
agriculture. Although many developed countries consider that government schemes to 
stabilise food prices are not cost effective, most developing countries do adopt some type 
of stabilisation policy to protect consumers. Stable prices benefit consumers, especially the 
poor, by keeping food grain affordable during periods, which would otherwise be 
characterized by high prices. The assumption that poor consumers can save enough at 
times of low prices to pay for higher prices later on is unrealistic in economies such as 
Bangladesh, with widespread poverty and imperfect capital markets. Price stabilisation is 
also used to ensure that farmers have the incentive to grow food. The expectation that 
prices will remain stable help to reduce uncertainty for farmers and encourage them to 
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invest in inputs and other modern technology. This is especially important in countries like 
Bangladesh where other forms of risk insurance are not yet available. 

The policy instruments that are mostly in practice in Bangladesh for rice price stabilisation 
are: 
 Domestic procurement programme, where government purchases grain from the 

open market in order to maintain a floor price for farmers (below which market 
prices would not fall). 

 Sales distribution in public foodgrain distribution system to reduce food grain prices 
for consumers when prices are rising too high. 

 Importation from the international markets: Tariff reduction for importaion of rice 
from the international markets when there is domestic production shortfalls  

The domestic procurement programme has been used in Bangladesh since the late 1970s to 
provide floor prices to the farmers. The Open Market Sale programme was introduced in 
the early 1980s. Both these instruments involve substantial costs to the national treasury.  It 
is thus important that the causes and implications of price fluctuations are properly 
understood before such costly policies are designed and implemented. Food distribution 
through safety net programmes is an important instrument under the PFDS which include 
VGD, VGF and FFW. These programmes distribute food and provide support to targeted 
individuals who cannot afford or acquire food. Table 6.1 provides the expected impact from 
price policy instruments being practiced in Bangladesh. For example, public rice 
procurement programme is being designed to support the producers in expense of 
consumers. The public food distribution programme is to support the consumers. Both the 
programmes incur substantial public spending.  

Table 2.1: Expected impact from market policies in Bangladesh  

No Instruments Objectives Expected Impact 

Producer Consumer Govt. 

i. Domestic procurement programme To support the producers +ve -ve -ve 

ii. PFDS (sales offtake) To support the consumers -ve +ve -ve 

iii Import tariff (liberalisation) To support the consumers -ve +ve -ve 
Source: Shahabuddin and Asaduzzaman (2009) 

2.3.3 Programme in India  

Food security is the main stated goal of India’s agricultural policy; adequate supplies at 
remunerative prices for farmers with food provided to consumers at stable and affordable 
prices. The agriculture sector has witnessed some reforms in India, but the extent of 
liberalisation has been significantly less than the rest of the economy and agricultural policy 
is still highly interventionist, generating significant budgetary expenses.  

The Essential Commodities Act of 1955 allows central and state governments to regulate 
and control the production, distribution and pricing of commodities listed as essential for 
consumers, whilst the Agricultural Produce Marketing Committee Act regulates the 
marketing of agricultural produce at a state level. Buffer stocks and the Targeted Public 
Distribution System that distribute subsidised food to India’s poor are other important 
instruments of government policy. Budgetary support is provided primarily for inputs and 
agricultural infrastructure. In a nutshell, the following instruments are being used.  
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 Minimum Price support (MSP) for key products for 26 commodities including rice, 
maize, wheat, soybeans and sunflower seed - intervention takes place when the 
market price falls below the MSP resulting in food procurement at the MSP. 

 Market Intervention Price (MIP) and Buffer Stock operations - for commodities not 
covered by the MSPs the government arranges for intervention at the request of the 
states for a specific quantity at a mutually agreed MIP.  

 Buffer stocks of food grains. Seasonally adjusted buffer stock requirements (buffer 
norms) constitute the basis for action to accelerate procurement, turn to imports or 
allow for food grain exports.  

 Although the central government is working for a more nationally integrated market, 
in some states there are still regulations which limit the free movement of grains 
across state borders (‘zoning’), so as to bottle up grain surplus regions and allow for 
state purchases at procurement prices.  

Table 2.2: Expected impact from market policies in India  

No Instruments Objectives Expected Impact 

Producer Consumer Govt. 

i. Minimum price 
support (MSP) 

To support the producers and 
consumers  

+ve -ve -ve 

ii. Regulating imports Temporary cuts to import duties 
on wheat, rice, maize and pulses 

-ve +ve -ve 

Source: Gouel (2012) 

2.3.4 Programme in Chhattisgarh in India  

The Chhattisgarh state government procures paddy on behalf of the Government of India at 
Minimum Support Prices (MSPs). This scheme benefits about 1 million farm families by 
procuring about 3 million metric tons of paddy in the Kharif marketing season of a year. 
Procurement price varies for quality i.e. lower for common variety and higher for grade-A 
quality paddy. This procurement takes place through 1333 Primary Agricultural Cooperative 
Societies spread across the state. Purchase of paddy from farmers is done nearly at door 
step, farmers do not have to travel more than 10 kms to sell paddy. No middlemen, trader 
or commission agents are allowed in this paddy purchasing process. Computer generated 
payment cheques are provided at the spot without any delay. After converting paddy into 
rice, the milled rice is transferred to fair price shop of Chhattisgarh State Civil Supplies 
Corporation for distribution under public distribution system.  

2.3.5 Programme in Andhra Pradesh, India 

In the Andhra Pradesh of India, Commission for Agricultural Costs and Prices (CACP) fixes 
support prices every year to safeguard farmers and avoid distress sales. Food Corporation of 
India (FCI) is responsible for implementing MSP with the help of the states. Government is 
supposed to buy the entire paddy offered by the farmers for sale at the minimum support 
price. Procurement is operated through the Millers. They purchase paddy from the farmers, 
then converted to rice and give to FCI. The millers produce a certificate saying they gave 
Minimum Support Price to the farmer and gets MSP plus processing and transport costs.  

Procuring paddy from farmers through women self help groups is a well recognized system 
in the state. As a result the farmers get correct weight and price. The payments also make 
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quickly. Although the system is apparently performing well. there are some problems with 
the system. The cost projections by the Commission of Agricultural Costs and Prices are 
below the actual costs of production which seriously affects the returns of farmers in the 
state. MSPs are announced for 25 commodities but market intervention operations exist 
only for rice and wheat. Even the grass root level functionaries of agricultural/marketing 
departments are also not aware about support prices. As a result, farmers do not get 
remunerative prices due to either implementation of MSP in time or after the product 
shifted out of farmers’ hand. Only a minimal amount of paddy is marketed through 
regulated market yards but major through agricultural input dealers, local traders and 
village money lenders since the farmers’ availed credit from them under the obligation of 
selling to them.  

2.3.6 Programme in Indonesia 

Rice price stabilisation has been implemented through two instruments used 
simultaneously (i) Intervention in marketing through public storehouses managed at a local 
level (ii) monopoly control over international trade. It protects both consumers and 
producers by maintaining rice prices within a predetermined band and announcing widely 
floor and ceiling prices.  

In Indonesia, BULOG, apex authority is responsible for procuring rice-paddy. It procures rice-
paddy from farmers’ cooperative as well as from private traders. The farmers can sell their 
paddy rice to public sector or private sector. In private sector, millers or trader act as 
collectors. Collectors are in competition, and in some cases, they offer farmers drying or 
storing facilities free of charge in order to collect rice from them. Farmers are encouraged 
to establish village cooperatives.  

DOLOG/Sub-DOLOG under BULOG procure paddy from farmers via village-based 
cooperatives called KUD. The farmers are not forced to sell the crop to KUD, they can sell it 
to private traders if get better price than the floor price set for KUD. DOLOG pays the floor 
price plus a commission for the KUDs services in purchasing paddy from farmers. If KUDs 
are pressed beyond their capacity, DOLOG task forces are prepared to buy directly from 
farmers. BULOG also purchases paddy or rice from private traders at the floor price.  

Paddy is milled and then sold to DOLOG/Sub-DOLOG at the set price. The government 
announced floor price requires certain quality standards including moisture content, per 
cent of broken and discolored grains, etc. If grain quality is not met as specified, the 
BULOG`s agents may adjust the buying price in the field according to the prevailing price list 
of BULOG.  

Table 2.3: Expected impact from market policies in Indonesia 

No Instruments Objectives Expected Impact 

Producer Consumer Govt. 

i. Domestic procurement 
through BULOG  

To support the producers by 
ensuring the floor price 

+ve -ve -ve 

ii. Regulating import Cut down the import tariffs to 
allow more import 

-ve +ve -ve 

iii. Regulating exports Incentives to allow more 
export 

+ve -ve +ve 

Sources: Timmer (1989b); Islam and Thomas (1996). 
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2.3.7 Programme in the Philippines 

In Philippines, National Food Authority (NFA) seeks to minimise seasonal price variations in 
the various regions by positioning stocks throughout the country and monopolises the 
importation and exportation of rice to influence domestic price levels. The price 
stabilisation programme implemented by the NFA aims to keep farmgate prices of rice at 
levels that provide farmers with a reasonable income and retail prices at levels that ensure 
affordability for low income consumers. To influence both the producer and consumer 
prices, the NFA buys paddy from farmers during peak harvest periods, stores in state-owned 
warehouses, processes in state-owned rice mills, and then sells milled rice to poor 
consumers at low price than the prevailing market price during the periods of seasonal high.  

The NFA buys palay1 from farmers and farmer organisations at a support price. The NFA’s 
support price does not prevailing farmgate market prices. On average, the NFA procures 
only less than 3 per cent of total paddy production. Procurement operations occur twice a 
year. Bulk amount is procured in main harvest season and minimal amount is procured 
during Pal aged season. The NFA buys paddy which has certain moisture content. The price 
is low for higher moisture (24 per cent) and high for lower moisture (14 per cent).  

Table 2.4: Expected impact from market policies in the Philippines 

   Expected Impact 

No Instruments Objectives Producer Consumer Govt. 

i. Domestic procurement 
programme through NFA 

To support the producers by 
ensuring the floor price 

+ve -ve -ve 

ii. Regulating imports Incentives to allow more 
imports through import subsidy 

-ve +ve -ve 

Import reduction through 
import tariffs 

+ve -ve +ve/-ve 

2.3.8 Programme in Thailand 

In Thailand, rice pledging scheme beginnng 2011 is an example of using the rice marketing 
system as a tool with which to increase farmer income.In this scheme, rice policy committee 
sets a minimum guaranteed price for paddy, normally set at 90 - 95 per cent of the target 
price. The Bank of Agriculture and Agricultural Cooperatives (BACC) lends to farmers at 
preferential and subsidised credit rates (3 per cent paid by farmers, 5 per cent paid by 
government) using the pledged paddy as collateral. Each farmer is given five months to 
redeem the pledged crop, otherwise the crop would be sold to BAAC and the farmer’s loan 
paid off at the end of the pledging period. The government provides cost of storage, 
handling costs and the loss from selling the paddy at price lower than the pledged price. 
Farmers are given the choice to either sell paddy to the market or to the BAAC, depending 
on the prevailing market prices of paddy. Dual pricing systems in which producers have 
received high prices while consumers have been charged low prices and the governments 
have paid the difference. The programme is essentially a direct subsidy to farmers. Farmers 
receive two kinds of benefits. The first emanates from the subsidised rate of credit, which is 
about 2 per cent lower than the informal market credit rate. The second emanates from the 

                                                 
1 Unmilled rice is known as Palay 
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expected improvement in the price of the farmers’ pledged crop during and at the end of 
the redemption period. 

Recent policy reforms in Thailand are the following. The producers are permitted to pledge 
unlimited volume of paddy. The government will issue credit cards to farmers to use the 
money they earn from selling to the government. Farmers can use these credit cards to buy 
inputs such as fertiliser, pesticide, and machinery and tools. As the card issuer the 
government will collect repayment for these items from the earnings farmers receive from 
the government under the price support scheme. Under this arrangement a manufacturer 
or supplier assures refunding the difference to an agent/dealer if prices go down while the 
agent or dealer still has goods bought at the previous (higher) prices. This arrangement 
serves to encourage agents or dealers to order goods in large quantities, without worrying 
about any loss from a subsequent drop in prices.  

The support price in this scheme is very high, and so it is costing the government large 
amounts of money that will probably not be sustainable. Already, the government is facing 
problems. The rice pledging program encouraged over-production and made Thai rice 
uncompetitive for export, ballooning government spending by billions and creating a 
mountain of stored grain.  

2.3.9 Programme in Vietnam 

Rice policies in Vietnam are a balance between maintaining domestic food security and 
promoting rice exports. Rice exports are mainly medium and long grain with moderate to 
intermediate quality commanding a lower export price than in Thailand.  

The maximum credit granted to paddy producers for production was 10 
million Dong (equivalent to US$720), without collateral, under preferential credit 
conditions. Interest rates on investment loans were 7 per cent per year. In June 2000, a 
`Credit Guarantee Fund` was set up to offer loans to farmers, small enterprises and co-
operatives at preferential rates. The Government also gave credit subsidies for the purchase 
and storage of rice by traders, in an attempt to lift prices. Procurement programme is 
business driven. Many rice exporting companies have done this until now. Their 
procurement is made mainly through trade mediators. The linkage between farmers, rice 
processors and exporters remains weak. Procurement procedures vary from region to 
region in Vietnam. In Red River Delta (RRD), retailers procure their entire paddy from within 
a radius of 100 km of their residence. In the northern regions of North Mountains and 
Midlands and RRD, wholesalers cover about half of the procurement is at a distance of over 
100 km. Support 100 per cent interest rate for enterprises procuring for temporary storage 
within 3 months The amount of procurement is proposed by the Vietnam Food Association 
(VFA) to stabilise national reservation, consumption and export.  Businesses on expectation 
of high price after harvest, accelerate their procurement for stockpile and commercial 
purposes resulting in the rise in harvest price. This helps stabilising prices through private 
sector involvement. 

2.3.10 Programme in Pakistan 

The government of Pakistan (GoP) used a (MPS) programme for major crops (cotton, rice, 
wheat, soybean, sugar) produced in the country. The government makes purchases when 
the market price falls below an announced level. The GoP purchased paddy through 
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Pakistan Agricultural Services and Storage Corporation (PASSCO) and Trading Corporation of 
Pakistan (TCP). PASSCO was authorized to procure a certain amount of Basmati rice and IRRI 
rice to stabilise prices. PASSCO set different floor prices for Super Basmati and for other 385 
varieties. In the domestic market, TCP was responsible for price support implementation 
offered by the government. Recently, the Federal and provincial governments have left 
prices of paddy to the market forces mechanism as only private sector is in the field to 
purchase the commodity from the farmers without the government intervention (Pakistan 
Observer, 2011).  

2.3.11 Programme in Sri Lanka 

The Guaranteed Price Scheme, operated by the government since 1948, was the main 
support programme for paddy producers. Under the GPS, the government gave an 
assurance to the farmers, which meant that market price would not drop below the 
guaranteed price level. When this would happen the government would intervene by 
purchasing paddy. Since 1972 it has been operated by the Paddy Marketing Board (PMB) 
which had a monopoly power to purchase paddy through authorised purchaser consisting 
of a network of Co-operative Societies and, when necessary, other government agencies 
like the Agricultural Productivity Centres of the Agrarian Services Department. The 
economic reforms brought out in 1978 attracted private sector into paddy purchases and 
this sector played dominant role in rice purchase relative to the state sector. The functions 
of buying paddy from producers by PMB have been curtailed. Currently it operates merely 
as a floor price scheme for paddy producers. When market prices fall below a certain level 
the government maintains floor price for producers through the PMB. The PMB procures a 
certain amount of paddy at varying prices for different varieties through cooperative 
societies. Unlimited quantities of rice could be sold to the PMB. After procuring paddy it is 
milled and transported to the warehouses of the Food Commissioner’s Department for 
distribution. To protect consumers, the government maintains a ceiling price of rice through 
PMB.  

2.3.12 Programme in the European Union (EU) 

Main instruments of the Common Agriculture Policy (CAP) include agricultural price 
supports, direct payments to farmers, supply controls, and border measures. The policy has 
been reformed many times. The first reform of 1992 shifted farm support from prices to 
direct payments. The policy compensated farmers for lower prices with direct payments 
based on historical yields. The second reform in 2000 used direct payments to compensate 
farmers for only half of the loss from new support price cuts and payments depended on 
production. The third reform of 2003 allows for decoupled payments, the payments that do 
not affect production decisions-that vary by commodity, is also called single farm payments 
(SFP). To receive SFP, the agricultural producers had to obey EU regulations regarding 
environment, animal welfare, and food quality and safety.  

The CAP sets an intervention price, which is the price at which government agencies are 
obliged to buy products offered to them by producers. This in effect is the floor price 
guaranteed by the EU. The intervention price is estimated as the target price less the 
transport cost from producing centres to main market outlets. Agricultural producers can 
export, with the difference between the world price and whichever is higher, the 
intervention price or reference price, refunded to them. The European Union's reference 
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price is the official market price that is used to assess the state of the market. Target price is 
the administrated price of EU for major agricultural commodities which is set at a level 
which gives producers an adequate return under normal market conditions. 

2.3.13 Programme in the US 

The most common US (United States) approach to support the price of agricultural product 
is to create a government agency to buy any quantity of a product offered by the country's 
farmers at the guaranteed `support price`. This approach keeps market prices at or near the 
support price. This agency is called as Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC). Support prices 
must be accompanied by import quotas. Otherwise, foreign producers would sell their 
products in the US market as long as the US price exceeded the price they could get 
elsewhere. If that happened, the US government would terminate guarantying the US price 
to farmers around the world. The CCC disposes the commodities that will not displace 
market demand and depress the domestic market price. This policy is designed to stabilise 
market prices. The CCC buys products at the support price, stores it, and releases it back 
into the market if the market price rises to a prescribed higher level. In this way they 
protect producers against the risk of low prices and consumers against high prices. This 
programme can provide some protection against wide swings in prices. The markup 
between acquisition and release price should cover the cost of operating the buffer stock 
programme. 

Currently US government posses a new approach of price support programme which 
involves loans. During harvest the CCC gives farmers nine-month loans equal to their 
production times the support price. The support price is called the `loan rate`. The CCC 
accepts grain as collateral for the loan. If the market price rises above the support price 
during the term of the loan, farmers repay the loans with interest and sell the grain in the 
market. If the market price remains at or below the loan rate, farmers forfeit the grain to 
the CCC, keep the money, and have no further obligation. Such loans are called non-
recourse loans. 

Price supports cause overproduction and smaller consumption since consumers buy less as 
price rises. To get rid of this problem the agency combines income support with price 
support which is called deficiency payments. The government set a target price and pays 
the producer the difference between the target price and higher support price or market 
price as income supplement. To receive this income supplement, a farmer must place a 
prescribed fraction of his historical acreage planted in that crop to the county office of 
USDA's Agricultural Stabilisation and Conservation Administration. The payment is made on 
only a finite volume of production equaling a prescribed fraction of the acreage planted 
each year times a fixed fraction of the historical yield per acre. A summary table for 
procurement systems of different countries is presented in Apendix Table 6.1 
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Chapter 3 

Methodology  

3.1 Introduction 

This chapter presents the overall methodology of this research. This chapter discussess the 
secondary and primary data sources, sampling and sampling plan for primary data, 
econometric models and model`s estimation, etc.  

3.2 Data sources 

Considering the scope of the work the study required primary and secondary data. The 
study attempts to analyse the stocking behaviour of farmers by farm size, administrative 
region, surplus/deficit region, expenditure quartile for Aus, Aman and Boro; the proportion 
of grain that is procured from farmers and millers (by season Aman and Boro), relationship 
between production deviations from trend and government procurement and government 
distribution, relationship between procurement price and prevailing market price, between 
government stock level and price level, relationship between procurement and deviation of 
real market price from trend and between distribution and deviation of real market price 
from trend. In doing these, historical data were necessary. Apart from that the study 
attempts to analyse farmers overall assessment on the procurement system, overall views 
of millers on the procurement system, the feasible alternative procurement systems that 
would enhance the benefits to rice farmers and finally feasible methods to support farmer`s 
income other than procurement. In doing these farmers and millers levels survey were 
necessary.  

Box 3.1: An overview of the data sources 

a. Thorough Literature review: Thorough literature review was done to highlight 
the study contributions.  

b. HIES (2010) data: HIES 2010 data set was used for analysing the farmers stocking 
behaviour and factors affecting farmers stocking behaviour. The stocking 
behaviour was estimated for Aman, Boro and Aus season by different farm sizes, 
administrative regions, deficit/surplus regions, expenditure quartiles. The stock 
functions were estimated for Aman, Boro and Aus and for identifying the factors 
influence the stocking behaviours of the farmers.  

c. Time series data: For estimating the procurement and public stock functions 
historical data were used. Historical data include production, target and actual 
procurement, opening stock, closing stock, procurement price, market price, 
consumer price index etc. These data were collected by season Aman and Boro. 

d. Primary data: In addition, primary data for three group of respondents consisting 
about 800 samples were collected. The groups were participating farmers, non-
participating farmers and millers. The survey covered the Boro procurement 
season of 2012. Primary data were necessary to understand the overall 
assessment of the farmers and millers on the procurement system, what are the 
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difficulties and why the non-participating farmers do not participate, or in  other 
word why the farmer do not participate to public rice procurement programme. 
The broader issue is to understand the effectiveness of the programme whether 
the programme enhance farmers` income and thus gives production incentive 
for sustaining rice production in Bangladesh.  

e. Stakeholder consultations: To understand the alternative procurement systems 
and alternative methods to support farmers` income the study arranged and 
consulted different stakeholdersfor example who are the beneficiaries of the 
public rice procurement programme and implementers of public procurement 
programme at the central, district and local levels.  

f. Studying theoretical literature and finding out other country experiences on 
alternative procurement systems and alternative methods: the study reviewed 
theoretical literature on the instruments being used worldwide to supporting 
farmers` income and finding out the alternative procurement systems and 
alternative methods other than procurement system.  

3.2.1 Primary data sources 

Primary data for this study were required to analyse farmer`s overall assessment of the 
procurement system, the overall views of millers on the effectiveness of the procurement 
system, the feasible alternative procurement systems that would enhance the benefits to 
rice farmers. In doing so, farmers and millers level surveys were necessary. Therefore, 
primary data were collected through an extensive field survey in four different regions of 
Bangladesh. Survey details are presented in the subsequent sections.  

3.2.2 Secondary data sources  

The main sources of secondary data were various issues of Yearbook of Agricultural 
Statistics in Bangladesh, Statistical Yearbook of Bangladesh, Bangladesh Economic Survey, 
different issues of Food Planning and Monitoring Unit database. For estimating the farmers 
stocking behaviours and factors affecting stocking, Household Income and Expenditure 
(HIES) survey data of 2010 were used.  

3.3 Survey period and training of data enumerators   

A field survey was conducted during the months of December 2012 to April 2013 covering 
the Boro procurement season of 2012. The structured interview schedules were used. The 
schedules were pre-tested in Sherpur district before finalisation of the schedules. The 
surveys were done by the trained data enumerators who weregraduate students of 
Bangladesh Agricultural University. The data enumerators were trained at Bangladesh 
Agricultural University and explained meaning of different questions in the interview 
schedules, data collection approach, quality control, field editing and office editing etc. The 
training was conducted by the Principal Investigator and Co-investigators of the project. The 
Research Assistants facilitated to conducting of training.  

3.4 Field survey and sampling design  

Field level survey data were used to examine the effectiveness and constraints of the 
procurement system. The surveys were done with (i) the farmers those who did not sell to 
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LSD (we defined as non-participant farmers), (ii) people who sold paddy to LSD (participant 
farmers) and (iii) people who sold milled rice (millers) to LSD for their overall assessment of 
the procurement system and to better understand the difficulties they face in selling to 
procurement centres and why non-participants farmers do not sell paddy to the LSDs etc. 
The sampling frame and sample size are presented below. We were developed three 
different interview schedules for three different group of respondents and were 
preliminarily pre-tested and modified before finalization of these schedules. In addition, we 
have conducted Focus Group Discussion (FGD) and Key Informant Interview (KII). The 
checklists of  FGD and KII were developed, pre-tested and then finalized. The checklists are 
in the appendix. 

The survey details are as follows:  

3.4.1 Respondent group 1: Farmers who did not sell paddy to LSDs (Non-participants) 

First, two rice surplus divisions were identified based on the domestic production and 
consumption data. The identified divisions were Dhaka and Rajshahi. Then, procurement 
areas were identified by using data collected from Food Planning and Monitoring Unit 
(FPMU), Ministry of Food of the Government of the People’s Republic Bangladesh. The 
procurement areas in identified surplus divisions were our survey locations. Latter, two 
districts from each of the divisions, thus, in total 4 districts were identified based on the 
surplus production and higher procurement. The selected districts were Mymensingh and 

Tangail under Dhaka division and Dinajpur and Naogaon under Rajshahi division. Nine LSDs 
were selected from Dhaka division (in where five from Mymensingh district and four from 
Tangail). Seven LSDs were selected from Rajshahi division (in where four from Dinajpur 
district and three from Naogaon district). So, in total 16 LSDs were covered (Table 3.1). 
Selection of LSDs was based on the higher achievement of procurement in the previous 
procurement season 

Table 3.1: Farmers selection sampling procedure 

Dhaka Division (n=165) Rajshahi Division (n=140) 

Mymensingh (n=74) Tangail (n=91) Dinajpur (n=75) Naogaon (n=65) 

LSD (9) LSD (7) 

Marginal Small Medium & large Marginal Small Medium & large 

Note: LSD means local storage depot  

In order to get the sample fairly, farmers in the first stage were categorised as medium and 
large (2.5 acres and above), small (0.5 to 2.49 acres), marginal (0.05 to 0.49 acres)2. In this 
case probability proportion to size were used to identify the sample size from three 
different categories. In order to spread the sample fairly over the entire study location, all 
farmers under each of 6 strata were listed (with identification address and farm size which 
were collected from Upazila Agricultural Extension Officer and Sub-assistant Agricultural 
Officer). Then simple random sampling procedure was used to select the farmers. A total of 
305 sample farmers were surveyed. The distribution of sample farmers according to location 
and farm size is presented in Table 3.2.  

                                                 
2
 These farm categories are taken from the Bangladesh Bureau of Statistics (BBS), 2010 
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Table 3.2: Distribution of sample according to location and farm size  

District Upazila LSD Type of farmer 

Marginal Small Medium/large 

Mymensingh Sadar 2 (CSD, LSD) 4 11 2 

Muktagacha 1 (Muktagacha) 4 12 8 

Ishwarganj 1 (Ishwarganj) 4 13 8 

Trishal 1 (Trishal) 1 4 3 

Total (74)  5 13 40 21 

Tangail Sadar 1 (Tangail)  13 3 

Basail 1 (Basail) 2 14 4 

Ghatail 2 (Ghatail, 
Hamidpur) 

4 23 8 

Kalihati 1 (Hamidpur) 3 11 6 

Total (91)  4 9 61 21 

Dinajpur Sadar 2 (CSD, Pulhat LSD) 4 18 13 

Birol 1 (Birol) - 8 2 

Chirirbandar 1 (Chirirbandar) 3 19 8 

Total (75)  4 7 45 23 

Naogaon Sadar 1 (Naogaon) 4 12 4 

Raninagar 1 (Raninagar) 1 14 10 

Manda 1 (Prasadpur) 3 13 4 

Total (65)  3 8 39 18 
Global Total (305)  16 37 185 83 

3.4.2 Respondent group 2: Who sold paddy to LSDs (Participant farmers) 

For this group, a survey was carried out in the same divisions and procurement areas as 
discussed above. For clarity we defined this group as `participating farmers (they can be 
farmers or farmers-cum-traders3)`. The list of participating farmers was collected from 
respective District/Upazila Food Offices of the selected locations and LSD offices. A total of 
181 sample participating farmers was selected randomly from the list of the farmers who 
sold paddy to LSDs. A survey questionnaire which was developed explicitly for this group 
was used to collect data. Finally a total 181 farmers were randomly taken from the list of 
farmers who sold paddy to the selected LSDs in 2012 Boro procurement season. For 
surveying 181 farmers, a total of 16 LSDs were selected. Seven LSDs were selected from 
Mymensingh and Tangail under Dhaka division and nine LSDs were selected from Dinajpur 
and Naogaon under Rajshahi division (Table 3.3).  

Table 3.3: Participating farmers` sampling procedure 

Dhaka Division (n=64) Rajshahi Division (n=117) 

Mymensingh (n=19) Tangail (n=45) Dinajpur (n=56) Naogaon (n=61) 

LSD (7) LSD (9) 

Since we have found that many of the cases the farmers those who were listed in the official 
list were not actually participating farmers. So lot of efforts had to put to reach the required 

                                                 
3
 Although, by rules, the LSDs have to buy paddy only from farmers  
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number of participant farmers. To this end, total sample size in Mymensingh, Tangail, 
Dinajpur and Naogaon were 19, 45, 56 and 61, respectively (Table 3.3). The distribution of 
sample according to location (Upazilas), farm sizes and LSD is presented below in Table 3.4.  

Table 3.4: Distribution of sample according to location and farm size 

Districts Upazilas LSDs Type of farmers 

Marginal Small Medium & large 

Mymensingh Sadar 2 (Sadar CSD, LSD) 1 3 4 

Ishwarganj 1 (Ishwarganj) 1 4 3 

Trishal 1 (Trishal) - 1 2 

Total (19)  4 2 8 9 

Tangail Sadar 2 (Tangail, 
Bishwabetka) 

1 20 10 

Basail 1 (Basail)  5 9 

Total (45)  3 1 25 19 

Dinajpur Sadar 1 (Pulhat LSD) - 7 10 

Birol 1 (Birol) - 7 9 

Chirirbandar 2 (Chirirbandar, 
Ranirbondor) 

3 11 9 

Total (56)  4 3 25 28 

Naogaon Sadar 1(Naogaon) - 3 17 

Mahadevpur 2  (Mahadevpur, 
Matajihat) 

- 8 9 

Raninagar 1 (Raninagar) - 5 3 

Manda 1 (Prasadpur) - 8 8 

Total (61)  5 - 24 37 

Global Total (181)  16 6 82 93 

3.4.3 Respondent group 3: Who sold milled rice to LSDs (millers)  

This survey was carried out in the same divisions and the procurement areas identified for 
the first two groups (farmers` and participating farmers). The miller`s list was collected from 
District/Upazila Food Offices of the selected districts. For a good representation of the 
ground reality, millers were categorised as automatic, semi-automatic and husking 
depending on the milling technology used. The sample size in different categories of mill 
was done based on the proportionate simple stratified random sampling procedure. A total 
of 296 sample millers was selected and surveyed. Some cases, the purposive sampling 
procedure was followed to survey required number of millers.  

Table 3.5: Millers’ sampling procedure 

Dhaka Division (n=154) Rajshahi Division (n=142) 

Mymensingh (n=67) Tangail (n=87) Dinajpur (n=74) Naogaon (n=68) 

LSD (9) LSD (11) 

Husking Semi-auto Auto Husking Semi-auto Auto 

For surveying 296 millers, a total of 20 LSDs were selected. Nine LSDs were selected from 
Mymensingh and Tangail districts under Dhaka division and 11 LSDs were selected from 
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Dinajpur and Naogaon districts under Rajshahi division (Table 3.5). To this end, total sample 
size in Mymensingh, Tangail, Dinajpur and Naogaon were 67, 87, 74 and 68, respectively 
(Table 3.5). The distribution of sample according to location and types of millers is 
presented below in Table 3.6.  

Table 3.6: Distribution of sample according to location and types of millers 

District Upazila LSD Type of mill 
Husking Semi-auto Automatic 

Mymensingh Sadar 2 (CSD, LSD) 8 3 3 

Muktagacha 1 (Muktagacha) 14 24 - 

Ishwarganj 2 (Ishwarganj, 
Atharabari) 

1 7 - 

Trishal 1 (Trishal) 3 3 1 

Total (67)  6 26 37 4 

 

Tangail Sadar 1(Tangail) 1 4 - 

Ghatail 1 (Ghatail)  18 6 

Kalihati 1 (Hamidpur) 3 50 5 

Total (87)  3 4 72 11 

 

Dinajpur Sadar 2 (CSD, Pulhat 
LSD) 

17 4 14 

Birol 1 (Birol) 14  5 

Chirirbandar 2 (Chirirbandar, 
Ranirbandar) 

18 2 - 

Total (74)  5 49 6 19 

 

Naogaon Sadar 1 (Naogaon) 7 6 6 

Mahadevpur 3 (Mahadevpur, 
Matajihat, 
Mohisbatan) 

14 5 5 

Raninagar 1 (Raninagar) 15 - - 

Manda 1 (Prasadpur) 10 - - 

Total (68)  6 46 11 11 

Global Total (296)  20 125 126 45 

3.5 Qualitative data collection and data collections tolls 

3.5.1 Focus Group Discussion  

To understand the overall assessment of the farmers and millers and to find out the ways to 
improve the procurement system and alternative system to support farmers income, the 
team has conducted several FGDs in different selected locations. The distribution of the 
FGDs is presented in Table 3.7. The checklists of the FDGs for participating farmers, non-
participating farmers and millers are in the Appendices.  
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Table 3.7: Distribution of FGDs in selected areas  

Place Upazila District Type  

Sador LSD Sadar Naogaon Millers 

Prasadpur LSD Manda Naogaon Participant Farmers 

Dinajpur Sadar Dinajpur Millers 

Dinajpur Chirbondor Dinajpur Participant Farmers 

Dinajpur Chirbondor Dinajpur Non-participant Farmers 

Dinajpur Birol Dinajpur Non-participant Farmers 

Tangail  Sador Tangail  Participant Farmers 

Mymensingh Sador Mymensingh Millers 

3.5.2 Key Informant Interview  

To find out the ways to improve the procurement system and find out the alternative 
systems to support farmers income, the team has conducted several KIIs at farmers, district 
and ministry levels. The distribution of the KIIs is presented in Table 3.8. The checklists of 
the KII are in the appendix.  

Table 3.8: List of the Key Informants 

Place Upazila District Designation 

Pulhat LSD  Sadar Dinajpur OC-LSD 

Chirirbandar LSD Chirirbandar Dinajpur UCF 

Chirirbandar LSD Chirirbandar Dinajpur OC-LSD 

Dhaka - Dhaka DD 

Netrokona Sadar Netrokona DC Food 

Dhaka - Dhaka DG, FPMU 

3.6 Analytical tools and techniques  

The study used primary and secondary data to accomplishing the research objectives. In this 
section the analytical tools and techniques used are presented. Data analyses were done in 
different phases as follows.  

3.6.1 Review of relevant literature 

A thorough review was done to document a literature on domestic procurement and rice 
price done stabilisation interventions in Bangladesh and in the region. Specifically, based on 
the review, it tried to answer the research questions such as what is the evidence of the 
impact of alternative procurements systems and rice price stabilisation interventions in 
Bangladesh and in the region. The international literature includes, the BULOG in Indonesia, 
NFA in the Philippines, FCI in India, Pakistan etc. The literature in EU and USA also reviewed. 
All published/unpublished literature (books, journal articles, working papers, discussions 
papers, academic theses, government documents, other grey literature and major 
databases (EBSCO, JSTOR and ECONLIT) etc.) were reviewed.  

3.6.2 Stocking behaviours and proportion of grain procured from farmers and millers  

The farmers` seasonal stock data in the 2010 HIES were used to specify a stocking behaviour 
(quantity and proportion of production stored). As mentioned before, for quantifying 
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farmers` stock behaviour HIES 2010 data were disaggregated by (large and medium), small 
and marginal farm sizes. The definition of size categories were used as per suggestion of Dr. 
David Dawe, Chief Technical Advisor (CTA) and TAT members. Stocking behaviour of farmers 
was done by season (Aus, Aman and Boro), by farm size, by administrative regions, by 
surplus/deficit regions and by expenditure categories.  

In addition to that, the factors affecting farmers` stocking behaviour in Aman and Boro 
season was identified. The estimated seasonal stock function was as follows:  

  itiit XS             (1) 

Where, S= seasonal stock of the farmers (dependent variable) (i represents farming 
household and t represents seasons) 

The explanatory variables are- 

Xi=size of production, other sources of acquisition (e. g. payments in kindandpayment 
received), selling price, consumer price, CV in selling price, main occupation of 
household, expenditure quartile, size of household, location of household, usable room 
spacing, household faced shock in last 12 months, hh has mobile phone, household has 
internet, access to credit, farm size, livestock assets, tenurial status, belonging to surplus 
or deficit region. 

For estimating stocking behaviour and stock function STATA software was used.  

Moreover, the proportion of grain procured from farmers and millers were calculated using 
historical data. For calculating the proportion of grain (rice) first we have converted 
procured paddy into rice equivalent. Second, we imputed total domestic procurement 
which was a sum of the procurement from farmers and millers. Finally we calculated the 
proportion (in percentage) of grain procured from farmers and millers. In doing this Excel 
software was used. 

3.6.3 Relationship estimation  

We have investigated the relationships  

(i) Between production deviations from trend (as a proxy for good and bad harvest) 
and government procurement to examine the extent to which government 
procurement increases when harvests are good and thus supports farm prices 
when they most need support,  

(ii) Between production deviations from trend and government distribution through 
market operations, to examine the extent to which government distribution 
increased when harvest were poor and thus contribute to stabilise retail price,  

(iii) Between procurement and deviations of real market prices from trend, 

(iv) Between distributions and deviations of real market prices from trend.  

In addition, the study analysed the following 

(v) Between procurement prices with the prevailing market prices. 

(vi) Between government stock and price levels. 
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In order to estimate (i), (ii), (iii) and (iv), first, we estimated different trend functions. To 
estimate the rates of production growth, different trend functions such as linear, polynomial 
of different order for example 2nd order, 3rd order are the alternatives. In fact the final 
model was selected based on `best fit` to the data. Trend deviation was obtained by using 
subtraction. Deviations were calculated from the diferences between the observed and the 
estimated values.  

The functions are as follows; 

Linear function: 
ttY   10  (2) 

Exponential function  btaeY 
 

(3) 

Quadratic function: 
tttY   2

210  (4) 

Third order polynomial function:  
ttttY   3

3

2

210  
(5) 

where, Y is the production (price in the case of iii and iv) over time, T is the deterministic 
time trend, n is the order of the polynomial and  is the error term. The order in the 
polynomial function were determined based on Akaike information criterion (AIC).  

Later, a regression model was estimated as follows:  

titit XY   0           (6) 

where Y indicates the actual procurement 

itX  are explanatory variables such as  

tX1
= Opening government stock at the start of the season 

tX 2
=Planned distribution of current season 

tX 3
= Deviation of production from trend 

tX 4
=Deviation of real (inflation adjusted) market price from average price of past n 

years (n= 1, 2 or 3) etc. over time.  

In estimating the equation, we have taken care of the properties of time series data. The 
historical data were collected from different secondary sources, such as FPMU of MoF, 
Directorate of Agricultural Marketing (DAM), Bangladesh Bureau of Statistics (BBS), etc. 

Historical data will be collected also to calculate the time trends in the share of rice 
procured as paddy, as well as the monthly distribution of procurement over time.  

In order to estimate (v) such as estimating the relationship between procurement and 
market price, the regression model presented in equation (7) was estimated. This model 
was estimated to investigate if procurement price had an impact on market price. 

tptimt PP   0        (7) 

where Pm=market price, and Pp=procurement price. Equation (7) was estimated for both 
Boro and Aman 

Finally, in order to estimate (vi), i. e., estimating the relationship between government stock 
and market price, a regression model presented in equation (8) was estimated. It was done 
to determine if government stock has an impact on market price.  
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ttimt SP   0        (8) 

Where Pm=market price and S=government stock.  

For analysing all of these regression models (equation 1 to 8), historical data such as rice 
production, total government procurement, government distribution, procurement price, 
market price, government stock over time for both Boro and Aman were used. For 
estimating the trend functions and regression models, E-views software was used.  

In addition, (iii) the relationship between procurement and deviations from real market 
price from trend, (iv) distribution and deviations of real market price from trend also were 
estimated.  

3.6.4 Constraints and overall assessment of the procurement system 

The constraints and the views of farmers and millers on an overall assessment of the 
procurement system were examined based on the field surveys. The descriptive analysis 
such as arithmetic mean, frequency distribution, indices were estimated. In doing this field 
survey data of participating farmers, non-participating farmers and millers were utilised.  

3.6.5 Alternative procurement systems and alternative methods to support farmers 
income  

The feasibility, practicality and acceptability of alternative to procurement systems and of 
alternative methods to support farmers’ income were gauged. This section was begun by a 
critical theoretical review of the current procurement system pointing out the existing 
paradox in fixing both a quantity to be procured and a incentive price. Indeed, the potential 
contradiction in trying to ensure a minimum income to the farmers (i.e. ensuring a floor 
price) and ensuring an adequate public foodgrain stock and adequate quantities of grain for 
the public food distribution system (i.e. ensuring enough a minimum quantity of foodgrain) 
was emphasized.  

Alternative procurement systems -that would enhance the benefits to rice farmers or give 
comparable benefits to rice farmers - were carefully discussed. Alternatives instruments to 
support farmers’ income were described and their impact on the exchequer and other 
objectives of the procurement (i.e. on securing a level of stock adequate to the supply of 
food grain for i) price stabilisation ii) distribution of grain in situation of emergency and iii) 
supply to safety nets as well. A form of matrix is presented below.  

Instruments Objectives Expected Impact 

Producer Consumer Govt. 

Bangladesh 
 

   

India     

----------     

In doing this we have studied theoretical instruments and instruments in practices 
worldwide. Moreover, we have conducted FGDs and KIIs to identify constraints to 
implementing and participation in the current procurement system and their views on the 
improvement of the procurement system and potential alternatives. 

 



28 

Chapter 4 

Results and Discussions 

Farm Level Food Grain Stocks: Evidence from Rice Farmers' Behaviour 

4.1 Stock behaviour (quantity and proportion of production stored) 

In a semi-subsistence agriculture, famers produce food grains for own consumption as well 
as marketing. Food grains are seasonal crops and so consumption, marketing and other 
disposals are distributed throughout the year. Farmers store seeds and feed for use in farm 
as well as to consume and sell. Farmers use their own storage facilities to perform these 
yearlong activities.  

In the competitive market, farmers are expected to sell when prices are high but consumers 
are expected to buy when prices are low. This rational interaction of sellers and buyers 
would reasonably stabilise prices throughout the year. This idealistic situation never prevails 
due to market failure. Poorer farmers may be compelled to sell instead of storing grains due 
to urgent cash needs in absence of well performing financial market. They have to pay 
loans, to invest in farm production, to pay for education, health etc. Also farmers may 
sometimes be unsure about the gain from storage. These factors influence farmer's 
stockholding behaviour.  

It is important to learn this behaviour to make a reasonable estimate of private stocks 
coming from farmers. Public policies aiming to support farm income and/or stabilise prices 
should feed with such estimate of farm level stocks in order to formulate and implement 
appropriate policies and programmes, and to deal more appropriately with shocks to 
internal and international markets in an increasingly globalised environment. This necessity 
remains relevant whether the policy objective is to create a buffer stock, or a security stock 
or to meet emergencies due to natural calamities or to intervene in the market alongside 
the private sector to ensure a socially optimal level of stock over time.  

In Bangladesh rice crops are grown in three crop seasons called Boro (dry winter), Aman 
(monsoon) and Aus (pre-monsoon). In most areas farmers grow rice in more than one 
seasons. Production differs between seasons. Boro comprises the the highest share of 
annual production (57 per cent of total annual rice production according to BBS 2009-10 
estimate followed by Aman (37 per cent according to 2009/10 estimate). The length of each 
season has been changing overtime with the invention and innovation of new technology. In 
1982/83 about 59 per cent of the total production was harvested in the months of mid-
October to mid-December in the Aman season (Islam 1987; Akter 1989, Akter 1990). The 
remaining harvests were distributed in the months of mid-April to mid-August covering Boro 
and Aus seasons. There was a big gap of about 4 months between the Aman and Boro 
harvests.  

At present, Boro is the major harvest and the monthly proportionate distribution of harvests 
is expected to be spreading more equally with the use of early and late varieties. Boro 
harvests now continue from the end of March to the beginning of June. Aus harvests 
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continue from the end of July to the end of October. Aman harvests continue from the mid 
October to the end of December. Thus the gap between harvests has reduced considerably. 
This pattern of the change in the harvests may be stabilizing prices between months, to a 
greater extent. Farm level time series data on date of harvest, production, disposal and 
other data are necessary to investigate stockholding behaviour more accurately. The 
collection of such data would be a matter of time as these are not available now. However 
some existing data sets like the Household Income and Expenditure Survey data have some 
relevant information which are not yet fully explored. The objective of this part of the 
analysis is to use HIES 2010 to explain seasonal pattern of farm level production, disposal 
and stocks.  

4.2 Data and land categories 

This analysis is based on Household Income and Expenditure Survey 2010 (HIES- 2010). This 
household survey was carried out by the Bangladesh Bureau of Statistics (BBS). HIES survey 
was carried out during February 2010 – January 2011. The sample in the HIES-2010 survey 
was selected using a two-stage stratified random sampling design technique. At the first 
stage 612 (out of 1000) primary sampling units (PSUs) were selected throughout the country 
from 16 different strata: 164 PSUs from 6 urban strata, 392 PSUs from 6 rural strata and 56 
PSUs from 4 small metropolitan areas (SMA). At the second stage, 20 households were 
randomly selected from each of the selected PSU. Total sample size of the survey was 
12,240 households, where 7,840 households from rural area and 4,400 from urban area. 
Out of these households 4101 households were rice growers in the survey year. Out of the 
rice growers, 3245 households produced Boro, 2699 households produced Aman and 784 
households produced Aus rice.  

Following Metadata for National Agricultural Statistics in Bangladesh the cut-off point 
distinguishing farm holdings was fixed at 0.04 acre of operating area. Following HIES 2010 
we define operating land as follows. 

Operating land = Total cultivable agricultural land owned + Total dwelling-house/Homestead 
land owned + Total Non cultivated Land + Total cultivable agricultural land rented/ share-
cropped/ mortgaged in - Total cultivable agricultural land rented/ share-cropped/ 
mortgaged out. We divide the farm size into marginal (0.05 to 0.49 acres), small (0.5 to 2.49 
acres) and medium and large (2.5 acres and above) based on this operating land and the 
classification followed by the Metadata for National Agricultural Statistics in Bangladesh. In 
the sample of rice farms 20 per cent were marginal, 63 per cent were small and the 
remaining 17 per cent were medium and large. Thus 83 per cent of the farms are very small 
with the upper limit of 2.49 acres of land.  

4.3 Conceptual note on stock calculation and stock relations 

We begin with the following general identity to examine the seasonal pattern of production, 
disposal and stocks at the farm level. 

STt+1 = STt + Qt + QRt + QDt- Ct - QSt - QOt - Wt                 (4.1) 

Where, STt+1 is the closing stock at the end of time t 

STt is the beginning stock at time t 
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Qt is the net quantity produced at time t (this is net of crop received and paid 
due to sharing/renting land) at time t 

QRt is the quantity received from others (kind wages etc) at time t 

QDt is the quantity bought at time t 

Ct is the consumption at time t 

QSt is the quantity sold at time t  

QOt is the other disposal (seed, feed etc) at time t 

Wt is the wastage at time t 

By rearranging equation (4.1), farm level stock equation can be expressed as follows: 

STt+1 -STt = Qt + QRt + QDt- Ct - QSt - QOt - Wt                 (4.2) 

For simplicity we assume that farmers have the required storage facilities, crop production 
planning is already made in a particular season and with the given harvest farmers make 
decisions on how much to consume and how much to sale. In the neoclassical utility 
maximisation framework farmers' consumption function can be given as (Akter 1989): 

Ct = C(Qt, Yot, Pt, Pot; Z)                            (4.3) 

Where the additional variables Yot, Pt, Pot represent other income, own prices and prices of 
related goods respectively. Z variables are exogenous variables that may affect household 
consumption. If we further assume that opening and closing stocks are equal then 
marketable surplus (net production minus net disposal) would be the negative of 
consumption function (4.3). However seasonal stock changes should be realistically non-
zero as size of production and length of crop seasons are different. In that case stock 
function would be a net function of production, marketing and disposals as follows.  

STt+1-STt = ST(Qt, Yot, Pt, Pot; Z)                                    (4.4) 

Here the Z variables would include exogenous disposals as well as household level fixed 
factors. 

Thus the nature and extent of household level food grain stocks may be dependent on a 
range of factors related to production, consumption, marketing, and other household level 
and market level factors (Chowdhury, 1993). The expected signs of the consumption and 
marketing functions can easily be derived from the neoclassical consumer theory (Akter 
1989). However the expected signs of the variables in equation (4.4) will depend on the 
relative size of the effects of the variables in consumption and marketing relations. This is 
because stocks function is the net of both consumption function and its negative 
counterpart marketing function. So it is difficult to predict the a priori sign and size of the 
relations of the  factors, which influence stock holding behaviour.  

HIES 2010 data recorded stocks as follows: 

STt = Qt - Ct - QOt - Q(wastage)t - QSt                (4.5) 

Where ST is stock; t (4.2-4.5) represents season (1=Boro season, 2=Aman season and 3=Aus 
season); Q is production, which is used for consumption (C), other disposals (QO) such as 
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given to landlord, paid for wages, used as seed and livestock feed and any other kind uses; 
Q(wastage) represent wastage in the season; and finally QS is the quantity sold.  

4.4 Disposal pattern and stocks by seasons 

Table 4.1 shows that Boro is the major rice followed by Aman. Aus is the smallest rice 
produced by the farmers in Bangladesh. The main objective of this analysis is to identify the 
pattern of production, disposal and stocks4. HIES 2010 collected information on production, 
quantity given to landlord, paid for wages, seed, feed, other uses, consumption, sold and 
stock. We depicted all of them separately in Table because there are variations in the 
literature, which reported the aggregate data. Separate analysis would be more useful as 
they could be aggregated as necessary for comparison with the literature as well as to use 
for policy purposes. In the Boro season marginal farms carry out around 76 kg of stocks, on 
average. Small farms carry out about 230 kg, which is more than triple the stocks of 
marginal farms. Medium and large farms carry out around 671 kg, which is again nearly 
triple the size of the stocks of the small farms. In proportionate term marginal farms carry 
out about 13 per cent of production (production here includes quantity given to landlord 
but we do not know whether quantity received from rented/shared/mortgaged out land 
was included in the production. Without knowing this if we subtract the quantity given to 
landlord from production and then calculate the percentage stocks then there will be an 
underestimation. 

For all three crop seasons (Boro, Aman and Aus), average production, disposal and closing 
stocks per farm increase with farm size. The difference in farm level average production is 
lower between farm size groups in Aus rice in comparison to other two seasons (Boro and 
Aman). Marginal farmers consume slightly higher amount of Aus rice than Aman, although 
average production in the Aman season is higher than the average production in the Aus 
season. This may be due to price resulting from harvesting pattern, quality differences or 
another reason not known from the data.  

Table 4.1: Production and disposal of rice in Boro, Aman and Aus seasons by farm size, 
Bangladesh, 2009-10. 

Production, disposal and stocks 
per household 

Marginal farms 
(0.05 – 0.49 acre) 

Small farms 
(0.50 – 2.49 acre) 

Medium and Large 
farms (> 2.49 acre) 

Mean Std Mean Std Mean Std 

Boro 

1. Production (kg/year) 596.5 681.1 1612.3 1412.7 4411.6 4101.7 

2. Given to landlord (kg/year) 70.6 264.2 158.9 342.7 249.9 680.1 

3. Paid for wages (kg/year) 7.5 36.8 30.7 108.1 144.4 415.0 

4. Seed (kg/year) 4.2 12.5 13.8 36.4 31.9 103.7 

5. Feed (kg/year) 1.3 7.2 2.4 10.3 6.9 23.1 

                                                 
4
 Data on beginning stock, quantity purchased in the season, received from the tenants, any other received in 

kind etc. are missing. Theoretically stocks here should be change in stocks, as we expect disposals (particularly 
consumption) should include any rice coming from the closing stocks of the previous season. However in the 
HIES data, none of the disposals include carryover stocks. So none of the farm households has more disposal 
than output. Stocks here should be interpreted as closing stocks from particular season (Boro, Aman or Aus) in 
this case. Data show the amount of output in a particular season is allocated to consumption, selling for cash, 
etc.  
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6. Wastage (kg/year) 2.7 18.7 5.1 22.4 10.9 43.2 

7. Other uses  (kg/year) 5.4 27.9 16.9 74.8 23.2 124.7 

8. Consumption  (kg/year) 309.0 230.5 600.8 724.0 945.1 880.6 

9. Sold  (kg/year) 119.6 404.5 554.1 1050.1 2328.1 3233.8 

10. Stocks (kg/year) 76.3 161.0 229.7 458.3 671.2 1480.2 

% Stocks  =(10./1.)*100  12.5 23.3 13.9 23.2 15.2 23.5 

% Stocks  =(10./8.)*100  67.7 233.6 119.3 569.1 194.1 686.9 

% Sold = (9./1.)*100 13.5 23.7 27.7 27.6 43.2 31.1 

Number of farms 653  2046  546  

Aman 

1. Production (kg/year) 361.9 445.9 950.5 724.2 2701.7 2282.6 

2. Given to landlord (kg/year) 40.8 152.2 99.7 240.9 202.5 543.7 

3. Paid for wages (kg/year) 2.4 18.7 9.1 43.5 59.2 212.8 

4. Seed (kg/year) 3.5 9.8 14.2 26.4 44.4 84.0 

5. Feed (kg/year) 0.9 3.3 1.9 6.5 7.8 22.9 

6. Wastage (kg/year) 1.2 3.1 2.5 6.8 5.3 14.0 

7. Other uses  (kg/year) 1.2 6.2 4.5 24.5 11.6 49.2 

8. Consumption  (kg/year) 223.3 154.2 469.7 355.7 852.2 881.7 

9. Sold  (kg/year) 66.9 249.5 270.9 438.9 1177.3 1546.7 

10. Stocks (kg/year) 21.7 109.1 78.1 244.2 341.4 920.0 

% Stocks  =(10./1.)*100  4.7 15.1 7.0 17.5 11.6 21.2 

% Stocks  =(10./8.)*100  14.4 100.5 42.0 394.8 93.5 347.0 

% Sold = (9./1.)*100 10.8 22.2 21.4 26.0 35.9 29.6 

Number of farms 501  1694  504  

Aus 

1. Production (kg/year) 354.4 437.1 715.8 626.9 1490.4 1506.8 

2. Given to landlord (kg/year) 29.5 81.1 79.4 181.7 92.7 358.0 

3. Paid for wages (kg/year) 9.4 50.5 13.6 98.2 32.1 109.9 

4. Seed (kg/year) 7.5 15.1 14.9 20.9 30.5 52.8 

5. Feed (kg/year) 2.0 6.2 3.2 19.5 5.0 20.5 

6. Wastage (kg/year) 1.9 4.0 4.0 25.6 6.3 29.5 

7. Other uses  (kg/year) 1.5 3.6 2.5 8.4 12.8 76.3 

8. Consumption  (kg/year) 226.6 211.9 356.7 326.7 690.3 859.2 

9. Sold  (kg/year) 48.7 149.2 203.6 406.4 498.8 833.1 

10. Stocks (kg/year) 27.2 140.2 38.0 114.4 121.8 318.1 

% Stocks  =(10./1.)*100  3.8 13.8 4.9 13.7 7.7 16.9 

% Stocks  =(10./8.)*100  12.3 48.8 14.6 52.2 36.0 122.9 

% Sold = (9./1.)*100 8.1 20.4 19.7 27.4 26.1 30.0 

Number of farms 119  480  185  

Note: Stocks= 1.-(sum of 2. to 9.). Data on beginning stock, quantity purchased in the season, received from 
the tenants, etc. are missing. Theoretically 10. should be change in stock as we expect disposal would include 
any rice coming from the closing stocks of the previous season. However data inspection showed that none of 
the farming households have more disposal than output (1.). So stocks here should be interpreted as closing 
stocks.  
Source: Calculated from HIES 2010. 
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4.5 Disposal pattern and stocks by farm size 

Table 4.2 aggregates production, disposal and stock data to annual levels. As expected, 
annual production per farm rises with the farm size, on an average. The pattern is the same 
for all disposals and stock. In terms of percentage of production, landlord's share is higher 
for the lower farm size groups. This is because farmers with lower land share in more land 
than larger farm size categories. Consumption share of production falls with farm size as 
farmers with more land but number of members in the household do not differ much. So, 
with higher production, farmers are able to sell and store proportionately more rice. 
Livestock feed remains more or less the same as we move from one group to another. This 
implies that livestock rearing does not depend much on land operation.  

Table 4.2: Annual production and disposal of all rice by farm size, 2009-10. 
Production, disposal and 
stocks per household 

Marginal farms 
(0.05 – 0.49 acre) 

Small farms 
(0.50 – 2.49 acre) 

Medium and Large 
farms (> 2.49 acre) 

 Mean % of 
production 

Mean % of 
production 

Mean % of 
production 

1. Production (kg/year) 742.2 100 2047.0 100 5771.9 100 
2. Given to landlord (kg/year) 84.8 11.4 207.3 10.1 364.7 6.3 
3. Paid for wages (kg/year) 8.8 1.2 33.0 1.6 163.5 2.8 
4. Seed (kg/year) 6.5 0.9 23.2 1.1 64.8 1.1 
5. Feed (kg/year) 1.9 0.3 3.8 0.2 12.3 0.2 
6. Wastage (kg/year) 3.1 0.4 6.5 0.3 14.0 0.2 
7. Other uses  (kg/year) 5.2 0.7 16.9 0.8 29.8 0.5 
8. Consumption  (kg/year) 412.3 55.6 855.8 41.8 1531.0 26.5 
9. Sold  (kg/year) 142.1 19.2 658.7 32.2 2791.4 48.4 
10. Stocks (kg/year) 77.4 10.4 241.8 11.8 800.4 13.9 
Number of farms 826  2566  701  

Note: Stocks= 1.-(sum of 2. to 9.); Source: Calculated from HIES 2010. 

4.6 Disposal pattern and stocks by administrative divisions 

We compared production, disposal and stock among 6 divisions (Table 4.3). In terms of 
average production per farm, Sylhet division is the best followed by Rajshahi division. 
Khulna was the lowest producing division. Whilst Rajshahi holds the second position from 
top in terms of per farm production, it holds the same position in consumption from the 
bottom. Rajshahi was the highest seller of rice followed by Sylhet. This pattern suggests that 
though production is the most important factor for stock position, other factors may also 
offset stocking.  

Table 4.3: Annual production and disposal of all rice by administrative divisions, 2009-10. 

Production, disposal and 
stocks per household 

Barisal Chittagong Dhaka Khulna Rajshahi Sylhet Bangladesh 

1. Production (kg/year) 2095.2 2105.6 2214.5 2046.4 2837.4 3243.8 2418.7 

2. Given to landlord 
(kg/year) 330.3 206.7 201.6 132.8 180.0 427.1 209.2 

3. Paid for wages (kg/year) 61.9 8.3 70.2 11.8 63.1 94.3 50.4 

4. Seed (kg/year) 56.8 29.7 24.4 15.6 21.9 48.7 26.9 

5. Feed (kg/year) 11.1 9.9 2.7 2.8 4.1 3.6 4.8 

6. Wastage (kg/year) 8.7 8.7 6.3 1.6 5.0 26.1 7.1 
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7. Other uses  (kg/year) 14.8 10.7 34.1 6.2 10.4 19.3 16.7 

8. Consumption (kg/year) 872.8 1000.6 823.0 694.5 941.8 1024.8 881.3 

9. Sold (kg/year) 568.2 522.1 693.1 899.4 1359.5 1118.0 918.4 

10. Stocks (kg/year) 170.6 308.9 359.0 281.6 251.7 481.8 303.8 

Number of farms 267 621 1047 672 1201 293 4101 
Source: Calculated from HIES 2010. 

Stocks as a share of production vary from  about 7 per cent in Barisal to 14 per cent in Dhaka  
(Table 4.4). Barisal division comprises more rice surplus districts than Dhaka division. 
Consumption share of production was the highest in Chittagong  (about 60 per cent 
followed by Barisal (52 per cent). Share tenancy may be more prevalent in Barisal and 
Sylhet.  

Table 4.4: Percentage share of household annual production, disposal and stocks of all rice 
by administrative division, Bangladesh, 2009-10 

% of production to 
disposal and stocks per 
household 

Barisal Chittagong Dhaka Khulna Rajshahi Sylhet Bangladesh 

1. Production  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
2. Given to landlord  14.8 9.1 10.4 7.1 7.6 15.0 9.5 
3. Paid for wages  2.0 0.3 2.2 0.7 1.7 3.2 1.6 
4. Seed  3.1 1.7 1.5 0.8 0.8 2.0 1.3 
5. Feed  0.6 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.3 
6. Wastage  0.5 0.5 0.3 0.1 0.2 1.4 0.4 
7. Other uses  0.7 0.6 1.7 0.3 0.4 0.6 0.8 
8. Consumption  51.7 59.7 50.3 47.3 49.8 43.6 50.7 
9. Sold   19.8 15.9 19.5 30.1 29.6 21.1 23.8 
10. Stocks  6.7 11.5 13.8 13.4 10.0 12.9 11.8 
Number of farms 267 621 1047 672 1201 293 4101 

Source: Calculated from HIES 2010. 

4.7 Disposal pattern and stocks by deficit and surplus district categories 

Based on the country level information on deficit/surplus districts we calculated household 
level averages of annual rice production, disposal and stocks for the two groups5. Number of 
farms is higher in the surplus districts. Table 4.5 shows that though average production is 
higher in the surplus districts, stock are less than the deficit districts. Average household 
stock in surplus districts is about 276 kg, which is about 11 per cent of production. On the 
other hand average stocks in deficit districts is more than 356 kg per household, which is 
about 17 per cent of production. This is due to higher average marketing in surplus districts. 
A larger storage in the deficit districts may indicate attitude towards hoarding for risk 
coping. Farmers may consider storage as a means of insurance and savings against risk. 

                                                 
5
Surplus districts are Bagerhat, Barguna, Barisal, Bhola, Bogra, Chuadanga, Comilla, Dinajpur, Feni, Gaibandha, 

Gopalganj, Habiganj, Jamalpur, Jessore, Jhalokati, Jhenaidah, Joypurhat, Kishorganj, Kurigram, Lalmonirhat, 
Magura, Meherpur, Mymensingh, Naogaon, Narail, Natore, Nawabganj, Netrakona, Nilphamari, Panchagarh, 
Patuakhali, Rangpur, Satkhira, Sherpur, Tangail, and Thakurgaon. 
Deficit districts are Bandarban, Brahmanbaria, Chandpur, Chittagong, Cox's Bazar, Dhaka, Faridpur, Gazipur, 
Khagrachhari, Khulna, Kushtia, Lakshmipur, Madaripur, Manikganj, Maulvibazar, Munshiganj, Narayanganj, 
Narsingdi, Noakhali, Pabna, Pirojpur, Rajbari, Rajshahi, Rangamati, Shariatpur, Sirajganj, Sunamganj, and Sylhet 
(NFPCSP, 2013). 
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Though we noted earlier large and medium farmers store proportionately more than small 
and marginal farmers, may be some farmers with larger holdings have speculative motive 
for storage. Further investigation is necessary to prove this sort of hypothesis.  

Average household consumption is also slightly higher in the surplus districts but deficit 
districts pay wages more in kind. Seed used from own production is also higher in deficit 
regions.  

Table 4.5: Household annual production, disposal and stocks along with percentage share of 
rice by surplus and deficit district categories, Bangladesh, 2009-10 

Production, disposal and 
stocks per household 

Surplus districts 
(Kg/household) 

Surplus 
districts % 

Deficit districts 
(Kg/household) 

Deficit 
districts % 

1. Production  2556.7 100 2158.4 100 
2. Given to landlord  225.0 8.8 179.5 8.3 
3. Paid for wages  45.0 1.8 60.5 2.8 
4. Seed  24.3 1.0 31.7 1.5 
5. Feed  4.9 0.2 4.8 0.2 
6. Wastage  6.0 0.2 9.1 0.4 
7. Other uses  18.0 0.7 14.3 0.7 
8. Consumption  897.3 35.1 851.0 39.4 
9. Sold   1060.2 41.5 651.1 30.2 
10. Stocks  275.9 10.8 356.4 16.5 
Number of farms 2680  1421  

Source: Calculated from HIES 2010. 

On average, sales in surplus districts (41.5 per cent) were proportionately higher than in 
deficit districts (30.2 per cent), an usual pattern in a rice consuming country.  

4.8 Disposal pattern and stocks by expenditure category 

In this section we categorise households into 4 groups based on per capita annual expenses 
on food and non-food items as collected in HIES 2010. Number of rice farms are the lowest 
in the richest group (Table 4.6). Both production and disposal are higher in the richer 
groups. Some exceptions are noted in the case of quantity given to landlord, disposal in 
seed, wastage and consumption. In these cases, we observe more amount in the richer 
quartile 3. The annual consumption per household is nearly the same in the quartiles 2 and 
3 with a slightly higher amount in quartile 2. The richest group carries the highest amount of 
stock in the next year, as expected. The middle two groups rent in more land and so give 
more amounts to landlord. 

Table 4.6: Household annual production, disposal and stocks of rice by annual per capita 
expenditure quartile categories, Bangladesh, 2009-10. 

Production, disposal 
and stocks per year 

Lowest quartile 
(Kg/household) 

Quartile 2 
(Kg/household) 

Quartile 3 
(Kg/household) 

Highest quartile 
(Kg/household) 

1. Production  1837.4 2430.7 2713.8 2924.3 
2. Given to landlord  201.3 211.5 223.5 187.6 
3. Paid for wages  28.6 47.9 65.1 68.3 
4. Seed  20.5 23.6 34.8 30.4 
5. Feed  2.5 4.7 6.2 6.9 
6. Wastage  3.8 5.4 10.6 9.9 
7. Other uses  7.1 16.7 19.5 30.5 
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8. Consumption  773.8 928.2 923.8 889.1 
9. Sold   618.5 906.6 1070.8 1224.8 
10. Stocks  181.2 286.2 359.4 476.8 
Number of farms 1081 1315 1186 529 

Source: Calculated from HIES 2010. 

The percentage distribution of production, disposal and stocks by expenditure groups are 
reported in Table 4.7. People in poorer quartiles consume higher percentage of what they 
produce and so sell and stock less than people in the richer quartiles. Conversely, the 
quartile distribution of marketing and stocking patterns are opposite of consumption 
pattern. Marketing is proportionately higher in the upper quartile groups. This type of 
distribution is usual in the context of Bangladesh where people depends heavily on rice. 
Lower production means proportionately higher consumption and less is available for 
marketing and stocks.  

Table 4.7: Percentage share of household annual production, disposal and stocks of all rice 
by annual per capita expenditure quartile categories, Bangladesh, 2009-10. 

Production, disposal,  stocks Lowest quartile  Quartile 2 Quartile 3  Highest quartile  

1. Production  100 100 100 100 

2. Given to landlord  11.0 8.7 8.2 6.4 

3. Paid for wages  1.6 2.0 2.4 2.3 

4. Seed  1.1 1.0 1.3 1.0 

5. Feed  0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 

6. Wastage  0.2 0.2 0.4 0.3 

7. Other uses  0.4 0.7 0.7 1.0 

8. Consumption  42.1 38.2 34.0 30.4 

9. Sold   33.7 37.3 39.5 41.9 

10. Stocks  9.9 11.8 13.2 16.3 

Number of farms 1081 1315 1186 529 

Source: Calculated from HIES 2010. 

4.9 Who sells, stocks rice? 

This section presents the distribution of farm households who produce and sell. It is of 
interest to identify what proportion of farms actually produce a particular rice with the 
classification Boro, Aman and Aus and what is the percentage distribution of these farmers 
who sell and stock. 

Table 4.8 reports the per cent of farmers who produce Boro rice. The analysis is based on 
5710 farmers who produce one or another type of crops. About 38 per cent of all farmers 
are marginal farmers. The farmers who produce Boro rice 63 per cent of them small 
compared to  49 per cent in total farmer sample. About 30 per cent of the Boro farmers in 
the marginal group have non zero stocks from Boro, other Boro farmers have no stocks. 
More than 33 per cent of the Boro farmers in the marginal farm category sold some Boro 
rice, others did not sell any Boro rice. Proportionately more farmers sold and stock as we 
move from lower to higher farm size groups. 

With respect to economic status, shown by the per capita expenditure quartile 
classification, as we move from lower quartile group to higher quartile group, the 
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percentage of Boro farmers keeping stocks rises gradually. When we note percentage of 
Boro farmers sold Boro rice we find negligible differences in quartile 2 to quartile 4.  

Table 4.8: Percentage distribution of HHs by farm characteristics in Boro season, 2009-10 

Farm characteristics % farms % farms 
produce 

% Boro 
farms 
sold 

% Boro 
farms have 

stocks 

% of Boro 
farms share 

cropped 
Farm Size      

Marginal farms 
(0.05 – 0.49 acre) 37.7 20.1 33.4 29.9 24.2 
Small farms (0.5 to 2.49 acres)   49.3 63.1 65.7 40.7 26.5 
Medium and large farms (2.5 
acres and above) 13.0 16.8 82.1 50.4 19.6 

Economic status      
Lowest quartile 25.1 27.2 55.8 33.6 29.5 
Quartile 2 30.0 33.2 64.5 39.2 23.8 
Quartile 3  28.0 27.2 63.6 44.4 23.1 
Highest quartile  16.9 12.4 65.1 48.3 21.8 

All farms (N=5710) 
100.0 

100.0 
(N=3245) 40.2 40.2 24.9 

Source: Calculated from HIES 2010. 

Table 4.9 depicts the farmers' situation in term of Aman sales and stocks. The farmers who 
produce Aman rice, 19 per cent are marginal compared to about 38 per cent marginal in 
total farmer sample, 53 per cent of them small compared to 49 per cent in total farmer 
sample. About 12 per cent of the Aman farmers in the marginal group have non zero stocks 
from Aman rice, other Aman farmers have no  stocks. More than 25 per cent of the Aman 
farmers in the marginal farm category sold some Aman rice, others in this group did not sell 
any Aman rice. Proportionately more farmers sold and stock as we move from lower to 
higher farm size groups. 

Table 4.9: Percentage distribution of HHs by farm characteristics in Aman season, 2009-10 
Farm characteristics % 

farms 
% farms 
produce 

% of 
Aman 

farms sold 

% of Aman 
farms have 

stocks 

% of Aman 
farms share 

cropped 
Farm Size      

Marginal farms (0.05 – 0.49 acre) 37.7 18.6 24.6 12.6 22.8 
Small farms (0.5 to 2.49 acres) 49.3 62.8 53.0 22.6 25.2 
Medium and large farms (2.5 
acres and above) 13.0 18.7 76.2 40.1 20.8 

Economic status      
Lowest quartile 25.1 26.8 45.8 16.6 28.1 
Quartile 2 30.0 31.0 52.9 20.8 23.6 
Quartile 3  28.0 28.8 57.9 30.8 22.8 
Highest quartile  16.9 13.4 49.9 31.7 19.0 

All farms (N=5710) 
100.0 

100.0 
(N=2699) 52.0 24.0 23.9 

Source: Calculated from HIES 2010. 
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Proportionately lower number of Aman farmers in the highest quartile group sold Aman rice 
(50 per cent of the Aman farmers in quartile 4 compared to 58 per cent in quartile 3).  

In the case of Aus rice (Table 4.10) we again see the different pattern in percentage of Aus 
farmers selling Aus rice in regard to quartile groups (44 per cent of the Aus farmers in 
quartile 2 sold Aus rice whilst nearly the same percentage of farmers in quartile 3 sold Aus 
rice). In terms of farm size category the pattern is usual and rising as we move from lower to 
higher farm size groups. 

Table 4.10: Percentage distribution of HHs by farm characteristics in Aus season, 2009-10 
Farm characteristics % 

farms 
% farms 
produce 

% Aus 
farms 
sold 

% Aus farms 
have stocks 

% of Aus 
farms share 

cropped 
Farm Size      

Marginal farms(0.05 – 0.49 acre) 37.7 15.2 18.5 8.4 20.2 
Small farms (0.5 to 2.49 acres)   49.3 61.2 45.2 17.9 26.7 
Medium and large farms (2.5 acres 
and above) 13.0 23.6 56.8 30.3 14.6 

Economic status      
Lowest quartile 25.1 18.9 36.5 14.2 27.7 
Quartile 2 30.0 31.8 44.2 15.3 21.3 
Quartile 3  28.0 36.2 43.7 21.1 22.5 
Highest quartile  16.9 13.1 54.4 32.0 20.4 

All farms (N=5710) 
100.0 

100.0 
(N=784) 43.9 19.4 22.8 

Source: Calculated from HIES 2010. 

In general, 40 per cent of the Boro farmers sold Boro rice and carried stocks from this crop, 
52  per cent of the Aman farmers sold Aman rice and 24 per cent carried stocks from Aman 
rice, and 44 per cent Aus farmers sold Aus rice and more than 19 per cent carried stocks 
from Aus rice. The difference in marketing and stocking pattern is more visible in the case of 
farm size categories than expenditure categories. Boro is the largest crop and more farmers 
carry more stocks from this crop, followed by Aman and then Aus.  

4.10 Stock function: regression analysis 

4.10.1 Assumptions, variables and empirical model 

Under the assumption of production planning is already being made in a particular season, 
production is exogenous. Farmers make decisions on consumption, marketing and 
stockholding. For empirical estimation, we follow pragmatic approach for simplicity and 
here we simplify the presentation of stock function (3) as follows:  

STit = f(Xit) + ut                                   (4.6) 

Where equation (4.6) is the reduced form version of the stock equation (3); Xs are all 
exogenous variables, i represent farming households and t represents rice seasons (Boro, 
Aman and Aus); and u is the well behaved error term. The dependent variable ST is the stock 
as calculated based on equation (4.6) and presented in a series of descriptive tables in this 
section. ST and X variables are summarised here in Table 4.11. The first three variables are 
dependent variables in stock regressions in Boro, Aman and Aus rice respectively. They were 
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measured in kg per household and then converted into log. All variables other than dummy 
variables are expressed in log. Log transformation makes interpretation easy and also 
reduces the heteroscedasticity problem. 

Table 4.11:Variables prepared from the HIES 2010 to estimate stock relations 

Variables Definitions Mean Std 

lnboroST Log of Boro stocks  1.8792 2.8249 

lnamanST Log of Aman stocks 0.8547 2.0381 

lnausST Log of Aus stocks 0.1930 1.0019 

lnboroQ Log of Boro production 5.6117 2.9961 

lnausQ Log of Aus production 1.2072 2.5140 

Lnprdboro Log of Boro price (hh selling price, un-husked grain) 2.6761 0.2951 

Lnprdaman Log of Aman price (hh selling price, un-husked grain) 2.7442 0.1593 

Lnprdaus Log of Aus price (hh selling price, un-husked grain) 2.0641 1.1388 

lnprdC Log of consumer price coarse rice (two weeks ave.) 3.4160 0.0540 

Lntdisboro Log of other disposal (seed, feed, etc.) Boro 2.4587 2.6969 

cvprC Coefficient of variation of consumer price  4.0702 3.4517 

cvprAMBO Coefficient of variation in hh selling price 37.919 30.626 

lnamanQ Log of Aman production 4.3339 3.2232 

Lntdisaman Log of other disposal (seed, feed, etc.) Aman 1.9419 2.4058 

exquart_2 Expenditure quartile 2 =1 0.3207 0.4668 

exquart_3 Expenditure quartile 3 =1 0.2892 0.4534 

exquart_4 Expenditure highest quartile =1 0.1266 0.3325 

Lnmem Log of family size 1.5245 0.3882 

Lnrspace Log of usable room spacing 5.8788 0.6342 

shock_1 Household faced shock in past 12 months 0.2295 0.4205 

mobile_1 Household has mobile phone=1 0.6367 0.4810 

internet_1 Household has access to internet=1 0.0037 0.0604 

Lnmedu Log of highest level of education in household 1.7433 0.7892 

credit_1 Household has access to credit=1 0.3750 0.4842 

livestoc~1 Household has livestock=1 0.9012 0.2984 

fzoplnd_2 Small and medium farm=1 0.6257 0.4840 

fzoplnd_3 Large farm=1 0.1709 0.3765 

Lnrtin Log of rented/shared in land 2.3601 2.1297 

Lnrtout Log of rented/shared out land 0.8272 1.6971 

mrs_1 Household location (urban area=1) 0.1134 0.3171 

mrs_3 Household location (=1) 0.0156 0.1240 

DSdistrict Rice surplus district=1 0.6535 0.4759  

Independent variables are output measured in kg of respective rice crop (Boro, Aman and, 
Aus) per household. Stocking decisions for the year are being made based on how much is 
actually produced in a given crop season. Thus the expected sign is positive; more 
production would imply a larger amount of stock. 

Rice market is reasonably competitive (large number of farmers) to assume that farmers are 
price takers. According to standard demand theories, consumption depends on prices, 
limited income and a set of other related limiting factors. As we are analysing cross-section 
data of a particular season and year, variation in prices received by individual households 
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would reflect other effects than usual price response. Other things may include quality, 
quantity, spatial and temporal variations etc. So we have used the district level average of 
selling price of Boro, Aman and Aus rice to represent market price of rice in these three 
seasons. The district level prices should not be related to quality factors but may pick up 
spatial variation. So we introduced some regional dummy variables to control for spatial 
variation. Higher price would reduce consumer demand and farming household as 
consumer would reduce consumption but as producer would increase marketing. Price 
effect on stock would be the net effect. The price effect would be positive, negative or 
insignificant depending on the relative magnitude of home demand and market supply 
effects. As the food grains are price inelastic we would expect marketing effect of price 
difference would be higher. So positive elasticity may indicate expectation about future 
price changes. If current prices are higher, farming households may stock for future 
marketing with expectation of further increase in price. The motive may be a speculative 
one.  

We consider the three rice crops are substitutes, so higher price of one would induce 
farmers to consume more of the other. However they are not available at the same time of 
the year, though there are overlaps in harvesting time. Higher Aman price means more 
Aman quantity sold and so with lower stock of Aman, more Boro/Aus quantity will be 
consumed and so Boro/Aus stock will reduce. In this situation we would expect a negative 
price elasticity of Boro/Aus stock with respect to Aman price. Higher price effect on 
consumption may increase the amount of Aman stock and this may also have negative 
effect on Boro/Aus stock. On the other hand, higher Aman price relative to Boro/Aus means 
more Boro/Aus quantity consumption rises and so Boro/Aus stock would reduce. In this 
situation we would expect a negative price elasticity of Boro/Aus stock with respect to 
Aman price.  

Producer selling price may not reflect competitive market price as some farmers may make 
distress sales. Moreover, quality differences cannot be separated due to  lack of such data in 
the HIES 2010 data set. So we include consumer price of coarse rice in the covariate list. This 
price would be further free from quality effect as it is the price of coarse rice, though there 
is a difficulty in the data that the information was collected in two representative weeks and 
so will not pick up the effect for all three seasons (Boro, Aman and Aus). 

Other limiting factors are expenditure quartiles (instead of income/expenditure as 
continuous variable), household population, probability of shocks, access to information, 
credit, other assets, farm size, rental market etc. All these constraints add complexity on the 
straight forward interpretation of the effects. 

Table 4.12 depicts stock behaviour of Boro rice. In order to estimate the effects of the 
covariates, we first considered the statistical  properties of the models. Included variables 
significantly explained the stock variation. Heteroscedasticity was detected by the Breusch-
Pagan/ Cook-Weisberg test; Null hypothesis that Ho: Constant variance was rejected at 1  
per cent level (Chi2=626.4). So we present White's heteroscedasticity corrected robust 
standard errors. Out of 26 independent variables included in the model, 16 variables are 
significant at 1 per cent level, two other variables are significant at 5 per cent and 10 per 
cent levels.  

The effect of production on stock is positive as expected. A 10 per cent rise in Boro 
production causes about 3 per cent increase in stock. All stock price elasticities are 
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significant and elastic. Price appears a significant signal for influencing stockholding 
behaviour of farming households. Positively elastic price elasticity of stock may indicate 
partly demand effect of price rise and partly future expectation of price rise on stockholding 
behaviour. It is necessary to include a variable representing future expected price to pick up 
the effect. One possible variable may be length of season, which may vary between farms 
(Akter, 1989). Some farmers produce two rice crops, others grow all three rice crops. Some 
farmers may have access to early varieties and other resources. We also miss the 
information on beginning stock to identify net stocks for the next season. These variables 
may be relate to price causing some bias. We recognise this omitted variable problem as we 
do not have any proxy for these variables.  

Table 4.12: Stock relations for Boro rice 

Variables βi Robust S.E. Pr>t 

lnboroQ (Boro production) 0.296 0.013 0.00 

Lnprdboro (own price, un-husked grain) 2.406 0.500 0.00 

Lnprdaman (price of Aman, un-husked grain) -3.102 0.604 0.00 

Lnprdaus 1.509 0.341 0.00 

lnprdC -4.617 0.858 0.00 

Lntdisboro 0.117 0.020 0.00 

cvprC -0.069 0.012 0.00 

cvprAMBO 0.011 0.001 0.00 

exquart_2 0.047 0.103 0.65 

exquart_3 0.115 0.114 0.31 

exquart_4 0.249 0.197 0.21 

Lnmem -0.343 0.116 0.00 

Lnrspace 0.371 0.070 0.00 

shock_1 0.008 0.096 0.93 

mobile_1 0.148 0.089 0.10 

internet_1 -0.673 0.674 0.32 

Lnmedu -0.027 0.054 0.61 

credit_1 -0.287 0.081 0.00 

livestock_1 0.399 0.127 0.00 

fzoplnd_2 0.223 0.094 0.02 

fzoplnd_3 0.543 0.142 0.00 

Lnrtin -0.055 0.021 0.01 

Lnrtout -0.018 0.026 0.48 

mrs_1 0.029 0.182 0.87 

mrs_3 -0.851 0.300 0.01 

DSdistrict -0.564 0.089 0.00 

Cons 11.872 2.680 0.00 

R2 (Prob > F =0.0000) 0.235   

N 4101   
Notes. White's heteroscedasticity corrected robust standard error are used for test statistics. 
Variables are defined in Table 4.11. 

Other significant variables are household population size, kind disposal like seed, feed etc, 
price variability, household has borrowings, farm size, land rental, and spatial dummies. The 
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sign and size of most of them seem plausible. For example, a 10 per cent rise in family 
population decreases the amount of stock by 3.4 per cent. Consumption increases with 
increase in population and so stock decreases. The effect of credit is negative and may 
indicate distress sales due to credit. The higher the farm size the greater is the amount of 
stock. Stocks are lower in the deficit districts. 

Table 4.13: Stock relations for Aman rice 

Variables βi Robust S.E. Pr>t 

lnamanQ 0.187 0.012 0.00 

Lnprdaman -2.060 0.455 0.00 

Lnprdboro 0.481 0.403 0.23 

Lnprdaus 0.262 0.252 0.30 

Lntdisaman 0.075 0.020 0.00 

lnprdC 1.698 0.612 0.01 

cvprC -0.013 0.008 0.12 

cvprAMBO 0.000 0.001 0.84 

exquart_2 0.020 0.069 0.78 

exquart_3 0.276 0.082 0.00 

exquart_4 0.561 0.165 0.00 

Lnmem -0.052 0.084 0.54 

Lnrspace 0.051 0.050 0.30 

shock_1 -0.108 0.069 0.12 

mobile_1 0.077 0.063 0.22 

internet_1 -0.419 0.480 0.38 

Lnmedu -0.020 0.038 0.60 

credit_1 -0.052 0.060 0.39 

livestock_1 0.034 0.089 0.71 

fzoplnd_2 0.148 0.058 0.01 

fzoplnd_3 0.745 0.111 0.00 

Lnrtin -0.002 0.016 0.91 

Lnrtout -0.004 0.020 0.86 

mrs_1 -0.186 0.150 0.22 

mrs_3 -0.011 0.238 0.96 

DSdistrict -0.389 0.068 0.00 

Cons -2.491 1.989 0.21 

R2 (Prob > F=0.000) 0.186   

N 4101   
Note. White's heteroscedasticity corrected robust standard error are used for test statistics. 

Table 4.13 presents the stock relations for the Aman season. On the statistical properties, 
included variables significantly explained the stock variation. Heteroscedasticity was 
detected by the Breusch-Pagan/ Cook-Weisberg test; Null hypothesis that Ho: Constant 
variance was rejected at 1 per cent level (Chi2=1695.4). So we present White's 
heteroscedasticity corrected robust standard errors. Out of 26 independent variables 
included in the model, 9 variables are significant at 1 per cent level, other variables are not 
statistically significant at 5 per cent or 10 per cent. 
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There are differences between Boro and Aman with respect to effect of prices. Boro stocks 
vary positively with respect to own price, whilst Aman stocks vary negatively with respect to 
own price. Boro stocks vary negatively with respect to consumer price of coarse rice, whilst 
Aman stocks vary positively with respect to consumer price of coarse rice. This is difficult to 
explain this opposite relationship with the given data. Also, as we mention earlier, price in 
cross section data may not reflect true price effect but price varies due to other factors like 
quality. Quality effect is not possible to control with the given data. Further analysis with 
other data is necessary to confirm the relationship. Consumer price for coarse rice controls 
for quality and still we see opposite relationship in Boro and Aman seasons. This needs 
some clarifications and justification. This may be due to the variation of farming households' 
expectation about the price changes beyond the season. Also we are unable to control for 
the exact timing of marketing the crop within a season. There may be variation in the 
proportionate distress sales between seasons. 

Table 4.14. Stock relations for Aus rice 

Variables βi Robust S.E. Pr.>.t 

lnausQ 0.161 0.020 0.00 

Lnprdaus 0.119 0.076 0.12 

Lnprdaman -0.582 0.194 0.00 

Lnprdboro 0.054 0.171 0.75 

Lntdisaus 0.013 0.035 0.71 

lnprdC 0.464 0.318 0.14 

cvprC -0.001 0.004 0.76 

cvprAMBO 0.000 0.001 0.82 

exquart_2 -0.035 0.031 0.26 

exquart_3 0.002 0.040 0.97 

exquart_4 0.180 0.094 0.05 

Lnmem -0.015 0.042 0.72 

Lnrspace 0.040 0.024 0.09 

shock_1 -0.085 0.030 0.01 

mobile_1 -0.007 0.033 0.82 

internet_1 -0.097 0.060 0.11 

Lnmedu -0.021 0.018 0.24 

credit_1 0.017 0.029 0.55 

livestock_1 0.069 0.032 0.03 

fzoplnd_2 0.046 0.028 0.10 

fzoplnd_3 0.200 0.055 0.00 

Lnrtin -0.010 0.007 0.19 

Lnrtout -0.002 0.009 0.80 

mrs_1 -0.092 0.082 0.26 

mrs_3 0.045 0.126 0.72 

DSdistrict -0.087 0.034 0.01 

_cons -0.658 1.146 0.57 

R2 (Prob > F = 0.0000) 0.204   

N 4101   
Note. White's heteroscedasticity corrected robust standard error are used for test statistics. 
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Other significant variables are expenditure quartiles, farm size, kind disposals such as seed, 
feed etc, and spatial dummies. The sign and size of most of them appear plausible. For 
example, farmers in the upper expenditure quartiles have higher stocks. Richer farmers 
stock more, may be to avail the opportunity to generate profit from better timing of sales.  

Aus season results of stock behaviour are presented in Table 4.14. Included variables 
significantly explained the stock variation. Here also heteroscedasticity was detected by the 
Breusch-Pagan/ Cook-Weisberg test. So we present White's heteroscedasticity corrected 
robust standard errors. Here 5 variables are significant at 1 per cent level, 2 variables are 
significant at 5 per cent level and 2 variables are significant at 10 per cent level.  

The relation of stock with production is consistent in all three seasons. For a 10 per cent 
increase in production, Aus stock rises by 1.6 per cent. In the case of Aman, the increase was 
slightly higher than Aus and in the case of Boro the rate of change is even little higher. Own 
price elasticity of stock is not significant in this case. Other significant variables are top 
expenditure quarter, free room space available in the house, shock, farm size and location. 
The sign and size of these variables appear consistent.  

Thus, stocks depend on the amount of harvest consistently in all seasons. Prices have mixed 
effects, further investigation is necessary to confirm the result. There are many constraints 
that farmers consider in keeping stocks other than production and prices. So policy makers 
must think about measures to ease farm level possible constraints/ a range of factors in 
order to help farmers to make competitive decisions regarding stocks. 

We reiterate that if farmers store grains when their price is low and sell when their price is 
high, then price fluctuations will be reduced (Newbery and Stiglitz, 1981). In this case it is 
less necessary for the government to operate a buffer stock scheme to stabilise price, which 
may not guarantee income stabilisation and therefore food security. From this analysis, we 
see that farmers' stocks are responsive to production and prices but their behaviour is 
constrained by a number of factors like access to credit in some seasons. As far as 
stabilisation of income is concerned it may be more important to direct the policy towards 
reducing farm level constraints.  

In this study we are unable to identify the effect of storage on price stability and therefore 
farmers' income due to lack of data on timing of sales. A complete study requires time series 
data on prices and marketing along with timing of sales and purchases. We consider this a 
fertile ground for future research. 
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4.11 Proportion of grain procured from farmers and millers  

4.11.1 Introduction 

In the public rice procurement programme, paddy and milled rice are procured from 
farmers and millers, respectively. In this section, the study estimated the proportion of grain 
that was procured from farmers and millers over the years. This is important because the 
effectiveness of the public rice procurement programme lies on the fact that if this 
programme directly buy paddy from farmers and what proportion. This gives, some extent, 
an indication if the programme can reach to farmers.  

4.11.2 Proportion of grain procured from farmers and millers in Aman season 

The results reported here are based on our secondary data analysis. The Figure 4.1 clearly 
indicates that the percentage of grain that is procured from farmers in the Aman season has 
been declining over time, though there are some exceptional years. In the period between 
1991/92 and 2011/12, on avarage only 11.5 per cent of the grain was procured from the 
farmers. The procurement from farmers declined substantially during the period from 
2000/2001 to the latest. In some years, for example in 1993/94 and 1994/95, no paddy was 
procured from farmers in the Aman season. In fact, out of 21 years time period beginning 
1991/92, there was no procurement of paddy from the farmers in nine years of which 
procurement programme was ineffective in five years (Table 4.15). This indicates that the 
paddy procurement directly from farmers was less focused in the implementation of public 
rice procurement programme.  

Conventionally, during each procurement season irrespective of Aman and/or Boro, there is 
pressure on the government to procure more paddy directly from the farmers but in reality 
the trend of procurement from farmers has been declining and the decline has been sharp 
from 2000/2001 onwards. Moreover absent of paddy procurement in many years (1993/94, 
1994/95, 2004/05 to 2011/12 except year 2008/09) indicates that the results so far been 
achieved are less satisfactory. This evidence is consistent with study by Dorosh and 
Shahabuddin (2002) that domestic procurement contributed relatively little to raising 
domestic producer prices at harvest time, involved only a small percentage of farmers, and 
incurred excessive costs following successful harvests because of procurement prices set far 
in excess of market prices. 

Table 4.15: Proportion of rice procured from farmers and millers in Aman season  

Marketing 
Year 

Total procurement 
(`000 mt) 

Paddy (equivalent 
to rice) ('000 mt) 

Rice 
('000 mt) 

% procured 
from farmers 

% procured 
from millers 

1991/92 148.95 23.65 125.30 15.88 84.12 

1992/93 16.09 0.49 15.60 3.03 96.97 

1993/94 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

1994/95 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

1995/96 41.67 0.17 41.50 0.40 99.60 

1996/97 235.10 101.10 134.00 43.00 57.00 

1997/98 0.73 0.53 0.20 72.71 27.29 

1998/99 0.04 0.04 0.0 100.00 0.0 

1999/00 239.59 15.59 224.00 6.51 93.49 

2000/01 253.22 53.82 199.40 21.25 78.75 
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2001/02 116.04 12.64 103.40 10.89 89.11 

2002/03 19.02 0.65 18.37 3.43 96.57 

2003/04 149.00 17.00 132.00 11.41 88.59 

2004/05 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

2005/06 163.00 0.0 163.00 0.0 100.00 

2006/07 163.00 0.0 163.00 0.0 100.00 

2007/08 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

2008/09 167.00 14.00 153.00 8.38 91.62 

2009/10 14.00 0.0 14.0 0.0 100.00 

2010/11 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

2011/12 349.00 0.0 349.00 0.0 100.00 

On the other hand during the same time period, procurement of rice from millers was the 
dominant source of public rice procurement programme (Table 4.15). On an average, 62.05 
per cent of the grain was procured from millers during that season. However, the 
procurement quantity (column 6 in Table 4.15) shows that proportion of grain being 
procured from the millers has been increasing over time.  

Figure 4.1: Proportion of rice procured from farmers and millers in Aman season (%) 

 

4.11.3 Proportion of grain procured from farmers and millers in Boro season  

Similar to Aman, the results reported here are based on our secondary data analysis. The 
Figure 4.2 clearly indicates that the percentage of grain that is procured from farmers in 
Boro has been declining over time. In the period between 1991 and 2012, only 20.46 per 
cent of the grain was procured from the farmers during Boro season. This amount was 
substantially declined during the period from 2004 to 2012. Similar to Aman season, paddy 
procurement directly from farmers was less focused in the public rice procurement 
programme. The percentage of paddy procurement was less than 6 per cent in nine out of 
22 year period. If we look at the recent trend, we find that the percentage was less than 6 
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per cent in eight out of 10 year period. This clearly indicates that the government was 
purchasing mostly rice from millers in the Boro season.  

Table 4.16: Proportion of rice procured from farmers and millers in Boro season 

Marketing 
Year 

Total 
procurement 

(`000 mt) 

Paddy (equivalent 
to rice) 

(farmers)(`000 mt) 

Rice (from 
millers) 

(`000 mt) 

% procured 
from farmers 

% procured 
from millers 

1991 841.90 826.10 15.80 98.12 1.88 

1992 815.00 792.30 22.70 97.21 2.79 

1993 1.33 0.23 1.10 17.36 82.64 

1994 165.94 5.44 160.50 3.28 96.72 

1995 176.25 25.35 150.90 14.38 85.62 

1996 434.23 50.33 383.90 11.59 88.41 

1997 309.80 189.30 120.50 61.10 38.90 

1998 290.62 76.32 214.30 26.26 73.74 

1999 657.20 150.70 506.50 22.93 77.07 

2000 647.00 134.40 512.60 20.77 79.23 

2001 532.00 129.80 402.20 24.40 75.60 

2002 657.23 80.83 576.40 12.30 87.70 

2003 788.34 97.84 690.50 12.41 87.59 

2004 760.00 38.00 722.00 5.00 95.00 

2005 939.00 20.00 919.00 2.13 97.87 

2006 1040.00 15.00 1025.00 1.44 98.56 

2007 708.00 6.00 702.00 0.85 99.15 

2008 1184.00 47.00 1137.00 3.97 96.03 

2009 1230.00 96.00 1134.00 7.80 92.20 

2010 566.00 9.00 557.00 1.59 98.41 

2011 819.00 0.0 819.00 0.00 100.00 

2012 294.09 15.19 278.90 5.17 94.83 

Figure 4.2: Proportion of rice procured from farmers and millers in Boro season (%) 
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The above graph shows that the trend of grain procurement from the millers has been rising 
sharply. This means that the proportion of grain being procured from the millers is 
increasing over the time. In fact, 79.94 per cent of the grain was procured from the millers 
during the Boro season. So the millers are the primary source of grain procurement. 

4.11.4 Proportion of paddy and rice procured from farmers and millers  

When we have calculated the proportion of grain procured from farmers and millers for all 
seasons together,we have found the similar result as it was by season. Twenty one per cent 
of total procured grain was from farmers and remaining 79 per cent was from millers during 
last 21 years time period. Except in 1991, 1992 and 1997, the percentage of rice procured 
from millers was more than 74 per cent in 18 out of the 21 years period (Table 4.17). 
Likewise Boro and Aman, this indicates that government was purchasing mostly rice. This 
was more dominant in the recent years. 

Table 4.17: Proportion of paddy procured from farmers and millers  

Year Total 
procurement 

('000 mt) 

Paddy (in terms of rice) 
procured from farmers 

('000 mt) 

Rice procured 
from millers 

('000 mt) 

% of grain 
from farmers 

% of grain 
from millers 

1991 990.85 849.75 141.1 85.76 14.24 

1992 831.09 792.79 38.3 95.39 4.61 

1993 1.33 0.23 1.1 17.29 82.71 

1994 165.94 5.44 160.5 3.28 96.72 

1995 217.92 25.52 192.4 11.71 88.29 

1996 669.33 151.43 517.9 22.62 77.38 

1997 310.53 189.83 120.7 61.13 38.87 

1998 290.66 76.36 214.3 26.27 73.73 

1999 896.79 166.29 730.5 18.54 81.46 

2000 900.22 188.22 712 20.91 79.09 

2001 648.04 142.44 505.6 21.98 78.02 

2002 676.25 81.48 594.77 12.05 87.95 

2003 937.34 114.84 822.5 12.25 87.75 

2004 760 38 722 5.00 95.00 

2005 1102 20 1082 1.81 98.19 

2006 1203 15 1188 1.25 98.75 

2007 708 6 702 0.85 99.15 

2008 1351 61 1290 4.52 95.48 

2009 1244 96 1148 7.72 92.28 

2010 566 9 557 1.59 98.41 

2011 1168 0 1168 0.00 100.00 
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Figure 4.3: Proportion of rice procured from farmers and millers in all season (%) 

 

4.12  Targets and achievements of Aman and Boro procurement  

We have estimated the achievements of Aman and Boro paddy and rice procurement 
targets over the 15 year period from 1996 to 2010 (Table 4.18). Results indicate thatthe 
government procured less than its target. On average, 52 per cent and 11 per cent of paddy 
procurement targets in Boro and Aman season respectively were achieved. On the other 
hand, 91 per cent and 49 per cent of rice procurement targets in Boro and Aman season 
respectively were achieved. The picture was relatively better in the case of Boro 
procurement but the picture in Aman season was quite dismal. Less than one per cent of 
paddy procurement target in Aman season was achieved in nine out of 15 years. 

Table 4.18: Domestic procurement target and achievement during 1996-2010 

Year 

Boro Aman 

Achievement (%) Achievement (%) 

 
Paddy Rice Paddy Rice 

1996 94.34 99.74 0.22 27.33 

1997 94.65 100.42 0.37 0.0 

1998 37.60 75.99 0.0 0.0 

1999 100.47 101.30 20.79 112.00 

2000 87.27 102.52 73.73 99.70 

2001 84.29 80.44 8.66 68.93 

2002 52.49 96.07 0.45 18.37 

2003 63.53 92.07 23.29 88.00 

2004 24.66 103.20 13.08 34.90 

2005 50.13 93.96 0.08 0.0 

2006 4.83 102.50 0.02 93.03 

2007 2.11 70.20 0.0 93.14 

2008 15.67 94.75 0.0 0.0 

2009 64.00 103.09 18.67 102.00 

2010 6.00 53.05 0.0 7.00 
Source: Database on Food Situation, FPMU, Ministry of Food, Government of Bangladesh. 
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4.13 Domestic procurement and government distribution of rice  

When we evaluated the effectiveness of the programme in terms of achieving its objective 
such as what extent the current procurement system allows the government to procure 
adequate supplies for its distribution needs, we have found that on an average 71 per cent 
of the government rice offtake was from domestic procurement of rice (Table 4.19). In 20-
years period, domestic procurement exceeded offtake in 3 years. Domestic procurement 
was more than 80 per cent in half the time, it was less than a half in 7 years. This evidence 
implies that government needs to import for PFDS in most of the years.  

Table 4.19: Domestic procurement and government distribution of rice  

Year Procurement as 
% of distribution 

Year Procurement as 
% of distribution 

1992-93 58.48 2002-03 107.25 

1993-94 42.53 2003-04 131.87 

1994-95 37.36 2004-05 81.40 

1995-96 45.91 2005-06 93.65 

1996-97 78.67 2006-07 88.43 

1997-98 74.32 2007-08 20.31 

1998-99 93.53 2008-09 40.65 

1999-00 86.33 2009-10 38.54 

2000-01 83.66 2010-11 29.43 

2001-02 112.06 2011-12 80.81 
Source: FPMU, Food Division, Ministry of Food and Disaster Management and DG Food 
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4.14 Relationships estimation  

4.14.1 Introduction  

In this section the production deviation from trend is presented for both Aman and Boro 
seasons.  

For estimating the models (Equations 1 to 8 in Chapter 3), historical data of 33 years 
(1978/79 to 2009/10) were used. We have estimated different trend functions to create a 
variable `deviation` to be used in the procurement model. The best model was selected 
based on the minimum AIC value. The values are presented in Table 4.20. The AIC value 
indicates that the exponential function best fit to data.  

Table 4.20: Values of estimated model`s selection criteria 

Functions Season Functional forms R2 AIC BIC 

Linear Aman 
ttY   10  0.84 685.01 688.38 

Boro 0.90 685.69 689.02 

Exponential  Aman btaeY   
0.84 -82.73 -79.35 

Boro 0.97 -56.34 -53.06 

Quadratic  Aman 
tttY   2

210  
0.85 683.86 688.93 

Boro 0.85 610.64 615.64 

Third order 
polynomial  

Aman 
ttttY   3

3

2

210  0.85 685.45 692.21 

Boro 0.98 610.89 617.54 

4.14.2 Results of the regression models for Boro and Aman 

Procurement model: 

In both cases of Boro and Aman rice government stock contributed negatively to actual 
procurement, the sign is as expected (Tables 4.21). However, in both Boro and Aman rice, 
the results are not statistically significant, but the coefficient implies that when government 
stored substantial amount of grain then actual procurement decreased due to insufficient 
godown capacity.  

The Public Food Distribution System (PFDS) is an instrument for ensuring availability of 
cereal food at easily affordable prices especially for the people who lives below the poverty 
line. The Government procures and stocks foodgrain by the Directorate of Food (DOF),which 
are released every month for distribution through the PFDS network across the country. 
Therefore, if Government planned to distribute substantial amount of foodgrain then DOF 
will have to procure substantial amount of paddy. However, the relationship estimation 
results show that planned distribution has positive relationship with procurement in both 
the Boro and Aman rice cases, but the result is statistically significant only in Boro case, as 
Aman procurement has a very small portion in total procurement. In Boro the result is 
statistically significant at 1 per cent level, which indicates that if government plan to 
distribute substantial amount of procured rice then the actual procurement increases. Thus 
planned distribution plays major role in the actual procurement of rice in Bangladesh. 

The deviation of production from trend is taken as independent variable. To examine the 
extent to which government procurement increases when harvests are good and thus 
supports farm prices when they most need support, we have estimated the relationship 
between production deviations from trend (as a proxy for good and bad harvest) and 
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government procurement. The coefficient of deviation of production from trend represents 
impact of good or bad harvest on actual procurement. The sign is positive in Boro which 
means that when harvest was good actual procurement was increased. However, the result 
is not statistically significant so we can not make firm conclusion. But in the case of Aman, 
the sign is negative and statistically significant. Though it was not expected, it is not 
surprising. Total procurement in Aman season was very low. Zaman (2003), found that 
during 1977-2000, except for four to five years period, the support price of Aman rice was 
lower than the prevailing market price in all the years studied. Moreover as one the 
objectives of government procurement is to ensure food security for all households as well 
as providing incentives to small and marginal farmers, hence, government emphasizes on 
Boro production for achieving self-sufficiency in food grain. Therefore, if harvest was even 
good in Aman season, then decreased actual procurement of Aman is not a shocking result.  

The deviation of market price from last 32 years average market price is also taken as 
explanatory variable. The sign of coefficient is negative in both the Boro and Aman seasons 
which means that if market price is less than the average past 32 years price then actual 
procurement increases and if market price is bigger than the average past 32 years price 
then actual procurement decreases. The sign is also as expected. However, the result is 
statistically significant in Aman rice only. 

As main objective of procurement programme is to stabilise the domestic market price level 
by preventing the downward trend of post-harvest food grain price, therefore, the harvest 
time market price must be lower than the procurement price. In the relationship result it is 
observed that market price has negative relationship with actual procurement in both the 
Boro and Aman seasons. If market prices increases then actual procurement decreases.  

Table 4.21: Results of the regression models (procurement model) for Boro and Aman 

Equations (Dependent variable= actual 
procurement in 000'mt) 

Notations Coefficient T value P>|t| 

Boro Rice      

Constant Cons 482.27 1.37 0.182 

Government stock GS -0.038 -1.42 0.168 

Planned distribution PD 0.930*** 5.14 0.000 

Deviation of production from trend DPT 142.27 1.21 0.236 

Deviation of real market price from average price  DRMPAP -232.16 -1.41 0.170 

Market price MKTP -0.239 -0.94 0.356 

Aman Rice     

Constant Cons 393.70 2.15 0.041 

Government stock GS -0.012 -1.00 0.326 

Planned distribution PD 0.145 0.56 0.582 

Deviation of production from trend DPT -150.35** -3.53 0.002 

Deviation of real market price from average price  DRMPAP -151.47** -2.07 0.048 

Market price MKTP -0.165 -0.81 0.424 

Procurement price model: 

In the case of Boro season, relationship between market price and procurement price is 
positive and the result is statistically significant at 6 per cent level (Table 4.22). It is expected 
that if procurement price increases then market price will also increase. In Aman season, 
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similar to the Boro, the sign is positive, but not statistically significant. However, one can 
point out the limitation of the estimated model due to possible reverse causality. The data 
limitation did not allow the authors to test the reverse causality.  

Table 4.22: Results of the regression models (procurement price model) for Boro and Aman 

Equations (Dependent variable= 
market price) 

Notations Coefficient T value P>|t| 

Boro Rice     

Constant Cons 473.24 2.77 0.010 

Procurement price PROCP 0.378 1.89 0.068 

Aman Rice     

Constant Cons 427.31 2.65 0.013 

Procurement price PROCP 0.295 1.47 0.153 

Government stock model: 

In both Boro and Aman cases the relationship between market price and government stock 
shows negative relationship (Table 4.23). In both the Boro and Aman rice cases the results 
are statistically significant at 1 per cent level, which indicates if government stock increases 
then market price decreases. This is possible because if government stock`s capacity is reach 
its peak, the procurement decreases which in turn decreases market prices.  

Table 4.23: Results of the regression models (govenment stock and market price) for Boro 
and Aman 

Equations (Dependent variable= 
market price) 

Notations Coefficient T value P>|t| 

Boro     

Constant Cons 912.95 17.56 0.000 

Government stock GovS -0.075 -3.96 0.000 

Aman     

Constant Cons 733.54 21.54 0.000 

Government stock GovS -0.043 -3.51 0.001 

Government stock and procurement price model:  

However, in both Boro and Aman cases the relationship between procurement price and 
government stock shows negative relationship. From this result it is not possible to draw 
firm conclusion as the results are not statistically significant (Table 4.24). 

Table 4.24: Results of the regression models (govenment stock and procurement price) for 
Boro and Aman 

Equations  Notations Coefficient T value P>|t| 

Boro Rice     

Constant Cons 848.28 15.53 0.000 

Government stock GovS -0.017 -0.84 0.41 

Aman Rice     

Constant Cons 818.19 23.98 0.000 

Government stock GovS -0.019 -1.53 0.137 
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Chapter 5 

Results from the field surveys  

I. Findings of Participant Farmers’ Survey 

Introduction 

Participant farmers are the main actors in government rice procurement programme. They 
sell paddy to procurement centres (LSDs) under the programme. 

5.1 Basic information about the participant farmers  

The participant farmers' survey was carried out in 58 villages under 16 LSDs of four selected 
districts. Table 5.1 presents the distribution of sample participant farmers by category and 
district. In total, 181 participant farmers, 88 marginal/small and 93 medium/large were 
selected in cooperation with the LSD/CSD officials (Table 5.1). 

Table 5.1: Participant sample farmers by category and district 

District 
No of LSD 

in each 
district 

No of 
villages 

surveyed 

Number of farmers (in terms of total land) in 
categories 

Marginal/Small Medium/ Large Total 

Mymensingh 4 9 10 9 19 

Tangail 3 10 26 19 45 

Dinajpur 4 23 28 28 56 

Naogaon 5 16 24 37 61 

Total 16 58 88 93 181 

Occupational status of participant farmers by district is shown in Table 5.2. Agriculture was 
the main primary occupation of the farmers. All the selected farmers of Tangail district were 
involved in agriculture, followed by 82.1 per cent of Dinajpur, 78.9 per cent of Mymensingh, 
and 68.9 per cent of Naogaon. In total, the highest 81.8 per cent of the farmers were 
involved in agriculture and 12.7 per cent were involved in business (Table 5.2). This indicates 
that participants farmers are mainly in agriculture.  

Table 5.2: Distribution of participant farmers by primary occupation and district 

Occupation 
District 

All area 
Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Agriculture 15 (78.9) 45 (100.0) 46 (82.1) 42 (68.9) 148 (81.8) 

Service 2 (10.5) - 3 (5.4) 3 (4.9) 8 (4.4) 

Business 1 (5.3) - 6 (10.7) 16 (26.2) 23 (12.7) 

Day labourer 
(agriculture) 

- - 1 (1.8) - 1 (0.6) 

Others* 1 (5.3) - - - 1 (0.6) 

Total 19 (100.0) 45 (100.0) 56 (100.0) 61 (100.0) 181 (100.0) 
*Village doctor 

Out of 181 participant farmers, 104 had some secondary occupation. Business was the main 
secondary occupation of the participant farmers in the study areas, followed by agriculture, 
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service, etc. About 55.8 per cent of the participant farmers reported business as their 
secondary occupation. It was found that 85.7 per cent farmers of Tangail district mentioned 
that business was their main secondary occupation followed by 53.6 per cent of Dinajpur, 50 
per cent of Mymensingh and 44.2 per cent of Naogaon (Table 5.3). 

Table 5.3: Distribution of participant farmers by secondary occupation and district 

Occupation 
District 

All area 
Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Agriculture 4 (33.3) - 10 (35.7) 19 (44.2) 33 (31.7) 

Service 1 (8.3) 2 (9.5) 2 (7.1) 1 (2.3) 6 (5.8) 

Business 6 (50.0) 18 (85.7) 15 (53.6) 19 (44.2) 58 (55.8) 

Day labourer (agriculture) 1 (8.3) - - 1 (2.3) 2 (1.9) 

Rural transportation - - 1 (3.6) - 1 (1.0) 

Others* - 1 (4.8) - 3 (7.0) 4 (3.8) 

Total 12 (100.0) 21 (100.0) 28 (100.0) 43 (100.0) 104 (100.0) 
*Village doctor, tailoring, singer and driver 

Moving on to distribution of occupation by farm size categories we note that agriculture was 
the major primary occupation of the largest proportion of marginal/small farmers followed 
by medium/large farmers. The other main primary occupations of medium/large farmers 
were business and service and of marginal/small farmers was business (Table 5.4). 

Table 5.4: Distribution of participant farmers by primary occupation and farm type 

Occupation 
Farm type 

All farm 
Marginal/Small Medium/ Large 

Agriculture 74 (84.1) 74 (79.6) 148 (81.8) 

Service 1 (1.1) 7 (7.5) 8 (4.4) 

Business 11 (12.5) 12 (12.9) 23 (12.7) 

Day labourer (agriculture) 1 (1.1) - 1 (0.6) 

Others* 1 (1.1) - 1 (0.6) 

Total 88 (100.0) 93 (100.0) 181 (100.0) 
*Village doctor 

In the case of secondary occupation, 55.3 per cent and 56.1 per cent of marginal/small and 
medium/large farmers were involved in business, respectively. Agriculture was main 
secondary occupation both for marginal/small (29.8 per cent) and medium/large (33.3 per 
cent) farmers next to business (Table 5.5).  

Table 5.5: Distribution of participant farmers by secondary occupation and farm type 

Occupation 
Farm type 

All farm 
Marginal/Small Medium/ Large 

Agriculture 14 (29.8) 19 (33.3) 33 (31.7) 

Service 3 (6.4) 3 (5.3) 6 (5.8) 

Business 26 (55.3) 32 (56.1) 58 (55.8) 

Day labourer (agriculture) 2 (4.3) - 2 (1.9) 

Rural transportation 1 (2.1) - 1 (1.0) 

Others 1 (2.1) 3 (5.3) 4 (3.8) 

Total 47 (100.0) 57 (100.0) 104 (100.0) 
*Village doctor, tailoring, singer and driver 
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The average distances of nearest procurement centre, nearest market, and nearest mill 
from home of participant farmers were 6.15 km, 1.59 km, and 1.61 km, respectively. There 
was no significant variation over districts in the case of distance of nearest procurement 
centres, markets and mills (Table 5.6). This means that procurement centres were relatively 
far away than the nearest markets and rice mills.  

Table 5.6: Average distance of LSD/CSD, nearest market and nearest mill from home of 
participant farmers by district 

District 
Distance from the nearest 
procurement centre (km) 

Distance from the 
nearest market (km) 

Distance from the 
nearest mill (km) 

Mymensingh 6.11 2.13 2.32 

Tangail 5.63 1.16 2.20 

Dinajpur 6.60 1.28 1.03 

Naogaon 6.14 2.02 1.50 

All area 6.15 1.59 1.61 

The distance from home of the participant farmers to the nearest procurement centre and 
nearest market is slightly higher for medium/large farmers (6.82 km and 1.73 km, 
respectively) than that of the marginal/small farmers (5.44 km and 1.44 km, respectively). 
On the other hand, the case is reverse in the case of distance from home to the nearest mill, 
that is, it is slightly higher for marginal/small farmers than that of medium/large farmers 
Table 5.7). 

Table 5.7: Average distance of LSD/CSD, nearest market and nearest mill from home of 
participant farmers by farm type 

Farm type 
Distance from the nearest 
procurement centre (km) 

Distance from the 
nearest market (km) 

Distance from the 
nearest mill (km) 

Marginal/small 5.44 1.44 1.66 

Medium/large 6.82 1.73 1.57 

All farm 6.15 1.59 1.61 

It can be seen from Table 5.8 that about 51 per cent of the participant farmers reside within 
5 kilometer distance from the nearest LSD/CSD, followed by 37 per cent between 6-10 km 
and 6 per cent between 11-15 km. About 6 per cent participant farmers were resided in 16 
km and above. We can conclude from this information that short-distanced farmers 
participate more in procurement programme than that of long-distanced farmers. 

Table 5.8: Distribution of participant farmers by distance of LSD/CSD from home and district 

Distance of 
LSD/CSD from 
home (km) 

District All area 

Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Up to 5 9 (47.4) 21 (46.7) 38 (67.9) 24 (39.3) 92 (50.8) 

6 – 10 8 (42.1) 24 (53.3) 7 (12.5) 28 (45.9) 67 (37.0) 

11 – 15 2 (10.5) - 2 (3.6) 7 (11.5) 11 (6.1) 

16 and above - - 9 (16.1) 2 (3.3) 11 (6.1) 

Total 19 (100.0) 45 (100.0) 56 (100.0) 61 (100.0) 181 (100.0) 

Most of the marginal/small farmers (61.4 per cent) whose home was 5 km or less away from 
the LSD/CSD participated in the procurement programme (Table 5.9). The likelihood of 
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participation in procurement programme by marginal/small farmers decreases with the 
increase of distance of LSD/CSD. That is, short-distanced marginal/small farmers 
participated more in the procurement programme. However, distance is so far not a 
problem for medium/large farmers due to the fact that they sold paddy to the procurement 
centre regardless of distance of the LSD/CSD from their home. 

Table 5.9: Distribution of participant farmers by distance of LSD/CSD by farm type 

Distance of LSD/CSD from 
home (km) 

farm type 
All farm 

Marginal/small Medium/large 

Upto 5 54 (61.4) 38 (40.9) 92 (50.8) 

6 – 10 26 (29.5) 41 (44.1) 67 (37.0) 

11 – 15 4 (4.5) 7 (7.5) 11 (6.1) 

16 and above 4 (4.5) 7 (7.5) 11 (6.1) 

Total 88 (100.0) 93 (100.0) 181 (100.0) 

Most of the participant farmers (about 92 per cent) within 3 km distance from their home to 
the nearest market participate in the procurement programme (Table 5.10). No significant 
variation is observed in this case over district.  

Table 5.10: Distribution of participant farmers by distance of nearest market by district 
Distance of 
nearest market 
from home (km) 

District 
All area 

Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Upto 3 15 (78.9) 45 (100.0) 54 (96.4) 52 (85.2) 166 (91.7) 

4 –7 4 (21.1) - 2 (3.6) 5 (8.2) 11 (6.1) 

8 – 10 - - - 4 (6.6) 4 (2.2) 

Total 19 (100.0) 45 (100.0) 56 (100.0) 61 (100.0) 181 (100.0) 

In the case of distance by farm type, most of the participant farmers (about 92 per cent) 
within 3 km distance from their home to the nearest market participate. No significant 
variation is observed in this case over farm type (Table 5.11). 

Table 5.11: Distribution of participant farmers by distance of nearest market from home and 
farm type 

Distance of nearest 
market from home (km) 

Farm type 
All farm 

Marginal/small Medium/large 

Upto 3 83 (94.3) 83 (89.2) 166 (91.7) 

4 - 7 3 (3.4) 8 (8.6) 11 (6.1) 

8 - 10 2 (2.3) 2 (2.2) 4 (2.2) 

Total 88 (100.0) 93 (100.0) 181 (100.0) 

5.2 Land holdings of participant farmers 

Total amount of land was 384.9 decimal for the participant farmers among which owned 
cultivable land was 337.2 decimal and homestead land was 18.6 decimal. The highest total 
land was owned by the farmers of Naogaon (463.5 decimal) and the lowest by farmers of 
Tangail (319.2 decimal). The pattern was same in the case of owned cultivable land (Table 
5.12). 
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Table 5.12: Average land holding of participant farmers by district (in decimal) 

Tenurial status 
District 

Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon All area 

Homestead 27.5 23.0 14.9 15.9 18.6 

Owned cultivable land 319.3 270.4 331.5 398.8 337.2 

Shared in - 105.6 135.0 198.7 145.6 

Mortgaged in 30.4 75.0 188.8 88.0 101.0 

Rented in - - 199.3 77.0 138.2 

Shared out 235.0 - - 215.0 228.3 

Rented out - - 225.0 - 225.0 

Mortgaged out 52.0 - - 49.5 50.3 

Pond 62.7 23.9 31.1 55.0 45.3 

Total 368.6 319.2 357.5 463.5 384.9 

There was a huge variation in land holding between marginal/small and medium/large 
farmers. Marginal/small farmers owned only 153.3 decimal of land, whereas, medium/large 
farmers own about 604 decimal. This variation was also evident in the case of owned 
cultivable land. The amount of owned cultivable land of marginal/small farmers was only 
138 decimal. However, medium/large farmers have about 521 decimal of owned cultivable 
land (Table 5.13). 

Table 5.13: Average land holding of participant farmers by farm type (in decimal) 

Tenural status 
Farm type 

Marginal/small Medium/large All farm 

Homestead 13.5 23.4 18.6 

Owned cultivable land 138.1 520.9 337.2 

Shared in 83.6 207.5 145.6 

Mortgaged in 49.3 124.9 101.0 

Rented in 76.7 199.7 138.2 

Shared out 228.3 - 228.3 

Rented out 150.0 300.0 225.0 

Mortgaged out 59.0 33.0 50.3 

Pond 18.1 57.3 45.3 

Total 153.3 604.0 384.9 

5.3 Sources of income 

The participant farmers earned their income from various sources such as paddy cultivation, 
other crops, homestead gardening, fisheries, livestock, paddy trading, business, service, 
labour selling etc. The average annual household income of the participant farmers from 
various sources was about Tk 266,770 per year. Considering selected 4 districts, the average 
annual household income was the highest (Tk 375,683) for the participant farmers of 
Mymensingh district, followed by Naogaon (Tk 277,660), Dinajpur (Tk 273,814) and Tangail 
(Tk 197,256) districts (Table 5.14). This indicates that the participant farmers in Mymensingh 
district are in better condition.  
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Table 5.14: Average annual household income of participant farmers from various sources 
by district (Tk/year) 

Sources 

 

District 
All area 

Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Paddy cultivation 132031 162811 137203 165971 152722 

Other crops 1105 7533 14679 13254 10997 

Homestead gardening 3667 1250 30189 7286 16010 

Fisheries 154111 9571 24400 55262 57317 

Livestock 11875 15105 18523 20556 17691 

Paddy trading 90000 35278 30000 97333 51735 

Business 256778 68333 211348 117321 164652 

Service 104000 20667 81333 104000 83684 

Wage labourer 14400 - 72000 33000 49400 

Others* 90000 32500 42667 25000 39778 

Total 375683 197256 273814 277660 266770 

*Village doctor, tailoring, singer and driver 

Average annual household income of participant farmers from various sources by farm 
category is shown in Table 5.15. The average annual household income of the medium/large 
farmers (Tk 359,303) was almost double of the marginal/small farmer’s income (Tk 
168,978). 

Table 5.15: Average annual household income of participant farmers by farm type (Tk/year) 

Sources 
Farm type 

Marginal/small Medium/large All farm 

Paddy cultivation 72625 228513 152722 

Other crops 6256 15484 10997 

Homestead gardening 9770 21682 16010 

Fisheries 73844 49972 57317 

Livestock 13473 21692 17691 

Paddy trading 46227 61833 51735 

Business 143871 183057 164652 

Service 87250 81091 83684 

Wage labourer 49400 - 49400 

Others* 47000 34000 39778 

Total 168978 359303 266770 

**Village doctor, tailoring, singer and driver 

Irrespective of districts and farm categories, among the sources, incomes from business (Tk 
164,652) and paddy cultivation (Tk 152,722) were 25.6 and 23.7 per cent of total income 
(Table 5.16). When we considered all farms together, we find that the highest 25.6 per cent 
of income is earned from business followed by 23.7 per cent from paddy cultivation, 13 per 
cent from service, 8.9 per cent from fisheries, 8 per cent from paddy trading, and 7.7 per 
cent from wage labour (Table 5.16). 
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Table 5.16: Income from various sources of participant farmers 

Sources Amount (Tk/year) Per cent of Total (%) 

Paddy cultivation 152722 23.7 

Other crops 10997 1.7 

Homestead gardening 16010 2.5 

Fisheries 57317 8.9 

Livestock 17691 2.7 

Paddy trading 51735 8.0 

Business 164652 25.6 

Service 83684 13.0 

Wage labourer 49400 7.7 

Others* 39778 6.2 

Total 643986 100.0 

**Village doctor, tailoring, singer and driver 

5.4 Social connection and/or engagement of participant farmers 

The farmers engaged themselves in different organisations for increasing their social 
connection. Social connection of participant farmers may have some influence in 
procurement programme. About 34 per cent of the participant farmers were the member of 
mosque committee, 16 per cent were the member of cooperatives, and 12.7 per cent were 
the member of political party. About 31 per cent did not have any involvement with any 
organisation. The highest 28.6 per cent participant farmers of Dinajpur district were the 
member of cooperatives (Table 5.17). 

Table 5.17: Social connection of participants farmers in different organisation by district 

Organisations 
District 

All area 
Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Mosque committee 6 (31.6) 18 (40.0) 15 (26.8) 22 (36.1) 61 (33.7) 

Union Parishad - 2 (4.4) 2 (3.6) 2 (3.3) 6 (3.3) 

Cooperatives 2 (10.5) 3 (6.7) 16 (28.6) 8 (13.1) 29 (16.0) 

Professional association 1 (5.3) - 4 (7.1) 1 (1.6) 6 (3.3) 

Political party 5 (26.3) 5 (11.1) 7 (12.5) 6 (9.8) 23 (12.7) 

No engagement 5(26.3) 17 (37.8) 12 (21.4) 22 (36.1) 56 (30.9) 

Total 19 (100.0) 45 (100.0) 56 (100.0) 61 (100.0) 181 (100.0) 

Most of farmers (about 83 per cent) did not have any social connection as the officer/ 
representative. The highest 8.3 per cent were the officer/representative of political party. 
Only 2.2 per cent are the officer/representative of cooperatives (Table 5.18). 
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Table 5.18: Social connection of participant farmers as officer/representative of different 
organisation by district 

Organisation 
District 

All area 
Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Mosque committee - - 5 (8.9) 1 (1.6) 6 (3.3) 

Union Parishad - - - 4 (6.6) 4 (2.2) 

Cooperatives 1 (5.3) - 2 (3.6) 1 (1.6) 4 (2.2) 

Professional association 1 (5.3) - - - 1 (0.6) 

Political party 3 (15.8) 3 (6.7) 9 (16.1) - 15 (8.3) 

No engagement 14 (73.6) 42 (93.3) 40 (71.4) 55 (90.2) 151 (83.4) 

Total 19 (100.0) 45 (100.0) 56 (100.0) 61 (100.0) 181 (100.0) 

Medium/large farmers have more involvement in all types of organisation than that of the 
marginal/small farmers. About eighteen per cent of medium/large farmers were the 
members of cooperatives, whereas, this percentage was 13.6 for marginal/small farmers 
(Table 5.19). On the other hand, 20.4 per cent of medium/large farmers did not have any 
engagement with any organisation, whereas, this figure was more than double (42 per cent) 
for the marginal/small farmers (Table 5.20). 

Table 5.19: Social connection of participant farmers in different organisation by farm type 

Organisation 
Farm type 

All farm 
Marginal/small Medium/large 

Mosque committee 29 (33.0) 32 (34.4) 61 (33.7) 

Union Parishad 2 (2.3) 4 (4.3) 6 (3.3) 

Cooperatives 12 (13.6) 17 (18.3) 29 (16.0) 

Professional association 1 (1.1) 5 (5.4) 6 (3.3) 

Political party 7 (8.0) 16 (17.2) 23 (12.7) 

No engagement 37 (42.0) 19 (20.4) 56 (30.9) 

Total 88 (100.0) 93 (100.0) 181 (100.0) 

Table 5.20: Social connection of participant farmers as the officer/representative of 
different organisation by farm type 

Organisation 
farm type 

All farm 
Marginal/small Medium/large 

Mosque committee 3 (3.4) 3 (3.2) 6 (3.3) 

Union Parishad 2 (2.3) 2 (2.2) 4 (2.2) 

Cooperatives 2 (2.3) 2 (2.2) 4 (2.2) 

Professional association 1 (1.1) - 1 (0.6) 

Political party 6 (6.8) 9 (9.7) 15 (8.3) 

No engagement 74 (84.1) 77 (82.8) 151 (83.4) 

Total 88 (100.0) 93 (100.0) 181 (100.0) 

5.5 Cost of Boro cultivation  

Costs of Boro cultivation of participant farmers by district and farm category are presented 
in Tables 5.21 and 5.22. Cost items of Boro cultivation were human labour, machinery inputs 
and material inputs. Human labour use (Tk 20,941) and material input cost (Tk 20,524) were 
the highest in Tangail district, followed by Mymensingh, Naogaon and Dinajpur. The average 
wage rate was the highest in Tangail district. This made the labour cost to be the highest in 
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Tangail district. However, in the case of material inputs, most of the participant farmers (37 
out of 45) of Tangail incurred irrigation cost by crop sharing. But majority of the participant 
farmers of other 3 selected districts paid irrigation charge in cash. So the value in crop share 
was higher than cash payment. That is why the material cost was the highest in Tangail. 
However, the average cost of Boro cultivation was the lowest in Dinajpur and the highest in 
Naogaon. From this result, one can say that a single procurement price for all regions may 
not be appropriate. 

Table 5.21: Cost of Boro production of participant farmers by district(Tk/acre) 

Cost items Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon All area 

Human labour use 15436 20941 10642 12130 13399 

Draft power use - - - - - 

Machinery inputs 6826 3351 2420 2767 3142 

Material inputs 7277 20524 11196 15064 13519 

Total cost 29539 44816 24258 29961 30060 

Among the farm categories, the human labour use (Tk 15,799) and machinery input costs 
(Tk 14,917) were higher for marginal/small farmers than that of medium/large farmers (Tk 
12,456 and Tk 12,970). It can be noted that the average cost of Boro production was higher 
for marginal/small farmers than that of medium/large farmers (Table 5.22). 

Table 5.22: Cost of Boro production of participant farmers by farm type(Tk/acre) 

Cost items Marginal/small Medium/large All farm 

Human labour use 15799 12456 13399 

Draft power use - - - 

Machinery inputs 2890 3241 3142 

Material inputs 14917 12970 13519 

Total cost 33606 28667 30060 

5.6 Cost and return of Boro paddy 

For all the four selected districts cost of production, gross return and net return of Boro 
paddy were Tk 30060, Tk 44582 and Tk 14522 per acre, respectively. Cost of production and 
gross return were the highest for Tangail district. But net return was the highest for Dinajpur 
district and the lowest for Tangail district. Net return for Dinajpur district was Tk 21341 per 
acre. However, it was only Tk 2416 per acre for Tangail district. There were considerable 
variations in net returns observed across the four districts (Table 5.23). This indicates that 
even the government sets procurement price higher than that of market price and cost of 
production, the supports are likely to be different for farmers in different regions.  

Table 5.23: Cost and return for Boro production of participant farmers by district 

District 
Gross return 

(Tk /acre) 
Cost of production 

(Tk /acre) 
Net return 
(Tk /acre) 

Mymensingh 42274 29539 12735 

Tangail 47232 44816 2416 

Dinajpur 45599 24258 21341 

Naogaon 42072 29961 12111 

All area 44582 30060 14522 
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There were also large variations in net returns across farm categories. Medium/large farms 
were observed to be more efficient in terms of net return than the marginal/small one. 
Though cost of production was higher for marginal/small farmers, both gross return and net 
return were higher for medium/large farmers. Net return wasmore than double for 
medium/large farmers than marginal/small farmers (Table 5.24). 

Table 5.24: Cost and return for Boro production of participant farmers by farm type 

Farm type 
Gross return 

(Tk /acre) 
Cost of production 

(Tk /acre) 
Net return 
(Tk /acre) 

Marginal/small 41618 33606 8012 

Medium/large 45747 28667 17080 

All farm 44582 30060 14522 

5.7 Total output, storage and disposal of total output of Boro paddy 

Total output, storage and disposal of total output of Boro paddy for participant farmers by 
district and farm type are presented in Tables 5.26 and 5.27. Total output and total disposal 
were 186.79 quintal and 158.43 quintal per farm, respectively. Therefore, total storage was 
27.45 quintal. Total storage was the highest for Tangail district (51 quintal) and the lowest 
for Naogaon district (5.73 quintal per farm/season). On the other hand, total output and 
total disposal were, respectively the highest for Tangail and Naogaon districts. The figures 
were, respectively 180.26 and 164.87 quintal (Table 5.25). 

Table 5.25: Total output, storage and disposal of participants farmers by district (per farm/ 
season) 

District Storage 
Disposal (quintal) Post-

harvest 

wastage 

Total 

output Consumption Seed Sold Donations Others Total 

Mymensingh 13.72 8.56 0.44 93.08 0.89 0.20 103.17 0.52 117.41 

Tangail 51.00 13.34 6.93 65.03 2.93 40.00 128.22 1.04 180.26 

Dinajpur 11.00 13.29 1.13 104.61 1.25 - 120.28 0.93 132.21 

Naogaon 5.73 16.38 2.18 144.12 2.20 - 164.87 1.08 171.69 

All  27.45 13.84 1.99 120.67 1.83 20.10 158.43 0.91 186.79 

Total output, total disposal and storage were higher for medium/large farmers than that of 
marginal/small farmers. Total output and total disposal were as much as three times higher 

for medium/large farmers. Total storage was 33.62 quintal for medium/large farmers and 

14.34 for marginal/small farmers (Table 5.26). 

Table 5.26: Total output, storage and disposal of total output for participant farmers by type 

Farm type Storage 
Disposal (quintal) Post-

harvest 

wastage 

Total 

output Consumption Seed Sold Donations Others Total 

Marginal/small 14.34 10.95 0.79 45.53 0.86 0.20 58.33 0.64 73.32 

Medium/large 33.62 16.66 2.73 194.21 2.33 40.00 194.21 1.15 228.98 

All farm 27.45 13.84 1.90 120.67 1.83 20.10 158.34 0.91 186.70 
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5.8 Place of paddy sold by participant farmers 

The amount of paddy sold by the participant farmers at various places like farmgate, nearby 
market, procurement centre, and rice mill were 34.42, 31.39, 22.65, and 32.22 quintal, 
respectively. It is clear from the Table 5.27 that there was no significant variation observed 
in terms of paddy sold at various places. However, the farmers of Mymensingh and Tangail 
sold most of their paddy to the procurement centre, whereas, the participant farmers of 
Dinajpur and Naogaon sold more to the rice mills and nearby markets, respectively. This is 
may be due to higher number of available LSD/CSD in these districts.  

Table 5.27: Place of paddy sold by participant farmers by district 

Place of sold 
Amount of paddy sold (quintal) 

All area 
Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Farmgate 17.00 10.00 - 41.39 34.42 

Nearby market 10.22 14.55 32.48 45.71 31.39 

Procurement centre 24.32 32.29 20.46 17.02 22.65 

Rice mill 41.54 8.19 51.68 40.00 32.22 

Total 93.08 65.03 104.61 144.12 120.67 

It is noticed from the Table 5.28 that medium/large farmers sold more paddy to the 
procurement centre than that of the marginal/small farmers. Marginal/small farmers sold 
more than two-third of their paddy to the procurement centre. On the other hand, 

medium/large farmers sold only less than one-seventh of their paddy to the procurement 
centre. 

Table 5.28: Place of paddy sold by participant farmers by farm type 

Place of sold 
Average amount of paddy sold (quintal) 

All farm 
Marginal/small Medium/large 

Farmgate 10.87 73.67 34.42 

Nearby market 13.72 45.42 31.39 

Procurement centre 16.76 28.21 22.65 

Rice mill 4.17 46.91 32.22 

Total 45.53 194.21 120.67 

5.9 Cost of selling paddy 

Cost of selling paddy per quintal for participant farmers by district and farm type are shown 
in Tables 5.29 and 5.30. 

Table 5.29: Cost of selling paddy for participant farmers by district, 2013 

District 
Cost items (Tk/quintal) Total 

cost 
 

Transportation 
Loading 

/unloading 
Payments to 

official /labourers 
Bags Other* 

Mymensingh 

Procurement centre 32.70 12.04 12.70 36.35   71.70 

Farmgate - 8.75 - 37.84 - 46.59 

Millgate 13.50 7.83 1.50 44.42 - 61.23 

Nearby market 17.56 13.35 - 46.97 - 67.57 

Tangail 

Procurement centre 43.84 17.29 54.15     75.62 

Farmgate - 6.00 - 25.00 - 31.00 
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Millgate 29.50 10.00 - 80.00 - 111.5 

Nearby market 25.71 9.10 75.00 63.14 - 82.47 

Dinajpur 

Procurement centre 33.22 10.17 27.74 60.00 5.00 54.17 

Farmgate - - - - - - 

Millgate 22.50 3.00 - 83.33 - 85.75 

Nearby market 17.94 6.91 6.00 71.18 8.50 73.97 

Naogaon 

Procurement centre 26.53 11.60 24.72   15.00 54.42 

Farmgate - - 6.00 - - 6.00 

Millgate - 14.17 3.50 - 63.19 67.31 

Nearby market 19.56 7.19 16.88 52.35 8.46 76.88 

All area 

Procurement centre 33.55 12.56 29.67 37.93 11.67 61.43 

Farmgate - 7.83 3.0 33.56 0.0 27.23 

Millgate 22.41 10.96 2.50 66.92 63.19 83.41 

Nearby market 20.52 8.21 20.25 59.60 8.47 76.58 
*weighing, market toll, miscellaneous 

Table 5.29 reveals that except farm-gate, cost of selling paddy at procurement centre was 
lower than selling at nearby market and millgate. The cost was the highest for selling at 
millgate (Tk 83.41) followed by nearby market (Tk 76.58), procurement centre (Tk 61.43) 
and farmgate (Tk 27.23). Cost of selling paddy at procurement centrewas the highest in 
Tangail district (Tk 75.62) and the lowest in Dinajpur (Tk 54.17). 

Medium/large farmers had to bear more cost for selling paddy at procurement centre than 
that of marginal/small farmers. But still for both farm types- cost of selling at procurement 
centre was lower than the cost of selling at nearby market and millgate (Table 5.30).  

Table 5.30: Cost of selling paddy for participant farmers by farm type, 2013 

Farm type 

Cost items (Tk/quintal) Total 
cost 

 
Transportation 

Loading/ 
unloading 

Payments to 
official/labourers 

Bags* 
 

Others 

Marginal/small 

Procurement centre 32.54 12.15 25.51 49.43 5.00 58.19 

Farmgate - 7.38 - 50.0 - 57.38 

Millgate 24.14 12.92 1.00 70.27 73.33 94.22 

Nearby market 22.16 9.06 38.33 64.52 7.54 84.43 

Medium/large 

Procurement centre 34.5 12.97 33.05 27.87 15.0 64.5 

Farmgate - 8.75 4.00 0.67 - 7.14 

Millgate 20.68 10.31 3.00 63.23 58.13 74.63 

Nearby market 18.9 7.3 15.32 55.38 9.22 69.86 

All farm 

Procurement centre 33.55 12.56 29.67 37.93 11.67 61.43 

Farmgate - 7.83 3.00 33.56 - 27.23 

Millgate 22.41 10.96 2.50 66.92 63.19 83.41 

Nearby market 20.52 8.21 20.25 59.60 8.47 76.58 
*weighing, market toll, miscellaneous 



66 

5.10 Paddy prices 

In almost all cases, paddy prices during different months ranging from May to October at 
different locations show an increasing trend, that is, the lowest in May and the highest in 
October. Considering all areas together, it was found that paddy price was the highest (Tk 
1800/quintal) at procurement centre and the lowest (Tk 1337/quintal) at nearby market, as 
expecetd. The variations of paddy prices among farmgate, nearby market and millgate was 
relatively less (Table 5.31). However, the procurement price of paddy was higher than that 
of farmgate, millgate and nearby market prices in all selected areas. 

Table 5.31: Paddy prices during different months at different locations (Tk/quintal) for 
participant farmers by district, 2013. 

District  
Months 

May June July August September October 

Mymensingh 
Farmgate 
 

1367 1403 1447 1571 1570 1611 
Millgate 1298 1325 1364 1424 1475 1522 

Procurement centre 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 

Nearby market  1329 1338 1376 1418 1469 1523 

Tangail 

Farmgate 1713 1713 1703 1703 1725 1725 

Millgate 1516 1540 1561 1591.5 1618 1642 

Procurement centre 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 

Nearby market  1536 1566 1601 1635 1664 1705 

Dinajpur 

Farmgate 1250 1250 1250 1225 1225 1250 

Millgate 1263 1288 1313 1344 1517 1453 

Procurement centre 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 

Nearby market  1217 1260 1300 1329 1371.95 1409 

Naogaon 

Farmgate 1356 1391 1467 1531 1592 1683 

Millgate 1300 1325 1364 1400 1457 1479 

Procurement centre 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 

Nearby market  1298 1338 1376 1424 1474 1525 

All area 

Farmgate 1392 1423 1482 1543 1565 1628 

Millgate 1360 1384 1418 1460 1520 1541 

Procurement centre 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 

Nearby market  1337 1375 1410 1451 1493 1539 

It is evident from the Table 5.32 that marginal/small farmers got higher prices in almost all 
months while selling at various locations, i.e., at farmgate, millgate and at nearby market.  
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Table 5.32: Paddy prices during months of the season at different locations (Tk/quintal) for 
participant farmers by farm type 

Farm type 
Months 

May June July August September October 

Marginal/small 

Farmgate 1400 1446 1487 1538 1552 1609 

Millgate 1403 1431 1462 1502 1546 1573 

Procurement centre 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 

Nearby market  1351 1390 1415 1460 1502 1550 

Medium/large 

Farmgate 1381 1397 1478 1548 1575 1644 

Millgate 1324 1347 1381 1425 1499 1514 

Procurement centre 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 

Nearby market  1326 1361 1407 1443 1485 1530 

All farm 

Farmgate 1392 1423 1482 1543 1565 1628 

Millgate 1360 1384 1418 1460 1520 1541 

Procurement centre 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 

Nearby market  1337 1375 1410 1451 1493 1539 

5.11 Additional income received by farmers for participating in the procurement 
programme 

To fulfill the first objective as to what extent the current procurement system support paddy 
prices and farmers’ income, required calculations have been made and presented in Tables 
5.33 and 5.34. Tables show that farm income as well as annual household income of the 
participant farmers increased by 4.31 per cent and 3.24 per cent, respectively due to 
participation in the public rice procurement programme.  

When we have looked at the income changes by farm sizes, we find that farm income 
increased by 6.24 per centand 3.61 per cent, respectively for marginal/small and medium/ 
large farmers. In terms of the per cent of the total farm income, marginal/small farmers 
earned more than the medium/large farmers but in absolute terms, changes in income of 
medium/large farmers are higher than marginal/small farmers. The corresponding 
increments of income were 3.89 and 2.92 per cent in annual household income (Table 5.33). 
Farm income of participant farmers increased by 4.13, 6.48, 4.26 and 2.99 per cent, 
respectively in Mymensingh, Tangail, Dinajpur and Naogaon. The corresponding 
percentages were 2.34, 6.10, 2.88 and 2.38 for annual household income of participant 
farmers. This indicates that, by participation in the public rice procurement programme, the 
medium/large farmers benefitted more than marginal/small farmers.  
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Table 5.33: Extent of support of current procurement system on paddy prices and farmers’ 
income by farm category, 2013 

Particulars 
Farm types 

Marginal/small Medium/large All 

a). Paddy sold to procurement centre (quintal/farm) 16.76 28.21 22.65 

b). Value of paddy sold to PC (procurement centre) in 

procurement price (Tk/farm) [ax Tk1800/quintal] 
30171.48 50783.23 40762.04 

c). Value of paddy sold to PC in market price 

(Tk/farm) [ax Tk1434/quintal] 
24036.61 40457.30 32473.76 

d). Cost of selling paddy to PC (Tk/quintal) 58.19 64.50 61.43 

e). Cost of selling paddy to nearby market 

(Tk/quintal) 
84.43 69.86 76.58 

f). Total cost of selling paddy to PC (Tk/farm) 

[a x d] 975.26 1819.55 1391.39 

g). Total cost of selling paddy to nearby market 

(Tk/farm) [a x e] 1415.05 1970.75 1734.54 

h). Net margin of selling paddy to PC (Tk/farm) 

[b - f] 29196.22 48963.69 39370.65 

i). Net margin of selling paddy to nearby market 

(Tk/farm) [c - g] 22621.56 38486.55 30739.22 

j). Incremental margin of selling paddy to PC 

(Tk/farm) [h - i] 6574.65 10477.14 8631.43 

k). Farm income (Tk/farm/year) 105337.10 290486.24 200468.98 

l). Average annual household income (Tk/farm/year) 168978.01 359303.44 266769.53 

m). Share of incremental margin of selling paddy to 

PC in farm income (% of k) 6.24 3.61 4.31 

n). Share of incremental margin of selling paddy to 

PC in annual household income (% of l) 3.89 2.92 3.24 

o). Incremental margin of selling paddy to PC 

(Tk/quintal) [j / a] 392.28 371.40 381.08 

Table 5.34: Extent of support of current procurement system on paddy prices and farmers’ 
income by district, 2013 

Particulars 
District 

Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon Total 

a). Paddy sold to procurement centre 

(quintal/farm) 
24.32 32.29 20.46 17.02 22.65 

b). Value of paddy sold to PC in 

procurement price (Tk/farm) [ax 

Tk1800/quintal] 

43773.16 58120.0 36822.86 30635.41 40762.04 

c). Value of paddy sold to PC in market 

price (Tk/farm) [ax Tk434/quintal] 
34872.62 46302.27 29335.54 24406.21 32473.76 

d). Cost of selling paddy to PC (Tk/quintal) 71.70 75.62 54.17 54.42 61.43 

e). Cost of selling paddy to nearby market 

(Tk/quintal) 
67.57 82.47 73.97 76.88 76.58 

f). Total cost of selling paddy to PC 

(Tk/farm) [axd] 1743.74 2441.77 1108.32 926.23 1391.39 
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g). Total cost of selling paddy to nearby 

market (Tk/farm) [axe] 1643.30 2662.96 1513.43 1308.50 1734.54 

h). Net margin of selling paddy to PC 

(Tk/farm) [b - f] 42029.42 55678.23 35714.54 29709.18 39370.65 

i). Net margin of selling paddy to nearby 

market (Tk/farm) [c- g] 33229.32 43639.31 27822.11 23097.71 30739.22 

j). Incremental margin of selling paddy to 

PC (Tk/farm) [h - l] 8800.10 12038.92 7892.43 6611.47 8631.43 

k). Farm income (Tk/farm) 212820 185800 185224.46 221438.28 200468.98 

l). Average annual household income 

(Tk/farm/year) 375683.16 197255.56 273813.75 277659.59 266769.53 

m). Share of incremental margin of selling 

paddy to PC in farm income (% of k) 4.13 6.48 4.26 2.99 4.31 

n). Share of incremental margin of selling 

paddy to PC in annual household 

income (% of l) 2.34 6.10 2.88 2.38 3.24 

o). Incremental margin of selling paddy to 

PC (Tk/quintal) [j/ a] 361.85 372.84 385.75 388.45 381.08 

5.12 Availability of information for the participant farmers 

Attempts were taken to know about the knowledge of the farmers who participated in the 
procurement programme about various information regarding procurement like starting 
and ending date of programme, procurement price, and the rules and regulation of the 
government procurement programme. As expected almost all of the farmers of all four 
areas have knowledge about these information. However, more farmers of Dinajpur have 
knowledge on procurement programme than that of Mymensingh, Tangail, and Naogaon. 
The highest 98.34 per cent of the farmers know about the procurement price clearly and the 
rest know it partially. Friends or relatives or neighbor and government officials are the most 
important sources of this information. These results clearly indicate that the farmers who 
participated in the programme had sufficient information on the public rice procurement 
programme from different sources.  

Table 5.35: Information on procurement 

 
Districts 

Do you know when 
procurement has started 

and when it will end 

Do you know what 
the procurement 

price is this season 

Do you know about the rules 
and regulations of 

government rice procurement 

Mymensingh    

Yes 84.21 100.00 89.47 

Partially 15.79 0.00 10.53 

No 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Tangail    

Yes 95.56 95.56 95.56 

Partially 4.44 4.44 4.44 

No 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Naogaon    

Yes 98.36 98.36 96.72 

Partially 1.64 1.64 3.28 

No 0.00 0.00 0.00 
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Dinajpur    

Yes 98.21 100.00 98.21 

Partially 1.79 0.00 1.79 

No 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Total    

Yes 96.13 98.34 96.13 

Partially 3.87 1.66 3.87 

No 0.00 0.00 0.00 

 

Table 5.36: Sources of information 

 
Districts 

Do you know when 
procurement has 

started and when it will 
end 

Do you know what 
the procurement 

price is this 
season 

Do you know about the 
rules and regulations of 

government rice 
procurement 

Mymensingh    

Own experience 10.53 21.05 10.53 

Friends/relative/ 
neighbours  63.16 36.84 31.58 

Government officials 15.79 42.11 47.37 

Media  10.53 0.00 0.00 

Other sources 0.00 0.00 10.53 

Tangail    

Own experience 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Friends/relative/ 
neighbours  55.56 55.56 42.22 

Government officials 42.22 42.22 55.56 

Media  2.22 2.22 2.22 

Other sources 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Naogaon    

Own experience 55.74 13.11 13.11 

Friends/relative/ 
neighbours  19.67 59.02 55.74 

Government officials 24.59 27.87 31.15 

Media  0.00 0.00 0.00 

Other sources 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Dinajpur    

Own experience 8.93 10.71 10.71 

Friends/relative/ 
neighbours  33.93 30.36 33.93 

Government officials 26.79 28.57 39.29 

Media  30.36 30.36 16.07 

Other sources 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Total    

Own experience 11.05 9.94 8.84 

Friends/relative/ 
neighbours  48.07 46.96 43.09 

Government officials 29.83 33.15 41.44 

Media  11.05 9.94 5.52 

Other sources 0.00 0.00 1.10 
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5.13 Perception of participant farmers about the procurement system 

Perception of the participant farmers was measured on the basis of 13 statements related 
to procurement system. Each of the 13 statement was scored as strongly agree (SA)= 6, 
agree (A)=5, indifferent (I)= 4, disagree (DA)= 3, strongly disagree (SDA)= 2, no response 
(NR)= 1. For the explanation, assigned rank 1 for the highest value of average score (Table 
5.37). Most of the participant farmers did not have complain regarding procurement price, 
quantity of paddy to be procured, timing of quota allotment, transportation to procurement 
centres, method of payment. Though majority of the farmers of all four districts agreed that 
procurement centres were at suitable locations, about forty per cent farmers of 
Mymensingh and one-fourth of the farmers of Dinajpur disagreed with this. 

However, majority of the farmers think that procurement procedure is time consuming, 
labourers or officials of procurement centre do not behave cordially with them, there is 
mismanagement in procurement centre, and there is chance of being unfairly rejected at 
procurement centres. Nevertheless farmers, except those of Naogaon, positively agreed 
that procurement system offers price support to the farmers and majority of them are 
satisfied with the procurement programme.  

Table 5.37: Perception of farmers 

Factor 

Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon All 

Avg. 
score 

Rank 
Avg. 
score 

Rank 
Avg. 
score 

Rank 
Avg. 
score 

Rank 
Avg. 
score 

Rank 

Procurement price this 
season is justified 

4.37 5 4.60 6 4.80 3 4.62 3 4.65 2 

Quantity of paddy 
procured is reasonable 

4.47 3 4.69 3 4.14 9 3.77 7 4.19 7 

Timing of quota allotment 
is appropriate 

4.63 2 5.00 1 4.57 6 4.00 5 4.49 5 

Procurement centre are at 
suitable location 

4.84 1 4.67 5 4.68 4 4.54 4 4.65 3 

Transportation to PC is 
easy 

4.11 8 4.36 8 4.82 2 4.66 2 4.57 4 

Criteria of paddy to be sold 
is good 

4.37 6 4.84 2 4.68 5 3.80 6 4.39 6 

Procedure of selling at PC 
is reasonable 

3.26 12 4.56 7 4.41 7 3.77 8 4.11 8 

Method of payment is 
appropriate 

4.32 7 4.69 4 5.05 1 4.70 1 4.77 1 

Procurement procedure is 
not time consuming 

3.21 13 3.64 13 3.89 10 3.23 10 3.54 11 

Labourers/officials behave 
cordially with the farmers 

3.79 9 4.29 9 3.71 11 3.10 11 3.66 10 

No mismanagement in 
dealings at PC 

3.47 11 4.18 10 3.27 13 2.75 13 3.34 13 

No chance of being 
unfairly rejected at 
procurement centres 

3.79 10 4.18 11 3.46 12 3.05 12 3.54 12 

Procurement system offers 
price support to farmers 

4.42 4 4.11 12 4.37 8 3.59 9 4.05 9 
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5.14 Farmers’ experience regarding procurement programme 

The farmers of Tangail are more satisfied about the procurement programme than the 
farmers of other three districts. More than 62 per cent farmers of Tangail are completely 
satisfied followed by 50 per cent in Dinajpur, 47 per cent in Mymensingh, and 34 per cent in 
Naogaon. In total 47.51 per cent of the farmers are completely and 39.78 per cent are 
partially satisfied. More farmers of Mymensingh and Naogaon face problem regarding 
moisture quality than that of farmers of Tangail and Dinajpur. On the other hand, majority 
of the farmers except Naogaon do not face problem regarding weighing (Table 5.38 to 5.45). 

Table 5.38: Satisfaction of participating farmers 

 Mymensingh Tangail Naogaon Dinajpur All 

Yes 47.37 62.22 34.43 50.00 47.51 

Partially 36.84 33.33 44.26 41.07 39.78 

No 15.79 4.44 21.31 8.93 12.71 

Table 5.39: Didyou makeany unofficial payment 

 Mymensingh Tangail Naogaon Dinajpur All 

Frequently 5.26 13.33 40.98 32.14 27.78 

Not frequently 42.11 44.44 29.51 32.14 35.56 

No 42.11 40.00 26.23 33.93 33.89 

Not reported 10.53 2.22 3.28 1.79 2.78 

Table 5.40: Did you pay extra rice while selling to LSDs 

 Mymensingh Tangail Naogaon Dinajpur All 

Frequently 31.58 48.89 42.62 14.29 34.44 

Not frequently 26.32 4.44 18.03 16.07 15.00 

No 36.84 44.44 39.34 69.64 50.00 

Not reported 5.26 2.22 0.00 0.00 0.56 

Table 5.41: Did you encounter any sort of harassment while supplying rice to LSDs 

 Mymensingh Tangail Naogaon Dinajpur All 

Frequently 21.05 17.78 24.59 8.93 17.78 

Not frequently 36.84 46.67 45.90 39.29 43.33 

No 36.84 33.33 27.87 50.00 37.22 

Not reported 5.26 2.22 1.64 1.79 1.67 

Table 5.42: Did you encounter any other problem 

 Mymensingh Tangail Naogaon Dinajpur All 

Frequently 5.26 0.00 1.64 0.00 1.11 

Not frequently 5.26 4.44 4.92 10.71 6.67 

No 68.42 46.67 45.90 67.86 55.56 

Not reported 21.05 48.89 47.54 21.43 24.44 
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Table 5.43: Problem in LSDs regarding moisture 

 Mymensingh Tangail Naogaon Dinajpur All 

Frequently 21.05 20.00 27.87 8.93 19.44 

Not frequently 31.58 13.33 60.66 39.29 39.44 

No 42.11 64.44 11.48 51.79 40.56 

Not reported 5.26 2.22 0.00 0.00 0.56 

Table 5.44: Problem in LSDs regarding weighing 

 Mymensingh Tangail Naogaon Dinajpur All 

Frequently 10.53 20.00 21.31 12.50 17.22 

Not frequently 36.84 17.78 37.70 23.21 28.33 

No 52.63 60.00 40.98 64.29 54.44 

Not reported 0.00 2.22 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Table 5.45: Problem in LSDs regarding quality 

 Mymensingh Tangail Naogaon Dinajpur All 

Frequently 21.05 20.00 16.39 5.36 14.44 

Not frequently 36.84 37.78 52.46 58.93 49.44 

No 42.11 40.00 31.15 35.71 36.11 

Not reported 0.00 2.22 0.00 0.00 0.00 

5.15 Suggestions of farmers to improve government procurement programme 

The suggestions of participating farmers regarding the improvement of government 
procurement are presented in Box 5.1. One of the problems mentioned by the farmers is 
the mismanagement at procurement centre. For this reason, most of the farmers suggested 
to take measures to stop or at least reduce the extent of mismanagement at the 
procurement centre. They also suggested purchasing paddy from them directly. They 
demanded to establish more LSDs, to increase quota allotment, and to increase price. They 
also expected cordial behaviour of LSD officials during the process. However, these are the 
farmers suggestions and validating and testifying the suggestions were beyond the scope of 
the study.  

Box 5.1: Suggestions of farmers to improve government procurement programme 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

i. Mismanagement in terms of less payment, regretting to purchase paddy, 

discrimination in quota allocation at the PC should be stopped 

ii. Direct purchase from the farmers by the government officials 

iii. LSD should be established at nearer places 

iv. Quota allotment should be increased 

v. LSD officials should behave cordially with the farmers 

vi. Aware people about procurement program 

vii. Start the program at the time of harvesting 

viii. Criteria should be flexible because complying is very difficult  
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5.16 Suggestions of participating farmers other than procurement system 

We asked the participating farmers to give their suggestions on giving farmers support other 
than procurement programme. They mainly recommended for reducing input prices, 
especially the price of fertiliser, fuel, and seeds.  

Box 5.2: Suggestions of participating farmers other than procurement system 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

i. Reducing input price especially fertiliser, fuel and seeds 

ii. Distribution of fertiliser and irrigation water under safety net programmes 

iii. Direct cash incentives to the farmers 
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II. Findings of the Millers Survey 

Introduction 

Millers perform a distinctive function in the government rice procurement programme. The 
millers buy paddy from the farmers and/or traders, convert into rice in the rice mills and 
ultimately, sell approved amount of rice at the LSDs/CSDs under the government rice 
procurement programme. Therefore, the study also interviewed the millers along with the 
participant and non-participant farmers to evaluate the overall views of the millers on the 
effectiveness of government rice procurement programme. In total, 296 millers were 
interviewed. 

5.17 Basic information about the millers 

The distribution of millers by rice mill types and districts is presented in Table 5.46. Of the 
296 millers interviewed, the distribution of their mill type indicates that 42.2 per cent of 
them belonged to husking, 42.6 per cent to semi-automatic and 15.2 per cent to automatic 
rice mills. Out of 296 millers, 67, 87, 74 and 68 were, respectively selected from 
Mymensingh, Tangail, Dinajpur and Naogaon districts.  

Table 5.46: Sample millers by mill type and district 

District 
Number of millers by rice mill type 

Total 
Husking Semi-Automatic /Major Automatic 

Mymensingh 26 (8.8) 37 (12.5) 4 (1.4) 67 (22.6) 

Tangail 4 (1.4) 72 (24.3) 11 (3.7) 87 (29.4) 

Dinajpur 49 (16.6) 6 (2.0) 19 (6.4) 74 (25.0) 

Naogaon 46 (15.5) 11 (3.7) 11 (3.7) 68 (23.0) 

Total 125 (42.2) 126 (42.6) 45 (15.2) 296 (100.0) 
Note: Numbers in the parentheses indicate per cent of total 

Table 5.47 shows the distribution of millers by main occupation. It is evident from the table 
that 96.6 per cent of the millers’ main occupation was business because rice mill is solely 
treated as a business entity. Only 2.0 and 1.4 per cent were engaged in service and 
agriculture. 

Table 5.47: Distribution of millers by main occupation and mill type 

Occupation 
Mill type 

All mill 
Husking Semi-Automatic/Major Automatic 

Agriculture 3 (2.4) 1 (0.8) - 4 (1.4) 

Service 2 (1.6) 3 (2.4) 1 (2.2) 6 (2.0) 

Business 120 (96.0) 122 (96.8) 44 (97.8) 286 (96.6) 

Total 125 (100.0) 126 (100.0) 45 (100.0) 296 (100.0) 
Note: Numbers in the parentheses indicate per cent of total 

The average distance of the nearest procurement centre (LSD/CSD) and the nearest market 
from rice mill can be seen form Tables 5.48 and 5.49. The distance of the nearest LSD/CSD 
from rice mill has some effect on government procurement programme. The average 
distance of the nearest LSD/CSD and the nearest market were 5.76 and 3.12 kilometers 
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from rice mills. The selected rice mills of Mymensingh, Naogaon, Dinajpur and Tangail 
districts were on an average 10.57, 6.16, 4.39 and 2.91 kilometers far from LSD/CSD. On the 
other hand, the selected husking, semi-automatic and automatic rice mills were on an 
average 6.95, 5.06 and 4.41 kilometers far from procurement centre. Distance of the rice 
mills from LSD/CSD influences the transportation and loading/unloading cost of millers. 
Secondly, the distance of the nearest markets from the selected rice mills was less than 5 
kilometers in all the 4 selected districts. It indicates that the rice mills are established on the 
basis of access to markets and procurement centres. 

Table 5.48: Average distance of the nearest procurement centre (LSD/CSD) and nearest 
market from rice mill of millers by district 

District 
Distance from the nearest 
procurement centre (km) 

Distance from the nearest 
market (km) 

Mymensingh 10.57 3.72 

Tangail 2.91 4.57 

Dinajpur 4.39 1.42 

Naogaon 6.16 2.53 

All area 5.76 3.12 

Table 5.49: Average distance of the nearest procurement centre (LSD/CSD) and nearest 
market from rice mill of millers by mill type 

Mill type 
Distance from the nearest 
procurement centre (km) 

Distance from the nearest 
market (km) 

Husking 6.95 1.93 

Semi-Automatic/Major 5.06 4.82 

Automatic 4.41 1.66 

All mill 5.76 3.12 

The distribution of millers by distance from rice mill to the nearest LSD/CSD and the nearest 
market is shown in Tables 5.50 and 5.51. Most of the millers (62.8 per cent) reported that 
their mills are situated within 5 kilometers of the LSD/CSD. About 27.0 per cent of millers 
informed that their mills are positioned more than 5 to 10 kilometers while the mills located 
more than 10 to above 20 kilometers away were small (10.2 per cent). It indicates that the 
millers who live near the LSD/CSD could participate more in the government rice 
procurement programme. For easy access to market the millers tried to establish their mills 
close to the nearest market. It is evident from the Table 5.49 that majority of the millers 
(88.9 per cent) established their mills within 5 kilometers far from the nearest market. 

Table 5.50: Distribution of millers by distance of LSD/CSD from rice mill and district 

Distance of LSD/CSD 
from mill (km) 

District 
All area 

Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Up to 5 20 (29.9) 68 (78.2) 57 (77.0) 41 (60.3) 186 (62.8) 

5.1 - 10 33 (49.3) 19 (21.8) 11 (14.9) 17 (25.0) 80 (27.0) 

10.1 - 15 6 (9.0) - 4 (5.4) 6 (8.8) 16 (5.4) 

15.1 - 20 - - 2 (2.7) 3 (4.4) 5 (1.8) 

Above 20 8 (11.9) - - 1 (1.5) 9 (3.0) 

Total 67 (100.0) 87 (100.0) 74 (100.0) 68 (100.0) 296 (100.0) 
Note: Numbers in the parentheses indicate per cent of total. 
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Table 5.51: Distribution of millers by distance of the nearest market from rice mill and 
district 

Distance of the 
nearest market 
from mill (km) 

District 
All area 

Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Up to 5 59 (88.1) 72 (82.8) 73 (98.6) 59 (86.8) 263 (88.9) 

5.1 - 10 4 (6.0) - 1 (1.4) 7 (10.3) 12 (4.1) 

10.1 - 15 2 (3.0) 3 (3.4) - 1 (1.5) 6 (2.0) 

15.1 - 20 - 7 (8.0) - - 7 (2.4) 

Above 20 2 (3.0) 5 (5.7) - 1 (1.5) 8 (2.7) 

Total 67 (100.0) 87 (100.0) 74 (100.0) 68 (100.0) 296 (100.0) 
Note: Numbers in the parentheses indicate per cent of total. 

5.18 Socio-political engagement of the selected millers 

The millers were engaged as member and officer/representative in some organisation. In 
the case of membership of different organisation, a miller was engaged in more than one 
organisation. It can be seen from the Table 5.52 that they were engaged in professional 
association, mosque committee, cooperatives, political parties, union Parishad and school 
committee. The millers’ engagement in union Parishad and school committee was the 
lowest (2.7 per cent) while engagement in professional association was the highest (70.6 per 
cent) followed by mosque committee (30.7 per cent), cooperatives (13.5 per cent) and 
political parties (11.8 per cent). Secondly, only 17.6 per cent of millers were engaged as 
officer/representative of the aforesaid organisations (Table 5.52). 

Table 5.52: Social connection and/or engagement of millers 

Organisations Member* Officer/representative 

Mosque committee 91 (30.7) 25 (8.4) 

Union Parishad 8 (2.7) 3 (1.0) 

Cooperatives 40 (13.5) 4 (1.4) 

Professional association 209 (70.6) 12 (4.1) 

Political party 35 (11.8) 7 (2.4) 

School committee 8 (2.7) 1 (0.3) 

No engagement - 244 (82.4) 

Total - 296 (100.0) 
*A miller engaged as member in more than one organisation. 

As the millers formed their own business association and cooperatives so their involvement 
in these organisations is remarkable. By involving in different organisations in the society, a 
miller could achieve some influential power also. Due to engagement in political party and 
local government, some millers had influential power in government rice procurement 
programme which might favoured towards getting quota allocation.  

5.19 Information about rice mills 

Information about the milling capacity, operating capital, storage capacity, number of 
workers and years in operation of selected rice mills are presented in Tables 5.53 and 5.54. 
The average milling capacity of the selected rice mills was found to be about 17.0 tons per 
day, with a considerable variation among the 4 selected districts (Table 5.53). But the 



78 

capacity of the rice mills in Tangail district was very close to average. The highest (mean) 
capacity was observed in the rice mills of Dinajpur (21.7 tons), followed by Tangail (17.5 
tons), Naogaon (16.1 tons) and Mymensingh (12.2 tons). It implies that the rice mills of 
Dinajpur are bigger in terms of milling capacity than other selected districts. There was a 
large variation among the capacity of three types of mills. The average capacity of 
automatic, semi-automatic and husking mills was 51.0, 13.4 and 8.5 tons, respectively (Table 
5.54). It is obvious that the automatic rice mill has the highest milling capacity than semi-
automatic and husking mills. Such a large variation was also found in the case of average 
operating capital and storage capacity among the selected districts. The average operating 
capital and storage capacity was Tk 25,622,449 and 558.3 tons per mill, respectively. The 
rice mills of Naogaon district had the highest operating capital (Tk 40,445,515) followed by 
Dinajpur (Tk 28,669,595), Tangail (Tk 17,787,356) and Mymensingh (Tk 17,386,567). As the 
mills of Dinajpur district had higher milling capacity and were bigger in size they had also the 
highest storage capacity (1171.2 tons) followed by Mymensingh, Tangail and Naogaon 
(Tables 5.53 and 5.54).  

Table 5.53: Information about rice mill surveyed by district 

District 
Capacity 

(tons/day) 
Operating 
capital (Tk) 

Ave. storage 
capacity (tons) 

Number of 
workers 

Average years 
in operation 

Mymensingh 12.2 17,386,567 419.3 21 19.9 

Tangail 17.5 17,787,356 339.8 25 9.1 

Dinajpur 21.7 28,669,595 1171.2 23 14.2 

Naogaon 16.1 40,445,515 307.8 33 11.1 

Total 17.0 25,622,449 558.3 25 13.3 

The average workers per mill were 25 in the selected rice mills. In the case of mill type, 
automatic rice mills employed the highest number of workers (64 persons per mill) followed 
by semi-automatic (23 persons per mill) and husking mills (14 persons per mill).  

The average years of operation of the selected rice mills was observed to be 13.3 years. No 
large variation, however, was observed among the three types of mills surveyed (Table 
5.54). But considering the districts, the mills of Mymensingh district were older in terms of 
operation (19.9 years) than other selected districts. On the basis of the above mentioned 
characteristics, the selected rice mills are being contributed to rice procurement 
programme. 

Table 5.54: Information about rice mill surveyed by mill type (mean) 

Mill type 
Capacity 

(tons/day) 
Operating 
capital (Tk) 

Storage 
capacity (tons) 

Number of 
workers 

Years in 
operation 

Husking 8.5 11160400 269.0 14 15.2 

Semi-Automatic /Major 13.4 16914246 409.9 23 11.8 

Automatic 51.0 90177778 1777.6 64 11.9 

Total 17.0 25622449 558.3 25 13.3 

5.20 Millers participation in rice procurement programme 

The selected millers have been participated in the government rice procurement 
programme since 1973. The millers’ participation has increased slowly due to 
mismanagement, low incentive; rigid rules and regulation along with some administrative 
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problems related to procurement system. Information on participation of selected millers in 
procurement programme can be seen from Tables 5.55 and 5.56. From 1973 to 1990, only 
9.1 per cent of the selected millers participated in government rice procurement 
programme (Table 5.55). Over the time the participation in procurement programme has 
increased. In 1991-2000, the participation has increased to 29.4 per cent. The participation 
of selected millers has increased remarkably during 2001-2012 and it was 61.5 per cent. It 
may be noted that only in 2012 about 9.1 per cent of selected millers participated in 
government procurement programme. It indicates that the increasing trend of millers’ 
participation in the programme. The selected husking millers’ participation was more than 
that of semi-automatic and automatic millers during 1991-2000. Because at that time 
numbers of husking mills were more than that of semi-automatic and automatic mills. 
During last 12 years the numbers of semi-automatic and automatic mills increased 
substantially. Hence, they participatedmore in government rice procurement programme. 

Table 5.55: Millers participation in government procurement programme by mill type 
Year of 
participation 

Mill type 
All mill 

Husking Semi-Automatic/Major Automatic 

Till 1990 8 (6.4) 14 (11.1) 5 (11.1) 2 (9.1) 

1991 – 2000 53 (42.4) 24 (19.0) 10 (22.2) 87 (29.4) 

2001 – 2012 64 (51.2) 88 (69.8) 30 (66.7) 182 (61.5) 

Total 125 (100.0) 126 (100.0) 45 (100.0) 296 (100.0) 

It is evident from the Table 5.56 that the participation of selected millers of Tangail district 
has increased remarkably. In all selected districts, the participation of all selected millers in 
procurement programme increased day by day. Because to meet up the increasing demand 
of rice and to stabilise the rice market, government has increased the volume of 
procurement year by year. 

Table 5.56: Millers participation in procurement programme by mill type by district 
Year of 
participation 

District 
Total 

Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Till 1990 9 (13.4) 8 (9.2) 7 (9.5) 3 (4.4) 27 (9.1) 

1991 - 2000 21 (31.3) 11 (12.6) 31 (41.9) 24 (35.3) 87 (29.4) 

2001 – 2012 37 (55.3) 68 (78.2) 36 (48.6) 41 (60.3) 182 (61.5) 

Total 67 (100.0) 87 (100.0) 74 (100.0) 68 (100.0) 296 (100.0) 

5.21 Rice sold to procurement centre (LSD/CSD) 

The millers used to sell both Boro and Aman rice to the procurement centre. The average 
amount of Boro and Aman rice sold to LSD/CSD by the selected millers during last five years 
(2007-2008 to 2011-2012) are presented in Tables 5.57 and 5.58. During last five years 
(2007-2008 to 2011-2012), on an average millers sold 1302.3 quintal of rice to LSDs of which 
791 and 511.3 quintal were, respectively for Boro and Aman rice (Tables 5.57 and 5.58). The 
automatic millers sold rice to LSDs 3 times more than semi-automatic and 5 times more 
than husking millers. The automatic millers sold an average of 3671.6 quintal rice to the 
LSDs whereas semi-automatic and husking millers sold only 965 and 761.8 quintal, 
respectively (Table 5.57). Since the milling capacity of the selected automatic millers was 
high they sold higher amount of rice to LSD/CSD than semi-automatic and husking millers. 
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Table 5.57: Aman and Boro rice sold to LSD/CSD during last five years (2007-2008 to 2011-
2012) by mill type (quintal)  

Year 
Mill type 

All mill 
Husking Semi-Automatic/Major Automatic 

Aman 

2011-2012 336.9 345.7 2073.8 655.2 

2010-2011 255.5 320.3 1657.9 500.2 

2009-2010 248.8 316.0 1550.5 480.3 

2008-2009 283.0 318.3 1416.1 455.3 

2007-2008 294.0 287.5 1429.7 465.6 

Average 283.6 317.6 1625.6 511.3 

Boro 

2011-2012 580.8 710.0 2206.6 884.0 

2010-2011 455.0 652.1 2148.7 811.4 

2009-2010 443.2 663.4 1941.5 776.7 

2008-2009 449.3 626.2 1912.4 736.1 

2007-2008 462.8 585.5 2020.8 746.8 

Average 478.2 647.4 2046.0 791.0 

The average quantity of sales appears to be much higher in Dinajpur (1813.2 quintal) 
compared to what was observed in Mymensingh (1435.2 quintal), Naogaon (1010.4 quintal) 
and Tangail (847.7 quintal). since both the milling and storage capacities were higher for the 
rice mills of Dinajpur district than other 3 selected districts, they sold higher amount of rice 
to the procurement centres. In earlier section, we have seen that the participation in 
procurement programme was the highest for millers of Tangail district but their sales 
volume was the lowest (Table 5.58). The selected millers sold higher amount of Boro rice 
than Aman rice to the LSD/CSD because of the fact that the total production of Boro rice is 
much higher than that of Aman rice in Bangladesh. 

Table 5.58: Aman and Boro rice sold to LSD/CSD during last five years (2007-2008 to 2011-
2012) by district (quintal) 

 Year 
District 

All area 
Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Aman 

2011-2012 801.3 242.1 831.9 598.4 655.2 

2010-2011 616.6 244.1 757.5 327.1 500.2 

2009-2010 593.6 232.6 747.3 294.4 480.3 

2008-2009 555.8 294.2 666.8 262.5 455.3 

2007-2008 583.2 215.5 732.7 245.4 465.6 

Average 630.1 245.7 747.2 345.6 511.3 

Boro 

2011-2012 954.6 724.3 1174.4 706.8 884.0 

2010-2011 797.6 603.4 1125.0 664.0 811.4 

2009-2010 785.7 587.9 1032.0 690.8 776.7 

2008-2009 747.4 558.3 949.7 665.1 736.1 

2007-2008 740.2 536.0 1049.1 597.5 746.8 

Average 805.1 602.0 1066.0 664.8 791.0 
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5.22 Paddy bought and milled rice sold by the millers during Boro season 

The millers made rice from own produced paddy and paddy bought from farmers, traders 
and others. They sold milled rice to open market as well as procurement centre and others. 
Quantity of paddy bought and milled rice sold by the selected millers during Boro 
procurement season are shown in Tables 5.60 to 5.62. During last Boro season i.e., May-
October 2012, the selected millers bought on an average 25866.67 quintal paddy of which 
15637.60, 3114.07 and 7115.00 quintal were bought from traders, farmers and others, 
respectively. It indicates that the selected millers used in total 26095.45 quintal Boro paddy 
for milling during last Boro procurement season (Tables 5.59– 5.61). 

Table 5.59: Quantity bought and sold during Boro procurement season 

Month 

Own 

production 

(quintal) 

Paddy bought from (quintal) Milled rice sold to (quintal) 

Farmer Trader Other 
Open 

market 

Procurement 

centre 
Other* 

May 111.61 845.69 3494.24 1129.00 2038.35 594.81 275.00 

June 130.58 797.65 3221.90 1242.00 1872.60 395.61 278.46 

July 172.50 738.61 2923.07 1255.00 1725.96 349.15 284.62 

August 127.00 702.19 2638.55 1107.00 1696.35 346.93 260.36 

September 182.50 691.24 2397.43 1161.00 1561.43 229.13 256.07 

October 187.50 648.64 2052.83 1221.00 1524.05 243.89 219.00 

Total 228.78 3114.07 15637.60 7115.00 9753.08 865.01 1427.33 

*Millgate 

On the other hand, on an average the millers sold 12045.42 quintal of rice in three places 
such as open market (9753.08 quintal), procurement centre (865.01 quintal) and other 
(1427.33 quintal). There were significant variations in milled rice sold to procurement centre 
across both mill types as well as districts (Tables 5.60 and 5.61). The highest average sale 
was recorded in Dinajpur (1167.32 quintal), followed by Mymensingh (823.13 quintal), 
Naogaon (756.08 quintal) and Tangail (725.25 quintal) (Table 5.60). Rice sold to 
procurement centres by the automatic millers was much higher than that of semi-automatic 
and husking millers because the milling capacity of automatic millers was much higher than 
other two types of millers. On an average, the automatic millers sold 2286.64 quintal rice to 
LSD while it was 707.35 and 512.13 quintal for semi-automatic and husking millers, 
respectively (Table 5.60). 

Table 5.60: Quantity bought and sold during Boro procurement season by district 

Mill type 

Own 

production 

(quintal) 

Paddy bought from (quintal) Milled rice sold to (quintal) 

Farmer Trader Other 
Open 

market 

Procurement 

centre 
Other* 

Mymensingh 768.00 3765.84 3330.99 7893.75 3742.75 823.13 1525.71 

Tangail 136.64 546.01 13469.79 4000.00 7496.47 725.25 50.00 

Dinajpur 221.55 3989.24 25537.58 - 15586.81 1167.32 - 

Naogaon 81.08 2861.85 21392.68 - 13066.39 756.08 - 

Total 228.78 3114.07 15637.60 7115.00 9753.08 865.01 1427.33 

*Millgate 
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Table 5.61: Quantity bought and sold during Boro procurement season by mill type 

Mill type 
Own 

production 
(quintal) 

Paddy bought from (quintal) Milled rice sold to (quintal) 

Farmer Trader Other 
Open 

market 
Procurement 

centre 
Other* 

Husking 134.27 2316.65 4825.22 - 3503.82 512.13 1640.00 

Semi-husking 331.51 1793.78 10946.16 4543.75 6434.63 707.35 1374.17 

Automatic 287.88 11791.76 54990.00 17400.00 35296.33 2286.64 - 

Total 228.78 3114.07 15637.60 7115.00 9753.08 865.01 1427.33 
*Millgate 

5.23 Millers’ buying and selling price of Boro paddy and rice during procurement season 

The average buying and selling price of paddy and milled rice as reported by millers is 
presented in Tables 5.62–5.63. The millers bought paddy from traders, farmers and other at, 
on an average, Tk 1075, Tk 1394 and Tk 1342, respectively. It indicates that the millers paid 
more to traders than farmers because millers got paddy from traders in better condition 
than the farmers. In the case of millers, Boro rice procurement was feasible in the months of 
May to October 2012 when the market prices per quintal were lower than the procurement 
price. In the months of May to September, procurement price was higher by Tk 201 to Tk 
438 per quintal than open market price. The minimum gap between procurement price and 
open market price was Tk 33 per quintal in October (Table 5.62). 

Table 5.62: Buying and selling price of Boro paddy and rice during procurement season 

Month 
Paddy buying price (Tk/quintal) Rice selling price (Tk/quintal) 

Farmer Trader Other 
Open 

market 
Procurement 

centre 
Other

* 

May 1366 1370 1300 2362 2800 2433 

June 1400 1402 1300 2397 2800 2422 

July 1467 1461 1300 2462 2800 2440 

August 1539 1502 1350 2542 2800 2477 

September 1551 1570 1400 2599 2800 2509 

October 1618 1635 1400 2767 2800 2566 

Total 1075 1394 1342 2379 2800 2257 
*Millgate 

Irrespective of districts and mill types, the average open market price of Boro rice was Tk 
2379/ quintal during procurement season (May to October 2012) which was lower than the 
procurement price (Tables 5.63 and 5.64). At that time the open market price of Boro rice 
was almost same in Mymensingh (Tk 2466/quintal) and Tangail (Tk 2463/quintal). It was Tk 
2366 in Naogaon and the lowest in Dinajpur (Tk 2187/quintal). 

Table 5.63: Buying and selling price of Boro paddy & rice in procurement season by district 

District 
Paddy buying price (Tk/quintal) Rice selling price (Tk/quintal) 

Farmer Trader Other 
Open 

market 
Procurement 

centre 
Other* 

Mymensingh 1456 1470 - 2466 2800 2231 

Tangail 746 1455 1342 2463 2800 2623 

Dinajpur 708 1205 - 2187 2800 - 

Naogaon 1156 1414 - 2366 2800 - 

Total 1075 1394 1342 2379 2800 2257 
*Millgate 
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In the case of type of mills, the average open market price of Boro rice was nearly same for 
automatic (Tk 2490) and semi-automatic (Tk 2453) mills. It may be concluded that Boro rice 
procurement was viable for all selected districts and for all types of millers. 

Table 5.64: Buying and selling price of Boro paddyand rice during procurement season by 
mill type 

Mill type 
Paddy buying price (Tk/quintal) Rice selling price (Tk/quintal) 

Farmer Trader Other 
Open 

market 
Procurement 

centre 
Other* 

Husking 1026 1327 - 2258 2800 2345 

Semi-
automatic 

1110 1428 1342 2453 2800 2235 

Automatic 1191 1457 - 2490 2800 - 

Total 1075 1394 1342 2379 2800 2257 
*Millgate 

5.24 Cost of paddy buying and milling 

Cost of paddy buying and milling includesloading/unloading, transportation, bags, milling 
and others costs. The average per quintal cost of paddy buying and milling for the millers 
was Tk 213.11. Among the cost items, the millling cost (Tk 119.13 per quintal) was the 
highest (Table 5.65). Similar result was found when we have analysed by farm type as well 
(Table 5.66). It can be seen from the Table 5.65 that paddy buying and milling cost was the 
highest (301.36) in Tangail district followed by Naogaon (Tk 187.52 per quintal), Dinajpur (Tk 
180.91 per quintal) and Mymensingh (Tk 160.06 per quintal) districts. 

In the case of mill types, the milling cost was the highest (Tk 144.64 per quintal) for semi-
automatic mills followed by automatic (Tk 134.24 per quintal) and husking (Tk 87.97 per 
quintal) mills. Though the milling cost is lower, the profit per ton of rice milling is so far 
lower. That is why husking mills can not compete with the automatic aswell as semi-
automatic mills. It is evident from the Table 5.66 that paddy buying and milling cost was the 
highest for automatic mills (Tk 239.35 per quintal) it was Tk 235.83 and Tk 180.76 for semi-
automatic and husking mills respectively. 

Table 5.65: Cost of paddy buying and milling by district (Tk/quintal) 

Cost item 
District 

Total 
Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Loading/unloading 11.75 4.14 7.40 5.95 7.11 

Transportation 30.48 55.66 20.59 28.75 34.45 

Bags 45.65 56.73 60.74 63.75 56.83 

Milling 67.93 200.48 96.99 89.58 119.13 

Others* 26.881 - 15.667 26.357 25.327 

Total cost 160.06 301.36 180.91 187.52 213.11 

*Market toll, koyeli rent, night guard, parts, machinery, contingency cost, drying, weighing, commission, 
labour cost. 
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Table 5.66: Cost of paddy buying and milling by mill type (Tk/quintal) 

Cost item 
Mill type 

Total 
Husking Semi-Automatic/Major Automatic 

Loading/unloading 7.76 6.61 6.79 7.11 

Transportation 25.69 43.48 34.52 34.45 

Bags 60.07 50.16 64.55 56.83 

Milling 87.97 144.64 134.24 119.13 

Others* 34.542 20.709 6.918 25.327 

Total cost 180.76 235.83 239.35 213.11 
*Market toll, koyeli rent, night guard, parts, machinery, contingency cost, drying, weighing, commission, 
labour cost. 

5.25 Cost of selling of milled rice 

Cost of selling of milled rice consisted of transportation, bags, loading/unloading, payment 
to officials/labourers and others. Cost of selling of milled rice to open market and 
procurement centre by district and mill type are shown in Tables 5.67 and 5.68.  

Table 5.67: Cost of selling of milled rice to open market and procurement centre by district 
(Tk/quintal) 

Cost item 
District 

Total 
Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Open market 

Transportation 27.15 45.45 50.87 51.31 41.34 

Bags 29.58 22.82 42.41 28.45 30.01 

Loading/unloading 11.23 4.11 7.00 5.55 6.78 

Payments to 

officials/labourers 
43.33 - 10.00 - 35.00 

Others 20.00 - 20.00 4.75 9.83 

Total cost 65.55 56.80 79.46 40.57 59.51 

Procurement centre 

Transportation 25.42 17.84 21.71 21.75 21.42 

Bags 32.25 - -  32.25 

Loading/unloading 9.97 9.13 11.12 10.94 10.21 

Payments to 

officials/labourers 
107.21 150.36 57.76 54.39 103.58 

Others* 500.00 200.00 500.00 9.50 176.86 

Total cost 114.60 168.94 73.84 62.68 108.46 

*Excess payment to officials/labourers, deception in weight and miscellaneous cost. 

The average cost of selling of milled rice to procurement centre (Tk 108.46 per quintal) was 
higher than that of open market (Tk 59.51 per quintal) because the miller paid excess along 
with real amount to officials/labourers, deception in weight and miscellaneous cost. Cost of 
selling of milled rice to open market was the highest in Dinajpur district and to the 
procurement centre it was the highest in Tangail district (Tk 168.94 per quintal). 
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Table 5.68: Cost of selling of milled rice to open market and procurement centre by mill 
type (Tk/quintal) 

Cost item 
Mill type 

Total 
Husking Semi-Automatic/Major Automatic 

Open market 

Transportation 37.56 39.31 56.89 41.34 

Bags 35.89 23.31 37.55 30.01 

Loading/unloading 6.97 6.37 7.61 6.78 

Payments to 
officials/labourers 

- 40.00 30.00 35.00 

Others 10.00 - 9.67 9.83 

Total cost 54.07 57.90 78.84 59.51 

Procurement centre 

Transportation 22.77 20.21 21.07 21.42 

Bags 47.20 17.91 14.00 32.25 

Loading/unloading 10.97 9.01 11.45 10.21 

Payments to 
officials/labourers 

66.18 137.34 86.52 103.58 

Others* 336.00 102.50 12.50 176.86 

Total cost 87.13 139.51 80.75 108.46 
*Excess payment to officials/labourers, deception in weight and miscellaneous cost. 

The average cost of selling of milled rice to open market was the highest for automatic mills 
(Tk 78.84 per quintal) and to procurement centre it was the highest for semi-automatic mills 
(Tk 139.51 per quintal). 

5.26 Availability of information for the millers 

Almost all of the millers of the study areas knew about the procurement programme, 
location of procurement centre, timing of procurement, procurement price, and rules and 
regulations of government rice procurement. Though some of the millers reported that they 
did not know about the timing of procurement, procurement price, and rules and 
regulations, all of them know about the procurement programme and location of 
procurement centre. Their main sources of information regarding procurement programme 
are government officials, followed by own source.  

Table 5.69: Information on procurement 
 
 
Districts 

Have you 
heard about 

the 
government 
procurement 

system 

Do you know 
where the 

procurement 
centres are 

located 

Do you know 
when 

procurement 
has started 
and when it 

will end 

Do you know 
what the 

procurement 
price is this 

season 

Do you know 
about the rules 
and regulations 
of government 

rice 
procurement 

Mymensingh      

Yes 100.00 100.00 94.20 95.65 85.51 

Partially 0.00 0.00 4.35 4.35 14.49 

No 0.00 0.00 1.45 0.00 0.00 

Tangail      

Yes 100.00 100.00 98.89 98.89 98.89 
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Partially 0.00 0.00 1.11 0.00 1.11 

No 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.11 0.00 

Naogaon      

Yes 100.00 100.00 88.41 100.00 100.00 

Partially 0.00 0.00 10.14 0.00 0.00 

No 0.00 0.00 1.45 0.00 0.00 

Dinajpur      

Yes 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 

Partially 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

No 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Total      

Yes 100 100 96.28 98.98 96.62 

Partially 0 0 3.37 1.01 3.38 

No 0 0 0.33 0 0 

Table 5.70: Sources of information 

 
 
Districts 

Have you 
heard about 

the 
procurement 

system 

Do you know 
where the 

procurement 
centres are 

located 

Do you know 
when 

procurement 
started and 

when it ended 

Do you know 
what the 

procurement 
price is this 

season 

Do you know 
about rules 

and 
regulations 

of rice 
procurement 

Mymensingh      

Own experience 17.39 23.19 13.04 14.49 15.94 

Friends/relative/ 
neighbours  14.49 15.94 10.14 13.04 7.25 

Government 
officials 63.77 59.42 75.36 72.46 76.81 

Media  4.35 0.00 1.45 0.00 0.00 

Other sources 0.00 1.45 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Tangail      

Own experience 20.00 16.67 5.56 6.67 6.67 

Friends/relative/ 
neighbours  1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 2.22 

Government 
officials 76.67 81.11 92.22 90.00 90.00 

Media  2.22 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 

Other sources 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Naogaon      

Own experience 66.67 63.77 16.18 13.04 17.39 

Friends/relative/ 
neighbours  1.45 0.00 22.06 18.84 17.39 

Government 
officials 31.88 36.23 60.29 68.12 65.22 

Media  0.00 0.00 1.47 0.00 0.00 

Other sources 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Dinajpur      

Own experience 17.33 25.33 2.67 0.00 0.00 

Friends/relative/ 
neighbours  12.00 10.67 16.00 13.33 10.67 
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Government 
officials 49.33 57.33 72.00 72.00 81.33 

Media  21.33 6.67 9.33 14.67 8.00 

Other sources 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Total      

Own experience 29.72973 31.41892 9.152542 8.445946 9.797297 

Friends/relative/ 
neighbours  7.094595 6.756757 11.52542 10.81081 8.445946 

Government 
officials 56.08108 59.45946 75.9322 76.68919 79.39189 

Media  7.094595 2.027027 3.389831 4.054054 2.364865 

Other sources 0 0.337838 0 0 0 

5.27 Perception of millers about the procurement system 

Perception of the millers was measured on the basis of 10 statement related to 
procurement system. Each of the 10 statement was scored as strongly agree (SA) = 6, agree 
(A) =5, indifferent (I) = 4, disagree (DA) = 3, strongly disagree (SDA) = 2, no response (NR) = 
1. For the explanation, assigned rank 1 for the highest value of average score (Table 5.37). 
Perception of millers about various aspects of procurement programme was assessed in this 
study. It was found that millers of all four districts strongly disagreed with the statement 
that there is ‘no mismanagement in dealing at PC’. So ‘no mismanagement in dealing at PC’ 
ranked last (10th) by the millers of the study areas. They do not believe that ‘procurement 
system offers price support to the farmers’. They think that quota allotment procedure is 
not that much fair and allotted quota for rice is not reasonable to a certain degree. They 
agreed that procurement price is justified, procurement centres are located at suitable 
place, procedure of selling at PC is reasonable, transportation to PC is easy, and method of 
payment is appropriate.  

Table 5.71: Perception of millers about the procurement system 

Factor 
Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon All 

Avg. 
score 

Rank 
Avg. 
score 

Rank 
Avg. 

score 
Rank 

Avg. 
score 

Rank 
Avg. 

score 
Rank 

Procurement price is 
justified 

5.00 2 4.93 4 4.86 5 4.69 6 4.88 4 

Procurement centres 
are at suitable 
locations 

4.96 3 5.44 2 5.11 1 5.04 3 5.16 2 

Procedure of selling at 
procurement centre is 
reasonable  

4.76 4 4.45 6 4.93 4 5.00 4 4.77 5 

Quota allotment 
procedure is fair 

3.63 8 3.86 8 3.92 7 4.56 7 3.98 7 

Allotted quota for rice 
is reasonable 

3.67 7 4.06 7 3.72 8 4.34 8 3.95 8 

Timing of quota 
allotment is 
appropriate 

4.37 6 4.53 5 4.72 6 4.81 5 4.60 6 

Transportation to 
procurement centre is 
easy 

4.40 5 5.45 1 5.01 3 5.24 2 5.05 3 
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Method of payment is 
appropriate 

5.10 1 5.32 3 5.07 2 5.31 1 5.21 1 

No mismanagement 
in dealings at the 
procurement centres 

2.85 10 2.68 10 3.14 10 3.09 10 2.93 10 

Procurement system 
offers price support to 
farmers 

3.31 9 3.24 9 3.65 9 3.10 9 3.33 9 

About 83 per cent of the millers are happy with the procurement price, about 94 per cent 
with location of PC, 78 per cent with the procedure of selling at PC, about 75 per cent with 
the timing of quota allotment, and about 90 per cent with method of payment. However, 
more than 50 per cent of the millers think that quota allotment procedure is not that much 
fair and allotted quota is not sufficient for them. However, all of these were the farmers` 
views and validating the views was beyond the scope of the study.  

Table 5.72: Procurement price this season is justified 

 Mymensingh Tangail Naogaon Dinajpur All 

Strongly agree  35.29 20.22 8.70 20.00 20.60 

Agree 50.00 65.17 71.01 61.33 62.5 

Indifferent 0.00 4.49 1.45 4.00 2.36 

Disagree  10.29 8.99 18.84 13.33 12.83 

Strongly disagree 4.41 1.12 0.00 1.33 1.68 
 

Table 5.73: Procurement centres are at suitable location 

 Mymensingh Tangail Naogaon Dinajpur All 

Strongly agree  25.00 43.82 13.04 16.00 25.34 

Agree 58.82 55.06 82.61 78.67 68.58 

Indifferent 4.41 1.12 0.00 5.33 2.36 

Disagree  11.76 0.00 4.35 0.00 3.72 

Strongly disagree 0.00 0.00 0.00 16.00 0 
 

Table 5.74: Procedure of selling at PC is reasonable 

 Mymensingh Tangail Naogaon Dinajpur All 

Strongly agree  27.94 8.99 7.25 6.67 12.16 

Agree 42.65 49.44 86.96 84.00 65.54 

Indifferent 8.82 17.98 4.35 5.33 9.12 

Disagree  20.59 23.60 1.45 4.00 13.18 

Strongly disagree 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
 

Table 5.75: Quota allotment procedure is fair 

 Mymensingh Tangail Naogaon Dinajpur All 

Strongly agree  10.29 5.62 2.90 1.33 5.07 

Agree 22.06 25.84 71.01 40.00 38.85 

Indifferent 7.35 19.10 10.14 16.00 13.18 

Disagree  38.24 48.31 11.59 36.00 35.13 

Strongly disagree 22.06 1.12 4.35 6.67 7.77 
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Table 5.76: Allotted quota for rice is reasonable 

 Mymensingh Tangail Naogaon Dinajpur All 

Strongly agree 7.35 4.49 4.35 0.00 4.05 

Agree 25.00 35.96 53.62 33.33 37.16 

Indifferent 10.29 20.22 17.39 12.00 14.53 

Disagree  39.71 39.33 21.74 48.00 38.18 

Strongly disagree 17.65 0.00 2.90 6.67 6.08 
 

Table 5.77: Timing of quota allotment is appropriate 

 Mymensingh Tangail Naogaon Dinajpur All 

Strongly agree 11.76 6.74 2.90 0.00 5.40 

Agree 50.00 60.67 84.06 84.00 69.59 

Indifferent 5.88 11.24 5.80 5.33 7.09 

Disagree  25.00 21.35 5.80 9.33 15.8 

Strongly disagree 7.35 0.00 1.45 1.33 2.03 
 

Table 5.78: Transportation to PC is easy 

 Mymensingh Tangail Naogaon Dinajpur All 

Strongly agree  10.29 43.82 31.88 16.00 27.03 

Agree 52.94 53.93 63.77 76.00 61.49 

Indifferent 11.76 2.25 0.00 1.33 3.04 

Disagree  17.65 0.00 4.35 6.67 6.75 

Strongly disagree 7.35 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.69 

Table 5.79: Method of payment is appropriate 

 Mymensingh Tangail Naogaon Dinajpur All 

Strongly agree  33.82 42.70 33.33 25.33 33.78 

Agree 50.00 52.81 65.22 65.33 58.78 

Indifferent 8.82 0.00 0.00 1.33 2.027 

Disagree  5.88 4.49 1.45 8.00 5.07 

Strongly disagree 1.47 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.34 

Table 5.80: Absense of mismanagement in dealings at PC 

 Mymensingh Tangail Naogaon Dinajpur All 

Strongly agree  2.94 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.67 

Agree 10.29 2.25 7.25 6.67 6.41 

Indifferent 11.76 15.73 26.09 20.00 17.22 

Disagree  22.06 32.58 36.23 52.00 36.49 

Strongly disagree 52.94 49.44 30.43 21.33 39.19 

Table 5.81: Procurement system offers price support to the farmers 

 Mymensingh Tangail Naogaon Dinajpur All 

Strongly agree  1.47 0.00 0.00 5.33 1.69 

Agree 23.53 22.47 14.49 36.00 24.66 

Indifferent 14.71 17.98 11.59 9.33 12.84 

Disagree  26.47 22.47 43.48 14.67 26.35 

Strongly disagree 33.82 37.08 30.43 34.67 34.46 
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5.28 Millers’ satisfaction and the experience of selling to the procurement centres 

More than 50 per cent of the millers in Tangail, Naogaon and Dinajpur districts and about 44 
per cent of the millers in Mymensingh district were partially satisfied with the experience of 
selling to the procurement centres. More than 60 per cent of the millers in Mymensingh and 
Tangail districts and more than 50 per cent in Naogaon and Dinajpur districts have reported 
to have made unofficial payments ‘frequently’ for participating in the procurement system. 
More than 50 per cent of the millers in Mymensingh, Tangail and Naogaon districts faced 
harassment while supplying rice to the LSD. Although some millers from Dinajpur also faced 
such situation, the proportion of farmers not facing any such harassment was the highest 
percentage in that district. Large number of millers in all the districts also reported 
sometimes having problems in adjusting moisture content or other quality requirements. 
However, most of the millers have reported not having any problem in weighing at the 
procurement centres. 

Table 5.82: Millers’ satisfaction with the experience of selling to the procurement centre(%) 

 Mymensingh Tangail Naogaon Dinajpur All 

Yes 40.30 10.11 30.43 42.67 30.88 

Partially 44.78 59.55 65.22 52.00 57.54 

No 14.93 17.98 4.35 5.33 11.58 

Table 5.83: Frequency of Problems Faced by Participating Millers 

Question 1: Did you make any unofficial payment(% of total respondents) 

Frequency Mymensingh Tangail Naogaon Dinajpur All 

Frequently 64.18 71.91 53.62 58.67 62.71 

Not frequently 19.40 21.35 20.29 26.67 21.69 

No 10.45 6.74 15.94 10.67 10.85 

Not reported 5.97 0.00 10.14 4.00 4.75 

Question 2: Did you pay extra rice while selling to LSDs(% of total respondents) 

Frequency Mymensingh Tangail Naogaon Dinajpur All 

Frequently 29.85 30.34 60.87 20.00 34.80 

Not frequently 23.88 20.22 11.59 24.00 20.27 

No 41.79 49.44 27.54 54.67 43.58 

Not reported 4.48 0.00 0.00 1.33 1.35 

Question 3: Did you encounter any sort of harassment at LSDs (% of total respondents) 

Frequency Mymensingh Tangail Naogaon Dinajpur All 

Frequently 26.87 10.11 11.59 6.67 13.51 

Not frequently 35.82 41.57 49.28 38.67 41.22 

No 35.82 48.31 37.68 49.33 43.24 

Not reported 1.49 0.00 1.45 5.33 2.03 

Question 4: Did you encounter any other problem (% of total respondents) 

Frequency Mymensingh Tangail Naogaon Dinajpur All 

Frequently 4.48 2.25 0.00 0.00 2.04 

Not frequently 5.97 5.62 2.90 5.33 6.12 

No 43.28 66.29 49.28 70.67 70.20 

Not reported 46.27 13.48 17.39 24.00 21.63 
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Question 5: Problem in LSDs regarding moisture (as a percentage of total respondents) 

Frequency Mymensingh Tangail Naogaon Dinajpur All 

Frequently 41.79 25.84 2.90 8.00 19.93 

Not frequently 38.81 32.58 44.93 37.33 38.18 

No 19.40 39.33 52.17 54.67 41.55 

Not reported 0.00 2.25 0.00 0.00 0.34 

Question 6: Problem in LSDs regarding weighing (as a percentage of total respondents) 

Frequency Mymensingh Tangail Naogaon Dinajpur All 

Frequently 19.40 12.36 1.45 8.00 10.47 

Not frequently 25.37 11.24 27.54 29.33 22.97 

No 52.24 74.16 71.01 62.67 65.54 

Not reported 2.99 2.25 0.00 0.00 1.01 

Question 7: Problem in LSDs regarding quality (as a percentage of total respondents) 

Frequency Mymensingh Tangail Naogaon Dinajpur All 

Frequently 26.87 30.34 1.45 6.67 17.23 

Not frequently 44.78 35.96 53.62 48.00 44.93 

No 25.37 31.46 44.93 45.33 36.82 

Not reported 2.99 2.25 0.00 0.00 1.01 

5.29 Suggestions of millers to improve government procurement programme 

The suggestions of millers regarding the improvement of government procurement are 
presented in Box 5.3. Similar to the participant farmers, these are the farmers` suggestions 
and to validate and testify the suggestions were beyond the scope of the study.  

Box 5.3: Suggestions of millers to improve government procurement programme 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

5.30 Suggestions of millers for other than procurement system 

We asked the millers to give their suggestions on giving farmers' support other than 
procurement programme. They mainly recommended for reducing input prices, direct 
purchase of paddy from the farmers.  

Box 5.4: Suggestions of millers for means of farm support other than procurement system 
 

 

 

i. Allotted quota should be increased 

ii. Price should be increased 

iii. Quota allotment should be fair 

iv. Criteria should be flexible 

v. More LSD should be established 

vi. Political dominance should be reduced in PC 

 

i. Direct purchase of paddy from farmers 

ii. Government should give subsidy to the farmers in inputs 

iii. Reducing inputs price 
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III. Findings of non-participant farmers survey 

Introduction 

Non-participant farmers are the farmers who didnot sell paddy to procurement centres 
under government rice procurement programme. The study was selected them for getting 
their views on the government procurement system, willingness to sell paddy to LSD, 
benefits from the programme and as a whole effectiveness of the programme. 

The present section provides salient features including occupation, age, educational status, 
tenurial status, distance from nearest LSD/CSD, nearest market and nearest mill, social 
connection, cost of production, output and disposal pattern, place of selling, cost of selling 
to nearest market, cost of selling paddy to nearest mill etc. of non-participant farmers which 
influence their participation in government procurement in Bangladesh. 

5.31 Basic information about the non-participant farmers 

The non-participant farmers' survey was carried out in 132 villages under 16 LSDs of four 
selected districts namely Mymensingh, Tangail, Dinajpur and Naogaon. The distribution of 
sample non-participant farmers by category and district in terms of operated land in four 
districts is presented in Table 5.84. In total, 305 non-participant farmers were selected. 

Table 5.84: Non-participant sample farmers by category and district 

District 

 

No of LSD in 

each district 

 

No of villages 

surveyed 

Number of farmers (in terms of total land) in 

categories 

Marginal Small Medium/Large Total 

Mymensingh 5 23 13 40 21 74 

Tangail 4 31 9 61 21 91 

Dinajpur 4 47 7 45 23 75 

Naogaon 3 31 8 39 18 65 

Total 16 132 37 185 83 305 

Among the sampled non-participant farmers 74 were from Mymensingh, 91 from Tangail, 
75 from Dinajpur and 65 farmers from Naogaon district based on procurement target and 
availability. In terms of farm category there were 37 of marginal (0.0 to 0.49 acres), 185 of 
small (0.50 to 2.49 acres) and 83 of medium or large (2.50 acre to above) farmers. Among 37 
marginal farmers 13 from Mymensingh, 9 from Tangail, 7 from Dinajpur and 3 from 
Naogaon district. Similarly for small farmers 40, 61, 45 and 39 farmers from, Mymensingh, 
Tangail, Dinajpur and Naogaon district, respectively. And in the case of medium or large 
farmers 21, 21, 23 and 18 from Mymensingh, Tangail, Dinajpur and Naogaon district, 
respectively (Table 5.84).  

Tables 5.85 and 5.86 represent the occupational (primary and secondary) status of non-
participant farmers by district. In the surveyed 4 districts, 87.5 per cent farmers were 
engaged in agriculture as primary occupation. Only 7.2 per cent farmers had business as 
primary occupation. Other primary occupations in the study area were service (2.6 per 
cent), agricultural labourer (0.7 per cent), non-agricultural labourer (0.7 per cent) and rural 
transportation (1.3 per cent). By district, the percentage of farmers with agriculture as 
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primary occupation were 87.8 per cent, 89.0 per cent, 84.0 per cent and 89.2 per cent for 
Mymensingh, Tangail, Dinajpur and Naogaon districts, respectively (Table 5.85).  

Table 5.85: Distribution of non-participant farmers by primary occupation and district 

Occupation 
District 

All area 
Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Agriculture 65 (87.8) 81 (89.0) 63 (84.0) 58 (89.2) 267 (87.5) 

Service 4 (5.4) 3 (3.3) 1 (1.3) - 8 (2.6) 

Business 1 (1.4) 6 (6.6) 8 (10.7) 7 (10.8) 22 (7.2) 

Day labourer (agriculture) 2 (2.7) - - - 2 (0.7) 

Day labourer (non-

agriculture) 
- - 2 (2.7) - 2 (0.7) 

Rural transportation 2 (2.7) 1 (1.1) 1 (1.3) - 4 (1.3) 

Total 74 (100.0) 91 (100.0) 75 (100.0) 65 (100.0) 305 (100.0) 

In the case of secondary occupation, business (43.5 per cent) was the most occupied 
occupation for non-participant farmers in study areas. In Tangail district, more farmers (46 
per cent) are engaged with this occupation among districts. There were 22.4 per cent 
farmers whose secondary occupation was agriculture in 4 districts. In this case, more 
farmers (27.7 per cent) were found in Naogaon district among surveyed districts. 
Agricultural labourer (17.6 per cent) was also ranked occupation in the study areas (Table 
5.86). Other dominant secondary occupations found in the study areas were service, non-
agricultural labourer and rural transportation.  

Table 5.86: Distribution of non-participant farmers by secondary occupation and district 

Occupation 
District 

All area 
Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Agriculture 8 (18.6) 10 (20.0) 13 (27.7) 7 (23.3) 38 (22.4) 

Service 4 (9.3) 6 (12.0) 3 (6.4) 1 (3.3) 14 (8.2) 

Business 19 (44.2) 23 (46.0) 19 (40.4) 13 (43.3) 74 (43.5) 

Day labourer 

(agriculture) 
7 (16.3) 8 (16.0) 8 (17.0) 7 (23.3) 30 (17.6) 

Day labourer (non-

agriculture) 
2 (4.7) 1 (2.0) 2 (4.3) - 5 (2.9) 

Rural transportation 2 (4.7) 2 (4.0) 2 (4.3) 2 (6.7) 8 (4.7) 

Student 1 (2.3) - - - 1 (0.6) 

Total 43 (100.0) 50 (100.0) 47 (100.0) 30 (100.0) 170 (100.0) 

The study analysed the occupational status of non-participant farmers according to their 
farm category. In the case of marginal farmers, 86.5 per cent farmers had agriculture as 
primary occupation while it was 5.4 per cent and 2.7 per cent for business and service, 
agricultural labourer, rural transportation, respectively (Table 5.87). Same trend was found 
in the case of small and medium or large farmers. Small farmers were not engaged with 
non-agricultural labourer as primary occupation in the study areas. Medium or large farmers 
did not have agricultural labourer, non-agricultural labourer and rural transportation as 
primary occupation. 
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Table 5.87: Distribution of non-participant farmers by primary occupation and farm 
category 

Occupation 
Farm category 

All farm 
Marginal Small Medium/ Large 

Agriculture 32 (86.5) 164 (88.6) 71 (85.5) 267 (87.5) 

Service 1 (2.7) 4 (2.2) 3 (3.6) 8 (2.6) 

Business 2 (5.4) 11 (5.9) 9 (10.8) 22 (7.2) 

Day labourer (agriculture) 1 (2.7) 1 (0.5) - 2 (0.7) 

Day labourer (non-agriculture) - 2 (1.1) - 2 (0.7) 

Rural transportation 1 (2.7) 3 (1.6) - 4 (1.3) 

Total 37 (100.0) 185 (100.0) 83 (100.0) 305 (100.0) 

In choosing secondary occupation of marginal farmers, the sequence was agricultural 
labourer (50 per cent), business (21.4 per cent), agriculture (17.9 per cent), rural 
transportation (7.1 per cent) and non-agricultural labourer (3.6 per cent) (Table 5.88). But 
for small and medium or large farmers business was ranked first as secondary occupation. 
There are 20.4 per cent of small farmers and 29.5 per cent of medium or large farmers who 
had agriculture as secondary occupation and it was ranked second for both. Small farmers 
chosen agricultural, non-agricultural labourer and rural transportation as their secondary 
occupation in the study areas but medium or large farmers did not. 

Table 5.88: Distribution of non-participant farmers by secondary occupation and farm 
category 

Occupation 
Farm category 

All farm 
Marginal Small Medium/ Large 

Agriculture 5 (17.9) 20 (20.4) 13 (29.5) 38 (22.4) 

Service - 7 (7.1) 7 (15.9) 14 (8.2) 

Business 6 (21.4) 44 (44.9) 24 (54.5) 74 (43.5) 

Day labourer (agriculture) 14 (50.0) 16 (16.3) - 30 (17.6) 

Day labourer (non-

agriculture) 
1 (3.6) 4 (4.1) - 5 (2.9) 

Rural transportation 2 (7.1) 6 (6.1) - 8 (4.7) 

Student - 1 (1.0) - 1 (0.6) 

Total 28 (100.0) 98 (100.0) 44 (100.0) 170 (100.0) 

Table 5.89: Average distance of LSD/CSD, nearest market and nearest mill from home of 
non-participant farmers by farm category 

Farm category 
Distance from the nearest 

procurement centre (km) 

Distance from the 

nearest market (km) 

Distance from the 

nearest mill (km) 

Marginal 7.42 1.73 2.38 

Small 5.10 1.61 1.20 

Medium/large 6.70 1.67 1.60 

All farm 5.82 1.64 1.45 
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Table 5.89 represents distance of procurement centres, nearest markets and nearest mills 
from non-participant farmers’ home in the studied areas which influence their participation 
in rice procurement programme by farm category. Marginal farmers were 7.42 km distant 
from procurement centres where the distances of nearest market and nearest mill were 
1.73 km and 2.38 km, respectively. For that long distance they had to incur higher 
transportation cost for selling to procurement centres. Again, the quota allotted for them 
was very low. It did not provide enough return to them by bearing high transportation cost 
and tolerating harassments. On the other hand the distance of markets and mills were low 
and transportation costs were low. The miller bought paddy from farmers’ home by bearing 
transportation cost. In the case of mill selling no harassment was involved reported by the 
farmers. Farmers were not interested to cope with unwanted harassments and pressure to 
sell in procurement centres at high price rather to sell in nearest market or rice mill at 
comparatively low price. Similar case was observed in the case of small and medium or large 
farmers. It was reported by the farmers that they did not get proper information about 
procurement programme due to that long distance. The farmers of near distance were 
always encouraged to participate but not for distant farmers.  

Table 5.90: Average distance (km) of LSD/CSDby district and farm category 

District 
Farm category 

Marginal Small Medium/ Large 

Mymensingh 8.6 5.0 4.9 

Tangail 4.8 3.7 3.8 

Dinajpur 7.6 7.2 11.7 

Naogaon 8.3 4.9 5.7 

Table 5.90 shows average distance of procurement centres (LSD/CSD) from home of non-
participant farmers by district and by farm category. It was observed that marginal farmers 
of Mymensingh district were located more distant places from procurement centres than 
other category of farmers. Similar scenario was found in the case of Tangail and Naogaon 
districts. But only in Dinajpur district medium or large farmers were located more distant 
places than marginal and small farmers. 

Table 5.91: Average distance (km) of the nearest market from home of non-participant 
farmers by district and farm category 

District 
Farm category 

Marginal Small Medium/ Large 

Mymensingh 1.8 1.6 1.7 

Tangail 2.1 1.6 1.7 

Dinajpur 1.6 1.7 1.8 

Naogaon 1.2 1.6 1.5 

Table 5.91 presents average distance (km) of the nearest market from home of non-
participant farmers by district and by farm category. Marginal farmers of Mymensingh and 
Tangail districts were located more distant places from nearest markets which influenced 
their scope of getting less price advantage from nearest market in the study areas. In 
Dinajpur district, medium or large farmers were in disadvantaged position than marginal 
and small farmers. But in the case of Naogaon district, it was for small farmers.  
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Table 5.92: Average distance (km) of the nearest mill from home of non-participant farmers 
by district and farm category 

District 
Farm category 

Marginal Small Medium/ Large 

Mymensingh 2.8 1.9 2.5 

Tangail 1.8 1.0 1.1 

Dinajpur 1.1 1.0 1.7 

Naogaon 3.4 1.0 1.1 

Non-participant farmers sold their paddy to the nearest rice mills in the studied areas. In 
terms of distance of nearest rice mill from their residences the marginal farmers were more 
distant than small and medium or large farmers in Mymensingh district (Table 5.92). It was 
also true for Tangail and Naogaon districts’ marginal farmers. In Dinajpur district small 
farmers were more advantageous position than other farm groups.  

Table 5.93: Distribution of non-participant farmers by distance of LSD/CSD from home 
Distance of 
LSD/CSD 
fromhome (km) 

District 
All area 

Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Up to 5 42 (56.8) 63 (69.2) 30 (40.0) 36 (55.4) 171 (56.1) 

5.1 - 10 24 (32.4) 27 (29.7) 25 (33.3) 26 (40.0) 102 (33.4) 

10.1 - 15 4 (5.4) 1 (1.1) 12 (16.0) 1 (1.5) 18 (5.9) 

15.1 - 20 3 (4.1) - 2 (2.7) 2 (3.1) 7 (2.3) 

Above 20 1 (1.4) - 6 (8.0) - 7 (2.3) 

Total 74 (100.0) 91 (100.0) 75 (100.0) 65 (100.0) 305 (100.0) 

Table 5.93 represents distance of LSD/CSD from home of non-participant farmers by district. 
There were 171 (56.1 per cent) farmers who were located within 5 km from home to LSD in 
all areas and it was the highest among other distance groups. More specifically, the number 
of farmers located up to 5 km from home to LSD were 42 (56.8 per cent), 63 (69.2 per cent), 
30 (40 per cent), and 36 (55.4 per cent) for Mymensingh, Tangail, Dinajpur and Naogaon 
district, respectively. Within 5.1 to 10 km, there were 102 (33.4 per cent) farmers being 
found in study areas. The number of farmers located within this range were 24 (32.4 per 
cent), 27 (29.7 per cent), 25 (33.3 per cent) and 26 (40.0 per cent) for Mymensingh, Tangail, 
Dinajpur and Naogaon districts, respectively. There were 18 farmers in study areas that 
were located within the range of 10.1 to 15 km. Among these more farmers (12) were found 
in Dinajpur district. On average 7 farmers were located within 15.1 to 20 km in all areas. No 
farmer was located within this range in Tangail district. Above 20 km distance there were 
only 7 farmers, among these 6 in Dinajpur district and 1 in Mymensingh district. No farmer 
was located above 20 km in Tangail and Naogaon district.  

Table 5.94: Distribution of non-participant farmers by distance of LSD/CSD 

Distance of LSD/CSD 
from home (km) 

Farm category 
All farm 

Marginal Small Medium/large 

Up to 5 17 (45.9) 113 (61.1) 41 (49.4) 171 (56.1) 

5.1 - 10 11 (29.7) 63 (34.1) 28 (33.7) 102 (33.4) 

10.1 - 15 3 (8.1) 5 (2.7) 10 (12.0) 18 (5.9) 

15.1 - 20 5 (13.5) 1 (0.5) 1 (1.2) 7 (2.3) 

Above 20 1 (2.7) 3 (1.6) 3 (3.6) 7 (2.3) 

Total 37 (100.0) 185 (100.0) 83 (100.0) 305 (100.0) 
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Table 5.94 shows distance of procurement centres (LSD or CSD) from farmers’ home by farm 
category. Among 37 of marginal farmers only 17 (45.9 per cent) farmers were located within 
5 km from nearest LSD or CSD. For small and medium or large farmers it was 61.1 per cent 
and 49.4 per cent, respectively. On average 56.1 per cent of all category farmers located 
within 5 km. There were 33.4 per cent, 5.9 per cent, 2.3 per cent and 2.3 per cent farmers 
who were located from procurement centres within the distance of 5.1 to 10 km, 10.1 to 15 
km, 15.1 to 20 and above 20 km, respectively. No noticeable difference among the different 
category of farmers in terms of distance to procurement centres was found in the studied 
areas. It was reported by the marginal and small farmers that, procurement price did not 
provide a reasonable return to them due to low quota and high transportation cost. The 
farmers located above 20 km from procurement centres preferred to sell in nearest market 
and nearest mill due to distance.  

Table 5.95: Distribution of non-participant farmers by distance of nearest market  

Distance of 

nearest market 

from home (km) 

District All area 

Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Up to 5 72 (97.3) 89 (97.8) 71 (94.7) 64 (98.5) 296 (97.0) 

5.1 - 10 2 (2.7) 1 (1.1) 4 (5.3) 1 (1.5) 8 (2.6) 

10.1 - 15 - 1 (1.1) - - 1 (0.3) 

Total 74 (100.0) 91 (100.0) 75 (100.0) 65 (100.0) 305 (100.0) 

Distance of nearest market from home of non-participant farmers are presented in Table 
5.95. The distance was classified into three groups like up to 5 km, 5.1 to 10 km and 10.1 to 
15 km. Almost all the farmers (97.0 per cent) were located up to 5 km distance from nearest 
market. There were only 8 farmers who were located within the range of 5.1 to 10 km from 
home to nearest market. From the Table it can also be concluded that the farmers of 
Naogaon district were more advantageous position than those of other districts in terms of 
distance of nearest market from home. By farm category it was seen that, 100 per cent 
marginal farmers located up to 5 km from home to nearest market (Table 5.96). No marginal 
farmer was found in the study areas that were located within 5.1 to 10 km and 10.1 to 15 
km from their home to nearest market. Six small farmers and two medium or large farmers 
were located within the range of 5.1 to 15 km from nearest market. There was only one 
small farmer located within the range of 10.1 to 15 km from his home to nearest market.  

Table 5.96: Distribution of non-participant farmers by distance of nearest market  

Distance of nearest 

market from home (km) 

Farm category All farm 

Marginal Small Medium/large 

Up to 5 37 (100.0) 178 (96.2) 81 (97.6) 296 (97.0) 

5.1 - 10 - 6 (3.2) 2 (2.4) 8 (2.6) 

10.1 - 15 - 1 (0.5) - 1 (0.3) 

Total 37 (100.0) 185 (100.0) 83 (100.0) 305 (100.0) 
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Table 5.97: Distribution of non-participant farmers by distance of rice mill from home 
Distance of 
nearest market 
from home (km) 

District All area 

Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Upton 5 65 (87.8) 90 (98.9) 73 (97.3) 64 (98.5) 292 (95.7) 

5.1 – 10 6 (8.1) 1 (1.1) 2 (2.7) - 9 (3.0) 

10.1 – 15 3 (4.1) - - - 3 (1.0) 

15.1 – 20 - - - 1 (1.5) 1 (0.3) 

Total 74 (100.0) 91 (100.0) 75 (100.0) 65 (100.0) 305 (100.0) 

The study analysed the distance of rice mill from home by presenting above (Table 5.97). 
Distance was classified into three groups similarly as above. Almost all farmers (95.7per 
cent) were located within up to 5 km from their home to nearest rice mill. There were only 9 
farmers (6 from Mymensingh district, 2 from Dinajpur district and 1 from Tangail district) 
located within the distance of 5.1 to 10 km from home to nearest rice mill. No farmer was 
found located within this range in Naogaon district. In Mymensingh district, 3 farmers were 
found who located within the distance of 10.1 to 15 km but it was absent for other districts. 
Similarly only one farmer was found in Naogaon district who located within the range of 
15.1 to 20 km from farmers home to nearest rice mill.  

If it is analysed by farm category, small farmers were more advantageous position than 
marginal and medium or large farmers (Table 5.98). Within the distance range of 5.1 to 10 
km from nearest mill there were 1 small farmer, 5 small farmers and 3 medium or large 
farmers. There was no small farmer found in the studied areas located within 10.1 to 15 km 
and 15.1 to 20 km. There was only 1 medium or large and 2 marginal farmer within this 
range. Within 15.1 to 20 km a small farmer was found in the studied areas and no small and 
medium or large farmers. overall marginal farmers were more disadvantageous position 
than other category farmers in terms of distance from farmers’ home to nearest rice mill. 

Table 5.98: Distribution of non-participant farmers by distance of nearest rice mill  
Distance of nearest rice 
mill from home (km) 

Farm category 
All farm 

Marginal Small Medium/large 

Up to 5 33 (89.2) 180 (97.3) 79 (95.2) 292 (95.7) 

5.1 - 10 1 (2.7) 5 (2.7) 3 (3.6) 9 (3.0) 

10.1 - 15 2 (5.4) - 1 (1.2) 3 (1.0) 

15.1 - 20 1 (2.7) - - 1 (0.3) 

Total 37 (100.0) 185 (100.0) 83 (100.0) 305 (100.0) 

Table 5.99: Average distance of LSD/CSD, nearest market and nearest mill by district 

District 
Distance from the nearest 
procurement centre (km) 

Distance from the 
nearest market (km) 

Distance from the 
nearest mill (km) 

Mymensingh 5.60 1.69 2.23 

Tangail 3.86 1.64 1.10 

Dinajpur 8.63 1.69 1.24 

Naogaon 5.55 1.53 1.30 

All area 5.82 1.64 1.45 

From the Table 5.99 it is clear that procurement centres were located more distant places 
from home of non-participant farmers than those of nearest market and nearest rice mill in 
studied areas. Average distance of procurement centres from home of farmers was 5.82 km 
on average in all areas while it were 1.64 km and 1.45 km for nearest market and nearest 
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rice mill respectively. It was observed that procurement centres were located more distant 
places in Dinajpur district than other districts. The distance of nearest market and nearest 
rice mill was more or less same in all surveyed districts. 

5.32 Land holdings of non-participant farmers 

Table 5.100 presents the average land holding of non-participant farmers by district. 
Average land holding of Mymensingh district’s farmers was the highest (345.4 decimal) 
among all farmers in surveyed areas. Land holdings of Tangail, Dinajpur and Naogaon 
farmers were 168.4 decimal, 238.7 decimal and 255.6 decimal respectively. In terms of 
homestead and own cultivable land area Mymensingh district’s farmers were in better 
position than those of other areas. Farmers of Tangail district shared in or shared out more 
land than those of other districts. In the case of mortgaged in Mymensingh district’s farmers 
were ahead than others. But in the case of mortgaged out Naogaon farmers were ranked 
first. Naogaon farmers had also more rented in land than others. It was found that Dinajpur 
district farmers rented out more land than others.  

Table 5.100: Average land holding of non-participant farmers by district (in decimal) 

Tenurial status 
District 

All area 
Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Homestead 23.5 22.8 11.7 11.6 17.8 

Owned cultivable land 299.6 148.9 227.2 239.7 224.9 

Shared in 56.4 173.0 34.2 75.8 70.5 

Mortgaged in 168.7 69.1 128.8 63.8 111.0 

Rented in 68.8 96.6 151.0 164.3 120.8 

Shared out 120.0 218.0 - 80.0 171.3 

Rented out 150.0 165.0 500.0 - 226.0 

Mortgaged out 46.1 57.4 370.5 507.4 187.8 

Pond 29.9 20.0 23.5 60.6 31.4 

Total 345.4 168.4 238.7 255.6 247.2 

Table 5.101 represents the average land holdings of non-participant farmers by farm 
category. Homestead area of medium or large farmers was the highest (25.5 decimal) 
among all farm groups. They occupied more land than other farm groups in terms of owned 
cultivable land, shared in, mortgaged in, rented in, shared out, rented out and even in pond 
area. Marginal farmers had low land holdings than those of small and medium or large farm 
groups. 

Table 5.101: Average land holding of non-participant farmers by farm category (in decimal) 

Tenurial status 
Farm category 

All farm 
Marginal Small Medium/large 

Homestead 7.3 16.4 25.5 17.8 

Owned cultivable land 64.9 102.9 526.6 224.9 

Shared in 27.2 56.8 224.8 70.5 

Mortgaged in 29.7 74.7 229.8 111.0 

Rented in 29.3 68.6 356.2 120.8 

Shared out 28.0 104.0 257.5 171.3 

Rented out  165.0 241.3 226.0 

Mortgaged out 351.0 190.0 59.5 187.8 

Pond 8.8 21.3 45.0 31.4 

Total 37.7 127.2 608.0 247.2 



100 

Land holding patterns of different farm groups were more or less similar in all districts. 
Table (5.101) also shows that land holdings of non-participant farmers were the highest 
(370.2 decimal) in Mymensingh district among all districts. The average land holding of non-
participant farmers of Tangail, Dinajpur and Naogaon district were 174.3 decimal, 227.4 
decimal and 263.6 decimal, respectively (Table 5.102). 

Table 5.102: Average land holding of non-participants by farm category (in decimal) 

Districts 
Farm category 

All farm 
Marginal Small Medium/large 

Mymensingh 39.8 134.7 936.1 370.2 

Tangail 36.6 119.5 366.7 174.3 

Dinajpur 39.4 129.0 513.8 227.4 

Naogaon 34.1 129.6 627.3 263.6 

All area 37.5 128.2 611.0 258.9 

5.33 Sources of income 

Table 5.103 presents the various sources of annual income of non-participant farmers by 
district. It was found that the highest share of annual income came from service in the 
surveyed areas. Paddy cultivation as a source of annual income was ranked second after 
service. The sequence of different sources in terms of contribution in annual income was 
observed as business, paddy trading, others (Rickshaw/van pulling, driving, house renting, 
teaching, tractor machine, remittances, butcher, mason, pond lease, retired army), wage 
labourer, fisheries, livestock, other crops (Potato, maize, wheat, jute, mustard, onion, garlic, 
vegetables, pulse, ginger, oil seeds) cultivation and homestead gardening, respectively. 
Annual income of Dinajpur district farmers was the highest (Tk 210732) and the lowest (Tk 
126623) in Tangail district. In Tangail district, more share of annual income came from 
service and low share from homestead gardening. Like Tangail district, the highest share of 
annual income came from service in Naogaon district. Only in Mymensingh district, 
maximum share of annual income came from paddy cultivation. Paddy trading was most 
contributory source of annual income in Dinajpur district.  

Table 5.103: Average annual household income of non-participant farmers (Tk/year) 
Sources 
 

District 
All area 

Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Paddy cultivation 107549 69609 105775 166005 122556 

Other crops1 1200 9517 33990 13755 25058 

Homestead gardening 10600 3417 27600 40000 17232 

Fisheries 40525 21929 15750 43000 27507 

Livestock 18972 28104 31719 26350 26686 

Paddy trading 4580 123333 200000 - 96527 

Business 95818 68950 142565 111048 105791 

Service 88000 205500 121000 254000 154818 

Wage labourer 53800 42500 50280 42111 48558 

Others2 97200 97821 67500 48250 77719 

Total 163325 126623 210732 201681 172206 
1
Potato, maize, wheat, jute, mustard, onion, garlic, vegetables, pulse, ginger, oil seeds. 

2
Rickshaw/van pulling, driving, house renting, teaching, tractor machine, remittances, butcher, mason, pond 

lease, retired army. 
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Table 5.104 presents a salient features on income sources of different category of non-
participant farmers. Average annual income of marginal farmers was the lowest than those 
of small and medium or large farmers in the study areas. Maximum share of their income 
came from other sources like Rickshaw/van pulling, driving, house renting, teaching, tractor 
machine, remittances, butcher, mason, pond lease, retired army etc. It was found that 
marginal farmers were not involved with paddy trading in the surveyed areas. In the case of 
small farmers more share of their annual income came from service and low from 
homestead gardening. But for medium or large farmers paddy cultivation was their main 
source of annual income in the surveyed areas. Small and marginal farmers earned a 
noticeable share from wage labourer which was absent in the case of medium or large 
farmers.  

Table 5.104: Average annual income of non-participant farmers by farm category (Tk/year) 

Sources 
Farm category 

All farm 
Marginal Small Medium/large 

Paddy cultivation 28944 82902 212228 122556 

Other crops1 5300 14636 42527 25058 

Homestead gardening 10000 11031 28600 17232 

Fisheries 46667 17564 41333 27507 

Livestock 5727 18901 46278 26686 

Paddy trading - 69790 150000 96527 

Business 87750 69900 175034 105791 

Service 93333 137818 201250 154818 

Wage labourer 45889 50215 - 48558 

Others2 98000 77912 49583 77719 

Total 89170 112125 343139 172206 
1
Potato, maize, wheat, jute, mustard, onion, garlic, vegetables, pulse, ginger, oil seeds. 

2
Rickshaw/van pulling, driving, house renting, teaching, tractor machine, remittances, butcher, mason, pond 

lease, retired army. 

After all service contributed more (22 per cent) and homestead gardening contributed less 
(2.5 per cent) in annual income of non-participant farmers in the study areas (Table 5.105). 
Paddy trading and business had remarkable share in annual income by 13.7 and 15.1 per 
cent, respectively.  

Table 5.105: Annual household income of non-participant farmers from various sources 
Sources Amount (Tk/year) Per cent of total 

Paddy cultivation 122556 17.4 

Other crops1 25058 3.6 

Homestead gardening 17232 2.5 

Fisheries 27507 3.9 

Livestock 26686 3.8 

Paddy trading 96527 13.7 

Business 105791 15.1 

Service 154818 22.0 

Wage labourer 48558 6.9 

Others2 77719 11.1 

Total 702451 100.0 
1
Potato, maize, wheat, jute, mustard, onion, garlic, vegetables, pulse, ginger, oil seeds. 

2
Rickshaw/van pulling, driving, house renting, teaching, tractor machine, remittances, butcher, mason, pond 

lease, retired army. 
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5.34 Social connection and/or engagement of the non-participant farmers 

Tables 5.106 and 5.107 present the social connection status as a member and officer or 
representative of different organisations of non-participant farmers by district. A total of 78 
(25.6 per cent) farmers were engaged with mosque committee as member while it were 1.3 
per cent, 6.9 per cent, 1.3 per cent and 11.5 per cent for union Parishad, cooperatives, 
professional association and political party respectively. The study found that 53.4 per cent 
farmers were not engaged with any organisation. Non engagement status of non-participant 
farmers was the highest (70.8 per cent) in Naogaon district and the lowest (35.2 per cent) in 
Tangail district. More farmers were found in Dinajpur district engaged with mosque 
committee as member. The non-participant farmers of Mymensingh district were more 
involved in political party and no involvement was found in Naogaon district. Involvement of 
farmers in cooperatives was more or less same in all districts. The farmers of Tangail and 
Naogaon districts were involved with cooperatives as member by 1.1 and 4.6 per cent 
respectively. No farmers found in Mymensingh and Dinajpur districts who involved with 
cooperatives. 

Table 5.106: Social connection of non-participant farmers in different organisation 

Organisation 
District 

All area 
Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Mosque committee 20 (27.0) 23 (25.3) 24 (32.0) 11 (16.9) 78 (25.6) 

Union Parishad 2 (2.7) 1 (1.1) 1 (1.3) - 4 (1.3) 

Cooperatives 3 (4.1) 6 (6.6) 7 (9.3) 5 (7.7) 21 (6.9) 

Professional association - 1 (1.1) - 3 (4.6) 4 (1.3) 

Political party 16 (21.6) 18 (19.8) 1 (1.3) - 35 (11.5) 

Non engagement 33 (44.6) 32 (35.2) 42 (56.0) 46 (70.8) 163 (53.4) 

Total 74 (100.0) 91 (100.0) 75 (100.0) 65 (100.0) 305 (100.0) 

In the case of officer or representative of different organisations, 93.4 per cent farmers 
were found as no engagement and it was the highest (98.9 per cent) in Tangail district and 
the lowest (89.2 per cent) in Naogaon district. There were 3.6 percent farmers were found 
in surveyed areas engaged with mosque committee as officer or representative and it was 
the highest (7.7 per cent) in Naogaon district and the lowest (1.1 per cent) in Tangail district. 
Three farmers were found in Mymensingh district who were officer or representative of 
union Parishad. There were only 5 farmers (2 in Mymensingh, 2 in Naogaon and 1 in 
Dinajpur district) who were involved with political party as officer or representative. Political 
involvement of farmers as officer or representative was absent in Tangail district (Table 
5.107). 

Table 5.107: Social connection of non-participant farmers as the officer/representative in 
different organisation by district 

Organisations 
District 

All area 
Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Mosque committee 1 (1.4) 1 (1.1) 4 (5.3) 5 (7.7) 11 (3.6) 

Union Parishad 3 (4.1) - - - 3 (1.1) 

Cooperatives - - 1 (1.3) - 1 (0.3) 

Professional association - - - - - 

Political party 2 (2.7) - 1 (1.3) 2 (3.1) 5 (1.6) 

No engagement 68 (91.8) 90 (98.9) 69 (92.1) 58 (89.2) 285 (93.4) 

Total 74 (100.0) 91 (100.0) 75 (100.0) 65 (100.0) 305 (100.0) 
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Tables 5.108 and 5.109 describe the social connection status of non-participant farmers as 
member and officer or representative by farm category. Involvement of medium or large 
farmers with mosque committee as member and officer or representative was higher than 
those of marginal and small farmers. In union Parishad committee marginal farmers were 
more dominant as member than other category of farmers. But in the case of officer or 
representative medium or large farmers were dominant than others. In cooperatives, 
medium or large farmers were more prevalent as member and officer or representative 
than those of others. In the political party, small farmers’ involvement as member was 
higher than others. But as officer or representative, medium or large farmers were ahead 
than other groups. All groups of farmers were involved in professional association like 
farmers association, miller association as member and as officer or representative.It was 
also observed that small farmers had more political involvement as member, but as officer 
or representatives of political party medium or large farmers were more prioritized. The 
rate of no engagement with different organisations as member and officer or representative 
was the highest for marginal farmers and the lowest for medium or large farmers.  

Table 5.108: Social connection of non-participant farmers as the member of different 
organisation by farm category 

Organisation 
Farm category 

All farm 
Marginal Small Medium/large 

Mosque committee 4 (10.8) 44 (23.8) 30 (36.1) 78 (25.6) 

Union Parishad 1 (2.7) 2 (1.1) 1 (1.2) 4 (1.3) 

Cooperatives - 13 (7.0) 8 (9.6) 21 (6.9) 

Professional association 1 (2.7) 1 (0.5) 2 (2.4) 4 (1.3) 

Political party 2 (5.4) 23 (12.4) 10 (12.0) 35 (11.5) 

No engagement 29 (78.4) 102 (55.1) 32 (38.6) 163 (53.4) 

Total 37 (100.0) 185 (100.0) 83 (100.0) 305 (100.0) 

 
Table 5.109: Social connection of non-participant farmers as the officer/representative of 

different organisation by farm category 

Organisation 
Farm category 

All farm 
Marginal Small Medium/large 

Mosque committee 1 (2.7) 6 (3.3) 4 (4.8) 11 (3.6) 

Union Parishad - 1 (0.5) 2 (2.5) 3 (1.1) 

Cooperatives - - 1 (1.2) 1 (0.3) 

Professional association - - - - 

Political party - - 5 (6.0) 5 (1.6) 

No engagement 36 (97.3) 178 (96.2) 71 (85.5) 285 (93.4) 

Total 37 (100.0) 185 (100.0) 83 (100.0) 305 (100.0) 

The social connection status of non-participant farmers in the surveyed areas is presented in 
Table 5.110. In mosque committee 25.6 per cent farmers had membership and 3.6 per cent 
had officer or representative. In union Parishad committee it was 1.3 per cent and 1.0 per 
cent for member and officer or representative respectively. Involvement of farmers in 



104 

political party as member and officer or representative was 11.5 per cent and 1.6 per cent, 
respectively.  

Table 5.110: Social connection and/or engagement of non-participant farmers 

Organisation Member Officer/representative 

Mosque committee 78 (25.6) 11 (3.6) 

Union Parishad 4 (1.3) 3 (1.0) 

Cooperatives 21 (6.9) 1 (0.3) 

Professional association 4 (1.3) - 

Political party 35 (11.5) 5 (1.6) 

No engagement 163 (53.4) 285 (93.5) 

Total 305 (100.0) 305 (100.0) 

5.35 Cost and return of Boro paddy 

Cost of production per acre was Tk 30,508/acre on average in studied four districts. Per acre 
production cost was higher (Tk 41,033/acre) in Tangail district but in the case of gross return 
it was higher (Tk 50,967/acre) in Mymensingh district (Table 5.111). Similar scenario was 
observed in net return for Mymensingh district farmers, meaning that they got more return 
by incurring less cost. The net return of Tangail district farmers was low due to higher 
production cost. The net return for marginal farmers was lower than those of others due to 
their higher production cost. Higher production cost of marginal farmers was caused by 
their fewer amounts of land holdings. It was also true for small farmers. Medium or large 
farmers’ net return was higher because of using modern production technique and lower 
production cost (Table 5.112).  

Table 5.111: Cost and return for Boro production of non-participant farmers by district 

District 
Gross return 

(Tk/acre) 

Cost of 

production(Tk/acre) 
Net return(Tk/acre) 

Mymensingh 50967 31468 19499 

Tangail 43187 41033 2154 

Dinajpur 37884 24003 13881 

Naogaon 41589 27266 14323 

All area 42546 30508 12038 

Table 5.112: Cost and return for Boro production of non-participant farmers by farm 
category 

Farm category 
Gross return 

(Tk/acre) 

Cost of production 

(Tk/acre) 

Net return 

(Tk/acre) 

Marginal 38582 35705 2877 

Small 41471 31000 10471 

Medium/large 44266 29265 15001 

All farm 42546 30508 12038 
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5.36 Total output, storage and disposal of total output of Boro paddy 

Tables 5.113 and 5.114 provide a salient features on total output, storage and disposal 

pattern of non-participant farmers by district and by farm category. Farmers stored a part of 
their total output for future use and the rest for consumption, seed, donations, sold, poultry 

feeds, irrigation share, puffed rice, land owner share. There was also some post-harvest loss 

in the studied areas. It was observed that farmers stored 10.16 per cent of total output for 
future use. The farmers of Tangail district had more storage than those of other districts’ 

farmers. Storing tendency was higher for medium or large farmers than other categories of 
farmers. The medium or large farmers got higher output than others. After disposing a 

major share of total output for various purposes they kept the rest for tackling future risk or 

need. Marginal farmers’ storage was lower than others as they had to dispose major for 
consumption and selling.  

Non-participant farmers of surveyed districts used 8.39 per cent of total output in 

consumption and that tendency was higher among Tangail district farmers, more specifically 
among small farmers. The farmers of Mymensingh, Tangail, Dinajpur and Naogaon used 

7.96 per cent, 11.70 per cent, 6.84 per cent and 6.44 per cent of their total output for 

consumption respectively. By farm category, marginal, small and medium or large farmers 
consumed 7.17 per cent, 14.22 per cent and 6.74 per cent of total output respectively. For 

home produced seed purpose farmers used 0.92 per cent of total output. This tendency was 
more prevalent among Dinajpur district farmers and more specifically among medium or 

large farmers.  

On average non-participant farmers of surveyed areas sold 77.29 per cent of total output for 
getting direct return. In this case Naogaon district farmers ranked higher (87.49 per cent) 

than others. The selling status of Mymensingh, Tangail and Naogaon district farmers were 

75.74 per cent, 68.69 per cent and 76.15 per cent, respectively. Again among different 
category farmers marginal farmers sold a major percentage of their total output than 

others.  

A very negligible portion of their output was used for donations, poultry feeds, irrigation 

share, puffed rice, land owner share in surveyed areas and among all categories of farmers. 

The farmers in Mymensingh district did not use their output in poultry feed, irrigation share, 

land owner share purposes. Post harvest wastage was a common phenomenon in all 

surveyed areas and among all categories of farmers.  

Table 5.113: Total output, storage and disposal of total output for non-participant farmers 

District Storage 
Disposal (quintal) Post-

harvest 
wastage 

Total 
output Consumption Seed Sold Donations Others* Total 

Mymensingh 17.9 
(14.41) 

9.89 
(7.96) 

0.78 
(0.63) 

94.11 
(75.74) 

0.62 
(0.50) 

- 105.4 
(84.82) 

0.96 
(0.77) 

124.26 

Tangail 10.89 
(15.28) 

8.34 
(11.70) 

0.81 
(1.14) 

48.96 
(68.69) 

0.55 
(0.77) 

1.07 
(1.50) 

59.72 
(83.78) 

0.67 
(0.94) 

71.28 

Dinajpur 11.57 
(7.01) 

11.28 
(6.84) 

2.86 
(1.73) 

125.6 
(76.15) 

1.44 
(0.87) 

11.57 
(7.01) 

152.75 
(92.61) 

0.62 
(0.38) 

164.94 

Naogaon 5  
(2.62) 

12.3 
(6.44) 

1.4 
(0.73) 

167.15 
(87.49) 

0.97 
(0.51) 

3.4 
(1.78) 

185.23 
(96.95) 

0.83 
(0.43) 

191.05 

All area 12.44 
(10.16) 

10.27 
(8.39) 

1.13 
(0.92) 

94.67 
(77.29) 

0.81 
(0.66) 

2.41 
(1.97) 

109.29 
(89.23) 

0.75 
(0.61) 

122.48 

*Poultry feeds, irrigation share, puffed rice, sold to BADC, share of paddy to land owner. 
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Table 5.114: Total output, storage and disposal of total output for non-participant farmers 
by farm category 

Farm 
category 

Storage 

Disposal (quintal) Post-

harvest 

wastage  

Total 
output Consumption Seed 

Sold 
 

Donations Others Total 

Marginal 
2.1  

(2.29) 
6.56  

(7.17) 
0.4 

(0.44) 
79.16 

(86.47) 
0.33  

(0.36) 
2.6 

(2.84) 
89.05 

(97.27) 
0.4 

(0.44) 91.55 

Small 
6.29 

 (9.45) 
9.46  

(14.22) 
0.52 

(0.78) 
45.96 

(69.08) 
0.74  

(1.11) 
3.03 

(4.55) 
59.72 

(89.76) 
0.53 

(0.80) 66.53 

Medium/ 
Large 

20.5  
(9.95) 

13.89  
(6.74) 

2.12 
(1.03) 

166.4 
(80.78) 

1.01  
(0.49) 

0.76 
(0.37) 

184.25 
(89.41) 

1.33 
(0.65) 206.08 

All farm 
12.44 

(10.16) 
10.27  
(8.39) 

1.13 
(0.92) 

94.67 
(77.29) 

0.81  
(0.66) 

2.41 
(1.97) 

109.29 
(89.23) 

0.75 
(0.61) 122.48 

*Poultry feeds, irrigation share, puffed rice, sold to BADC, share of paddy to land owner. 

5.37 Place of paddy sold by participant farmers 

Tables 5.115 and 5.116 provide a message about selling places of non-participant farmers by 
district and category. The place where paddy to be sold depends on various factors like 
distance of the place, cost of selling to the place, prevailing price in that price etc. It was 
observed that on average 42.23 quintal of paddy sold at farmgate and this amount was the 
highest among other place due to the absence or less selling cost. This tendency was higher 
among Dinajpur district farmers and among medium or large farmers. The amount of paddy 
sold to nearby market and nearby rice mill was 24.45 and 27.99 quintal, respectively in all 
areas. In selling nearby market medium or large farmers were ranked higher than others. 
But in selling to nearby rice mill marginal farmers were ranked first in the studied areas.  

Table 5.115: Place of paddy sold by non-participant farmers by district 

Place of sold 
Amount of paddy sold (quintal) 

All area 
Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Farmgate 44.13 23.42 64.60 53.81 42.23 

Nearby market 25.41 14.34 32.78 27.21 24.45 

Rice mill 24.58 11.20 28.23 86.14 27.99 

Total 94.11 48.96 125.60 167.15 94.67 

Table 5.116: Place of paddy sold by non-participant farmers by farm category 

Place of sold 
Amount of paddy sold (quintal) 

All farm 
Marginal Small Medium/large 

Farmgate 3.70 21.54 64.34 42.23 

Nearby market 3.06 14.43 53.41 24.45 

Rice mill 72.39 10.00 48.73 27.99 

Total 79.16 45.96 166.47 94.67 

5.38 Cost of selling paddy 

Tables 5.117 and 5.118 analysed cost of selling paddy at different places by district and by 
farm category. In selling paddy at farmgate farmers had to incur a cost of Tk 16.2/quintal on 
average in studied areas. But the farmers in Mymensingh district did not bear that cost. In 
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Tangail, Dinajpur and Naogaon districts there involved loading and unloading cost which 
was Tk 5.67/quintal in these areas. Bags were supplied sometimes by the farmers and 
sometimes by the buyers. Cost of bags differed by the type whether plastic or jute and by 
the capacity. On average bag cost was Tk 18.5 for 100 kg of paddy for farmgate selling.  

Millgate selling cost and nearby market selling cost were Tk 25.97, Tk 50.08, respectively in 
all areas. Millgate selling cost was the lowest in Naogaon district (Tk 10.9/quintal) due to 
lower transportation cost. Transportation cost for 100 kg of paddy was Tk 12.48 in Naogaon 
district where it was high in Dinajpur district (Tk 45.0/quintal). Millgate cost was the highest 
(Tk 49.3/quintal) in Dinajpur district caused by high bag cost of Tk 58.33/quintal. Nearby 
market selling cost was also high in Dinajpur district due to high bag cost reported by the 
farmers. In the case of nearby market selling farmers had to bear weighing cost, market toll 
and BADC grading share specially for BADC contract farmers as other cost in the studied 
areas. On average other cost was Tk 15.8/quintal in selling nearby market.  

Selling cost also differed by category of farmers. Marginal farmers bore no cost in the case 
of farmgate selling. The buyers bought paddy from them by bearing all types cost including 
transportation, loading or unloading, bag or others. But in the case of small and medium or 
large farmers it was Tk 17.57/quintal and Tk 16.2/quintal, respectively. Costs of selling at 
millgate were Tk 21.67/quintal, Tk 25.94/quintal and Tk 26.57/quintal for marginal, small 
and medium or large farmers, respectively. The cost was high for medium or large farmers 
caused by high bag cost of Tk 40.8/quintal. Marginal farmers did not bear loading or 
unloading cost, bag cost or other cost. Nearby market selling cost was also high for medium 
or large farmers and low for marginal farmers.  

Table 5.117: Cost of selling paddy for non-participant farmers by district 

District 
Cost items (Tk/quintal) Total cost 

 Transportation Loading/unloading Bags Other* 

Mymensingh 

Farmgate - - - - - 

Millgate 45.00 2.250 - - 46.13 

Nearby market 23.7 5.95 17.84 110 40.46 

Other - - - - - 

Tangail 

Farmgate - 5.83 10.2 - 12.29 

Millgate 20.13 6.4 11.33 -- 19.61 

Nearby market 23.67 7.12 19.55 2 40.88 

Other - - - - - 

Dinajpur 

Farmgate - 5.5 60 - 35.5 

Millgate 16 3.75 58.33 - 49.3 

Nearby market 18.15 4.98 56.85 8.32 66.32 

Other 25 - - 5.5 2.77 

Naogaon 

Farmgate - 5 - - 5 

Millgate 12.48 5.943 - - 10.9 

Nearby market 21.94 6.58 61.13 10.67 56.55 

Other - - - - - 
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All area 

Farmgate - 5.67 18.5 - 16.2 

Millgate 20.82 5.127 42.67 - 25.97 

Nearby market 21.98 6.06 35.2 15.8 50.08 

Other 25 -  5.5 0.59 
*weighing, market toll, BADC grading share. 

Table 5.118: Cost of selling paddy for non-participant farmers by farm category 

District 
Cost items (Tk/quintal) Total cost 

 Transportation Loading/unloading Bags Other* 

Marginal 

Farmgate - - - - - 

Millgate 21.67 - - - 21.67 

Nearby market 22.74 6 23.69 16.25 44.33 

Other - - - - - 

Small 

Farmgate  6 9  13 

Millgate 17.52 6 45  25.94 

Nearby market 22.15 6.05 35.95 19.24 49.82 

Other 25 - - 5.5 1.17 

Medium/large 

Farmgate - 5.57 28 - 17.57 

Millgate 26.29 4.351 40.8 - 26.57 

Nearby market 21.35 6.07 37.89 8.83 52.58 

Other - - - - - 

All farm 

Farmgate - 5.67 18.5 - 16.2 

Millgate 20.82 5.127 42.67 - 25.97 

Nearby market 21.98 6.06 35.2 15.8 50.08 

Other 25 - - 5.5 0.59 
*weighing, market toll, BADC grading share. 

5.39 Paddy prices 

Tables 5.119 and Table 5.120 show the prices of Boro paddy in different locations during 
different months in 2012 by district and by category. In Mymensingh district farmgate price 
was higher than millgate price and lower than market price over 6 months (May to 
October). Average farmgate price of 100 kg paddy was Tk 1302. It was the highest during 
the month of October. The millgate and nearby market prices were Tk 1292 and Tk 1388, 
respectively in Mymensingh district. But the procurement price was Tk 1800/quintal for the 
period of 3 May to 31 October which was higher than farmgate, millgate and nearby market 
prices of paddy. For Mymensingh district the price difference to procurement price was 
higher for millgate price and lower for nearby market. Same pattern was observed in the 
case of Tangail district millgate price. The farmers of Tangail district got more farmgate price 
than millgate and nearby market price but less than procurement price.  
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In Dinajpur district the farmgate price was lower than those of millgate price and nearby 
market price. The average prices of 100 kg of paddy at farmgate, millgate and nearby 
market were Tk 1290, Tk 1420 and Tk 1374, respectively over the months of May to 
October. The millgate price was the highest in Dinajpur district during the month of October 
(Tk 1492/quintal). For Naogaon district, same scenario was found. A BADC contract farmer 
was found in Dinajpur district who sold paddy at the rate of Tk 2700/quintal for all 6 months 
(May to September) which was higher than procurement price. 

For all areas, farmgate, millgate and nearby market prices were Tk 1466, Tk 1427 and Tk 
1421 per quintal, respectively. The price difference to procurement price was higher for 
millgate price and lower for farmgate price. No significant difference was found among the 
category of farmers by the prices of paddy at different locations at different months. 
Farmgate price for marginal farmers was lower than that for small and medium or large 
farmers. Small farmers got higher price in the case of farmgate selling. In millgate selling the 
average prices received by marginal, small and medium or large farmers were Tk 1421, Tk 
1427 and Tk 1429 per quintal, respectively. In the case of nearby market- selling medium or 
large farmers got higher prices than those of marginal and small farmers. The price 
difference to procurement price was higher for marginal farmers and lower for marginal 
farmers.  

Table 5.119: Paddy prices during different months at different locations (Tk/quintal) for 
non-participant farmers by district 

District  
Months Average  

May June July August September October 

Mymensingh 
Farmgate 
 

1318 1246 1273 1304 1325 1345 1302 
Millgate  1250 1259 1282 1293 1323 1343 1292 

Nearby market  1311 1344 1379 1402 1432 1459 1388 

Other - - - - - - - 

Tangail 

Farmgate 1347 1378 1442 1483 2142 1544 1556 

Millgate  1410 1429 1463 1486 1526 1495 1468 

Nearby market  1389 1419 1473 1513 1558 1604 1493 

Other - - - - - - - 

Dinajpur 

Farmgate 1268 1241 1264 1283 1328 1358 1290 

Millgate  1363 1381 1400 1430 1458 1492 1420 

Nearby market  1290 1316 13375 1394 1439 1472 1375 

Other 2700 2700 2700 2700 2700 2700 2700 

Naogaon 

Farmgate 1402 1437 1500 1558 1615 1677 1532 

Millgate  1393 1407 1450 1511 1564 1636 1493 

Nearby market  1323 1359 1414 1463 1513 1587 1443 

Other - - - - - - - 

All area 

Farmgate 1349 1362 1411 1455 1691 1530 1466 

Millgate  1368 1384 1413 1441 1477 1481 1427 

Nearby market  1327 1359 1397 1438 1480 1523 1421 

Other 2700 2700 2700 2700 2700 2700 2700 
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Table 5.120: Paddy prices during months of the season at different locations (Tk/quintal) for 
participant farmers by farm category 

Farm category 
Months Average 

May June July August September October  

Marginal 
Farmgate 1310 1365 1420 1435 1475 1505 1418 
Millgate  1308 1350 1392 1433 1483 1558 1421 

Nearby market  1340 1376 1414 1437 1482 1506 1426 

Other - - - - - - - 

Small 

Farmgate 1314 1351 1398 1450 1880 1541 1489 

Millgate  1372 1391 1408 1431 1464 1494 1423 

Nearby market  1304 1340 1385 1427 1460 1502 1403 

Other 2700 2700 2700 2700 2700 2700 2700 

Medium/large 

Farmgate 1390 1374 1427 1464 1492 1521 1444 

Millgate  1370 1379 1424 1459 1497 1448 1429 

Nearby market  1377 1395 1418 1465 1521 1574 1459 

Other - - - - - - - 

All farm 

Farmgate 1349 1362 1411 1455 1691 1530 1466 

Millgate  1368 1384 1413 1441 1477 1481 1427 

Nearby market  1327 1359 1397 1438 1480 1523 1421 

Other 2700 2700 2700 2700 2700 2700 2700 

5.40 Reasons for not participation in the procurement system 

Most of the non-participating farmers never participated in the paddy procurement system. 
The main reasons expressed by the non-participating farmers are discussed below. 

a) Lack of information 

A large number of respondents reported that they had very limited knowledge about the 
procurement system. Also, some farmers mentioned that traders, millers and other people 
told them that the procurement system is not for the farmers so they should not bother 
about selling to the LSDs. 

b) Existence of mismanagement  

Many respondents have alleged about the existence of various sorts of mismanagement as 
the reason for not going to the procurement centres for selling paddy. Many farmers have 
alleged that LSD officials and staff do not behave cordially with them. Some farmers believe 
that they can be refused at the procurement centres even if they could actually fulfill the 
requirements because of corruption. 

c) Cost of selling to LSD is high 

Some respondents have reported that they are not interested to sell to the procurement 
centres because the cost of selling there is higher compared to the cost of selling in the 
open market. This is because of the additional cost of transportation.  
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d) Difficult to ensure the required quality 

Many farmers have stated that it is difficult for them to ensure the quality requirements for 
selling to the procurement centres and thus they are unable to sell there. The main 
constraint for the farmers in this respect is the condition regarding the moisture content.  

e) Easier to sell to the mills or the open market 

Because of a combination of factors (like the distance of the procurement centres, difficult 
to maintain quality requirements, complexities and formalities associated with selling at the 
LSDs, harassment and corruption at the procurement centres etc) which do not occur in the 
case of selling in the open market, many farmers feel than it is easier to sell in the open 
market than to selling to the procurement centres. 

f) Limited access for small farmers 

Because of involvement of middlemen in the paddy procurement system and the influence 
of traders, political agents and large farmers on one hand and the reluctance of 
procurement centres to purchase and paddy (specially at a small amount) on the other 
hand, small farmers ultimately have very limited access to the procurement centres.  

g) Time consuming 

Another reason that the farmers disliked about the procurement system is that the entire 
system was more time consuming compared to selling in the open market. 

h) LSD located at a distant place 

In the case of some farmers the LSDs are located at distant places compared to the local 
market, so it is not rational for them to sell at the LSDs. 

i) Insufficient prices 

Some farmers mentioned that the prices declared by the government werenot sufficient to 
encourage them to sell at the government procurement system.  

j) Insufficient production to sell at the procurement centres 

The reason for many small farmers for not selling to procurement centres is that they did 
not have enough surpluses to sell, even in the open market. So they were not interested 
about the procurement programme.  

k) Inadequate procurement quantity  

In the case of some large farmers, a major reason for them being discouraged about the 
system is the maximum limit of 3 tons that they are allowed to sell. Farmers who are able to 
supply higher quantity believed that it would have been convenient for them if they could 
supply a higher quantity. 

l) Inappropriate timing  

Another factor that discouraged farmers from participating in the procurement system is 
timing of the programmes. Practically it takes time to start buying paddy every season, so 
farmers feel that they do not get benefit from the programme when they need it at the 
beginning of the season. 
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5.41 Experience of selling to the open markets 

About 10 per cent of the respondents mentioned that they were satisfied with the 
experience of selling to the open markets. The reasons for satisfaction mentioned by the 
respondents are presented below.  

1. Can be sold any time 
2. Low cost and convenient transportation facilities 
3. Market is closer from home or farm 
4. Reasonable price 
5. Whole production can be sold 

About 30 per cent of the respondents mentioned that they were partially satisfied with the 
experience of selling to the open market. The reasons for their partial satisfaction are 
mentioned here. 

1. Easier to sell to the open market 
2. Bargaining for the price is difficult and there is no fixed price 
3. They can earn money by selling to the open market 
4. The level of profit is not sufficient 
5. Price is not satisfactory compared to the cost of production 
6. There is no alternative 

About 50 per cent of the respondents mentioned that they were not satisfied with the 
experience of selling to the open market. All of them basically identified one principal 
reason for their opinion. The main reasons for their dissatisfaction is that the price they 
receive was not satisfactory compared to the cost of production 

5.42 Suggestions to improve government procurement system 

The following suggestions were made by the non-participating farmers under the study. The 
suggestions were to increase the likelihood to the government procurement programme.  

a) All types of mismanagement must be stopped 

Farmers have complained about various sorts of mismanagement. So, all types of 
mismanagement must be stopped.  

b) Increase procurement price 

Many farmers felt that the procurement price is not sufficient to provide incentive to sell at 
the procurement centres. The farmers suggested to increase the procurement price by 
which the cost of production and additional incentive to produce rice can be covered.  

c) Provide proper information to farmers and motivate them about the system 

Many farmers did not have clear knowledge about the procurement system. So it has been 
suggested that the government should take steps to circulate information about the 
programme and motivate farmers to participate. 

d) Remove barriers on direct purchase from the farmers 

Many farmers have suggested that the government should take steps to remove all barriers 
that prevent farmers from directly participate in the procurement system and ensure their 
direct participation. 
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e) Reduce the dominance of middlemen or politicians 

Since the paddy procurement system is supposed to benefit the producers, the dominance 
of the middlemen or politicians should be reduced. 

f) Organize farmers through farmers association and buy that paddy from them 

Since individual farmers face various obstacles and harassments to participate in the system, 
some farmers have advised organising farmers through farmers associations and buying 
paddy from them. This will ensure better bargaining power for the farmers. 

g) Establish more procurement centres 

The procurement system can be taken nearer to the farmers if more LSDs are established. 
Especially some farmers have suggested establishing LSDs at the union level to facilitate 
their participation. Some respondents have even suggested arranging for collecting paddy 
from farmers at the farmgate which will remove many obstacles that they face in 
participating in the system. Also, another suggestion that came from some respondents is 
that rice mills could be used as procurement centres for the government upon contract with 
the mill owners. 

h) Any/smaller amount of paddy should be bought 

Many farmers have mentioned that they could sell some paddy if the minimum requirement 
could be relaxed allowing them to sell any amount they had. 

i) Criteria should be more flexible 

The quality requirements for paddy were not convenient for many farmers and they 
suggested making the criteria more flexible. 

j) Improve payment procedure and reduce time requirement 

Some farmers suggested that cash payment is better option than the current system. They 
believed that by simplifying the method of payment and other bureaucratic obstacles, the 
procurement process should be made less time consuming. 

k) LSD personnel should behave cordially with the farmers 

Some respondents suggested that they could participate in the system if the LSD personnel 
were more cooperative to them and behaved cordially with them. 

l) Government funded drying facilities 

Since maintaining the moisture content was a major issue for the farmers, many believed 
that if the government could arrange for drying facilities, they could use them to dry their 
product and sell to the procurement centres. 

m) Training programme to farmers for quality development 

Since maintaining quality requirement was a major issue for the farmers, they suggested 
that training programmes can be organized to teach them how to maintain the quality 
requirements for paddy. 

n) Timing should be appropriate 

The starting of the programme should be earlier to facilitate the producers. 
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Chapter 6 

Summary, Conclusions and Policy Recommendations 

6.1 Summary and main findings  

6.1.1 Findings from HIES 2010 data 

The study found in disposal pattern and stock by seasons that Boro is the major rice 
followed by Aman. Aus is the smallest rice produced by the farmers in Bangladesh. In the 
Boro season marginal farms carry out around 76 kg of stocks, on average. Small farms carry 
out about 230 kg, which is more than triple the stocks of marginal farms. Medium and large 
farms carry out around 671 kg, which is again nearly triple the size of the stocks of the small 
farms. For all three rice crop seasons average production, disposal and closing stocks per 
farm increase with farm sizes.  

The study also found that in terms of percentage of production, landlord's share is higher 
for the lower farm size groups. In terms of average production per farm, Sylhet division is 
the best followed by Rajshahi division. Khulna was the lowest producing division. Whilst 
Rajshahi holds the second position from top in terms of per farm production, it holds the 
same position in consumption from the bottom. Rajshahi was the highest seller of rice 
followed by Sylhet. This pattern suggests that though production is the most important 
factor for stock position, other factors may also offset stocking, such as price, pre-harvest 
borrowings for consumption, consumtion needs, etc.  

Stocks as a share of production vary from  about 7 per cent in Barisal to 14 per cent in 
Dhaka. Barisal division comprises more rice surplus districts than Dhaka division. 
Consumption share of production was the highest in Chittagong  (about 60 per cent 
followed by Barisal (52 per cent). Share tenancy may be more prevalent in Barisal and 
Sylhet. Average production is higher in the surplus districts, stock are less than the deficit 
districts. Average household stock in surplus districts is about 276 kg, which is about 11 per 
cent of production. On the other hand average stocks in deficit districts is more than 356 kg 
per household, which is about 17 per cent of production. This is due to higher average 
marketing in surplus districts. A larger storage in the deficit districts may indicate attitude 
towards hoarding for risk coping. Farmers may consider storage as a means of insurance 
and savings against risk. Though we noted earlier large and medium farmers store 
proportionately more than small and marginal farmers, may be some farmers with larger 
holdings have speculative motive for storage. Average household consumption is also 
slightly higher in the surplus districts but deficit districts pay wages more in kind.  

The study categorized households into 4 groups based on per capita annual expenses on 
food and non-food items as collected in HIES 2010. Number of rice farms are the lowest in 
the richest group. Both production and disposal are higher in the richer groups. People in 
poorer quartiles consume higher percentage of what they produce and so sell and stock less 
than people in the richer quartiles. Conversely, the quartile distribution of marketing and 
stocking patterns are opposite of consumption pattern. Marketing is proportionately higher 
in the upper quartile groups.  

About 38 per cent of all farmers are marginal farmers. About 30 per cent of the Boro 
farmers in the marginal group have non zero stocks from Boro, other Boro farmers have no  
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stocks. More than 33 per cent of the Boro farmers in the marginal farm category sold some 
Boro rice, others did not sell any Boro rice. Proportionately more farmers sold and stock as 
we move from lower to higher farm size groups. 

With respect to economic status, shown by the per capita expenditure quartile 
classification, as we move from lower quartile group to higher quartile group, the 
percentage of Boro farmers keeping stocks rises gradually. When we note percentage of 
Boro farmers sold Boro rice we find negligible differences in quartile 2 to quartile 4. The 
farmers who produce Aman rice, 19 per cent are marginal compared to about 38 per cent 
marginal in total farmer sample, 53 per cent of them small compared to  49 per cent in total 
farmer sample. About 12 per cent of the Aman farmers in the marginal group have non zero 
stocks from Aman rice, other Aman farmers have no  stocks. More than 25 per cent of the 
Aman farmers in the marginal farm category sold some Aman rice, others in this group did 
not sell any Aman rice. Proportionately more farmers sold and stock as we move from lower 
to higher farm size groups. In the case of Aus rice farmers selling Aus rice in regard to 
quartile groups (44 per cent of the Aus farmers in quartile 2 sold Aus rice whilst nearly the 
same percentage of farmers in quartile 3 sold Aus rice). In terms of farm size category the 
pattern is usual and rising as we move from lower to higher farm size groups. 

In stock function analysis, the study found that more production would imply a larger 
amount of stock. The effect of production on stock found positive as expected. A 10 per 
cent rise in Boro production causes about 3per cent increase in stock.  All stock price 
elasticities are significant and elastic. Price appears a significant signal for influencing 
stockholding behaviour of farming households. Positively elastic price elasticity of stock may 
indicate partly demand effect of price rise and partly future expectation of price rise on 
stockholding behaviour. Other significant variables are household size, kind disposal like 
seed, feed etc, price variability, access to credit, farm size, land rental, and spatial dummies. 
The sign and size of most of them seem plausible. For example, 10 per cent raise in family 
size decreases the amount of stock by 3.4 per cent. Consumption increases with increase in 
population and so stock decreases. The effect of credit is negative and may indicate distress 
sales due to credit.  

The study also found Boro stocks vary positively with respect to own price, whilst Aman 
stocks vary negatively with respect to own price. Boro stocks vary negatively with respect to 
consumer price of coarse rice, whilst Aman stocks vary positively with respect to consumer 
price of coarse rice. Other significant variables are expenditure quartiles, farm size, kind 
disposal like seed, feed etc, and spatial dummies. The sign and size of most of them appear 
plausible. For example, stocks are higher forfarmers in upper expenditure quarters. Richer 
farmers stock more, may be to avail to opportunity to generate profit from better timing of 
sales.  

In the case of Aus rice a 10 per cent increase in production, Aus stock rises by 1.6 per cent. 
In the case of Aman, the increase was slightly higher than Aus and in the case of Boro the 
rate of change is even little higher. Own price elasticity of stock is not significant in this case. 
Other significant variables are top expenditure quarter, free room space available in the 
house, shock, farm size and location. The sign and size of these variables appear consistent 
with other variables. Thus, stocks depend on the amount of harvest consistently in all 
seasons. There are many constraints that farmers consider in keeping stocks other than 
production and prices. These constraints include borrowings to be repaid from crops sales 
revenue, higher family population, farm size and land rental condition. So policy can suggest 
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measures to ease farm level possible constraints in order to help farmers to make 
competitive decisions regarding stocks. Currently, farmers borrow from different sources to 
meet production and consumtion needs, which they repay immediately after harvest. We 
obtain a negative influence of this borrowing to the amount of stock. A possible remedy 
could be a subsidised credit programme so that farmers do not need to make distress sales 
to repay loan.  

6.1.2 Findings from time series analysis 

Farmers could gain from procurement programme either by selling directly to the centre at 
higher prices or through impact of procurement on market prices, or from both sources. 
The time series analysis reveals that the percentage of grain that is procured from farmers 
in Aman and Boro seasons has been declining over time. In the period between 1991/92 
and 2011/12, only 11.5 per cent of the grain was procured from the farmers. This amount 
declined substantially during the period from 1999/2000 to the latest. Out of 21 years time 
period, beggining 1991/92 there was no procurement of Aman paddy from the farmers in 
nine years of which procurement programme was ineffective in five years. This indicates 
that the paddy procurement directly from farmers was less focused in the public rice 
procurement programme. Procurement in the form of rice from millers was the dominant 
source of public rice procurement programme.  

In the case of Boro rice the result indicates that in the period between 1990 and 2012, only 
20.24 per cent of the grain was procured from the farmers during Boro season. This amount 
declined substantially during the period from 2004 to 2012. The percentage of paddy 
procurement was less than 6 per cent in nine out of 22 year period. If we look at the recent 
trend, we find that the percentage was less than 6 per cent in eight out of 10 year period. 
This clearly indicates that the government purchased mostly rice from millers in the Boro 
season. However, the proportion of grain being procured from the millers is increasing over 
the time. In fact, about 80 per cent of the grain was procured from the millers during the 
Boro season. So the millers were the primary source of grain procurement in the period that 
we have investigated. 

When we have estimated the proportion of grain procured from farmers and millers for all 
season together we have found the similar result as it was by season. Seventeen per cent of 
total grain was procured from farmers and remaining 83 per cent was from millers during 
the last 21 year time period. Except in 1991, 1992 and 1997, the percentage of rice 
procured from millers was more than 83 per cent in this 21 year period.  

We have estimated the achievements of Aman and Boro paddy and rice procurement 
targets over the 15 year period beggining 1996. Results indicate that the programmedid not 
procure the targets quantities of paddy both in Boro and Aman seasons. However Boro rice 
procurement target was either nearly achieved or exceeded most of the years. Millers are 
the main sellers to the procurement programme, this might reduce the benefit received by 
farmers if the price obtained by millers is not passed through to their suppliers, i.e. traders 
and farmers. This in turn might happen if the millers have a significant market power or the 
farmers sell most of their product before the market price is influenced by government 
intervention, e.g. the price is announced and procurement starts. 

The regression analysis results show that in both the cases of Boro and Aman, government 
stock makes negative contribution to actual procurement, but not statistically significant. 
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The planned distribution has positive relationship with procurement in both the Boro and 
Aman, but it is statistically significant only in Boro. The coefficient of deviation of 
production from trend represents good or bad harvest`s impact on actual procurement. The 
sign is positive in Boro which means if harvest is good then actual procurement increases. 
However, the result is not statistically significant. The deviation of market price from last 32 
years average market price is also taken as explanatory variable. The sign is negative in both 
the Boro and Aman which means that if market price is less than the long term average 
price then actual procurement increases and if market price is higher than the average price 
then actual procurement decreases. The relationship between market price and actual 
procurement is negetive in both the Boro and Aman cases, significant only in Aman. If 
market price increases the actual procurement decreases. This indicates that the 
procurement programme is to some extent contributing to stabilisation in the market. In 
other words, all of these results indicate that procurement is more active when price needs 
to supported. 

In the case of Boro season relationship between market price and procurement price is 
positive. This is statistically significant at 7 per cent level (not significant in the Aman 
season). It is expected that if procurement price increases then market price also increases 
or vice versa. Though correlation does not allow concluding about causality, it indicates that 
procurement is more active when more intervention is needed to increase the prices (e.g. 
production is higer and/or market prices are below the long term average), (ii) procurement 
and market prices tend to move in the same direction, so that at higher procurement prices 
correspond higer market prices and vice versa.  

6.1.3 Findings from the survey data 

From the survey data, results shows that about 51 per cent of the participant farmers reside 
within 5 kilometer distance from the nearest LSD/CSD, followed by 37 per cent between 6-
10 km and 6 per cent between 11-15 km and more than 16 km, each. Thus, location of 
procurement point matters; short-distanced farmers participate more in procurement 
programme than that of long-distanced farmers. Particularly, the proportion of 
marginal/small farmers (61.4 per cent) whose home was 5 km or less away from the 
LSD/CSD participate in the procurement programme. Thus the likelihood of participation in 
procurement programme by marginal/small farmers decreases with the increase of distance 
of LSD/CSD, because they are less likely to invest in transportation. However, distance may 
not be a problem for medium/large farmers; a large proportion of them sell their paddy to 
the procurement centre regardless of distance of the LSD/CSD from their home. 

Costs of Boro cultivation of participant farmers by district and farm category were also 
explored. The average cost of Boro cultivation was the lowest in Dinajpur and the highest in 
Naogaon. Average Boro acreage per household in the study areas was 264.12 decimal and 
the Boro yield was 29.94 quintal per acre. The farmers of Naogaon produce paddy in more 
areas than that of the farmers of other three districts and the lowest acreage of Boro was 
being cultivated by the farmers of Tangail.  

There was a large variation in terms of average Boro acreage between farm categories. 
Whilst marginal/small farmers produced paddy in 132 decimal of land, medium/large 
farmers produced in as much as 389 decimal of land. Yield of Boro also varied between farm 
types. Boro yield was 30.81 quintal per acre for medium/large farmers, whereas, it was 
27.72 quintal per acre for marginal/small farmers. The total output was the highest in 
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Tangail and the lowest in Naogaon. The study found that the cost of production and gross 
return were the highest in the Tangail district. On the other hand, net return was the 
highest in the Dinajpur district and the lowest in the Tangail district. Net return in the 
Dinajpur district was Tk 21341 per acre. However, it was only Tk 2416 per acre in the Tangail 
district. There were considerable variations in net returns observed across the four districts. 
Medium/large farms were observed to be more efficient in terms of net return than the 
marginal/small one. Though cost of production is higher for marginal/small farmers, both 
gross return and net return is higher for medium/large farmers. Net return for medium/ 
large farmers is more than double the net return earned by marginal/small farmers.  

Total storage was the highest in the Tangail district and the lowest in the Naogaon district. 
In the Tangail district, total storage was 51 quintal per season and it was only 5.73 quintal in 
Naogaon. On the other hand, total output and total disposal were the highest in the Tangail 
and Naogaon districts and the figures were, respectively 180.26 quintal and 164.87 quintal 
per farm per season.  

The amount of paddy sold by the participant farmers at various places like farmgate, nearby 
market, procurement centre, and rice mill were 34.42, 31.39, 33.27, and 32.22 quintal per 
farm. However, the farmers of Mymensingh and Tangail sold most of their paddy to the 
procurement centre, whereas, the participant farmers of Dinajpur and Naogaon sold more 
to the rice mills and nearby markets, respectively. The study shows that except farm-gate, 
cost of selling paddy at procurement centre was lower than selling at nearby market and 
millgate. The cost was the highest for selling at millgate (Tk 83.41) followed by nearby 
market (Tk 76.58), procurement centre (Tk 62.26) and farmgate Tk (27.23). Cost of selling 
paddy was the highest in Tangail district (Tk 66.32) and the lowest in Naogaon (Tk 19.46). 
Medium/large farmers have to bear more cost for selling paddy at procurement centre than 
that of marginal/small farmers. But still for both farm types cost of selling at procurement 
centre was lower than the cost of selling at nearby market and millgate. In almost all cases, 
paddy prices during different months ranging from May to October at different locations 
show an increasing trend, that is, the lowest in May and the highest in October. Considering 
all areas together, it was found that paddy price was the highest at farmgate and the lowest 
at nearby market. Though the variation among nearby market, millgate and farmgate was 
very low and may not be significantly different. 

Most all of the farmers of all four areas know about the existence, timing and regulations of 
government procurement programme. However, more farmers in Dinajpur have knowledge 
on procurement programme than those in Mymensingh, Tangail, and Naogaon. The highest 
98 per cent of the farmers know about the procurement price clearly and the rest know it 
partially. Friends or relatives or neighbor and government officials are the most important 
sources of this information.  

Most of the farmers did not complain regarding procurement price, quantity of paddy to be 
procured, timing of quota allotment, transportation to procurement centres, method of 
payment. Though majority of the farmers of all four districts agreed that procurement 
centres are at suitable locations, about forty per cent farmers of Mymensingh and one-
fourth of the farmers of Dinajpur disagreed with this view. However, majority of the farmers 
think that procurement procedure is time consuming, labourers or officials of procurement 
centre do not behave cordially with them, there is mismanagement in procurement centre, 
and there is chance of being unfairly rejected at procurement centres. Nevertheless 
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farmers, except those of Naogaon, positively agreed that procurement system offers price 
support to the farmers. Majority of them are satisfied with the procurement programme.  

Most of the farmers suggested to take measures to stop or at least reduce the extent of 
mismanagement at the procurement centre. They also suggested purchasing paddy from 
them directly. They suggested to establish more LSDs, to increase quota allotment, and to 
increase price. They also expected cordial behaviour of LSD officials during the process. We 
tried to get the suggestions of farmers about a system other than procurement that ensure 
price support of them. They mainly recommended to reduce input prices, especially the 
price of fertiliser, fuel, and seeds.  

The distance of the nearest LSD/CSD from rice mill might have effect on government 
procurement programme. The average distance of the nearest LSD/CSD and the nearest 
market were 5.76 and 3.12 kilometers from rice mills. The distance of the nearest markets 
from the selected rice mills was less than 5 kilometers in all the 4 selected districts. It 
indicates that the rice mills are established on the basis of access to markets and 
procurement centres. 

The millers were engaged as member and officer/representative in some organisations, 
often in more than one organisation. By involving in different organisations in the society, a 
miller is able to achieve some influential power. Due to engagement in political party and 
local government, some millers have influential power in government rice procurement 
programme which might obstruct farmers to directly sell to the procurement centre.  

The selected millers have been participating in the government rice procurement 
programme since 1973. Their participation has increased slowly due to irregularity, low 
incentive, rigid rules-regulations and conditions along with some administrative problems 
related to procurement system. From 1973 to 1990, only 9.1 per cent of the selected millers 
participated in government rice procurement programme. Over the time the participation 
in procurement programme has increased.  

On an average the millers sold 12045.42 quintal of rice in three places such as open market 
(9753.08 quintal), procurement centre (865.01 quintal) and other (1427.33 quintal). There 
were significant variations in milled rice sold to procurement centre across both mill types 
as well as districts. The highest average sale was recorded in Dinajpur (1167.32 quintal), 
followed by Mymensingh (823.13 quintal), Naogaon (756.08 quintal) and Tangail (725.25 
quintal). Rice sold to procurement centres by the automatic millers was much higher than 
that of semi-automatic and husking millers which is in line with the fact that the milling 
capacity of automatic millers was much higher than other two types of millers.  

The millers bought paddy from traders, farmers and others at an average price of Tk 1075, 
Tk 1394 and Tk 1342 per quintal respectively. It indicates that the millers paid more to 
traders than farmers because millers got paddy from traders in better condition than the 
farmers. For millers, Boro rice procurement was feasible in the months of May to October 
2012 when the market prices per quintal were lower than the procurement price. In the 
months of May to September, procurement price was higher by Tk 201 to Tk 438 per quintal 
than open market price. The minimum gap between procurement price and open market 
price was Tk 33.35 per quintal in October. 
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Almost all of the millers of the study areas know about the procurement programme, 
location of procurement centre, timing of procurement, procurement price, and rules and 
regulations of government rice procurement. 

Non-participating farmers blammed for different reasons for their non-participation in the 
paddy procurement system. The main reasons expressed by them are Lack of information 
or misinformation, existence of mismanagement,cost of selling to LSD is high etc. 

6.2 Main findings 

 For all three crop seasons (Boro, Aman and Aus) average production, disposal and 
closing stocks per farm increased with farm size. The difference in farm level average 
production is lower between farm size groups in Aus rice in comparison to other two 
seasons (Boro and Aman). 

 Boro is the largest crop and more farmers carry more stocks from this crop, followed by 
Aman and then Aus. Production is the most important factor for stock position, other 
factors may also offset stocking. The richest group carries the highest amount of stock, 
as expected. The middle two groups rent in more land and so give more amounts to 
landlord. 

 On average, sales in surplus districts (41.5 per cent) were proportionately higher than in 
deficit districts (30.2 per cent), an usual pattern in a rice consuming country. The 
difference in marketing and stocking pattern is more visible among farm size categories 
than expenditure categories. 

 The effect of production on stock is positive as expected. A 10 per cent rise in Boro 
production causes about 3 per cent increase in stock.  

 All stock price elasticities are significant and elastic. Price appears a significant signal for 
influencing stockholding behaviour of farming households. Positively elastic price 
elasticity of stock may indicate partly demand effect of price rise and partly future 
expectation of price rise on stockholding behaviour.Price effect on stock would be the 
net effect. The price effect would be positive, negative or insignificant depending on the 
relative magnitude of home demand and market supply effects. As home demand for 
foodgrain is price inelastic we would expect marketing effect of price difference would 
be higher. So positive elasticity of the stock may indicate expectation about future price 
changes. If current prices are higher, farming households may stock for future marketing 
with expectation of further increase in price. Boro stocks vary positively with respect to 
own price, whilst Aman stocks vary negatively with respect to own price. Boro stocks 
vary negatively with respect to consumer price of coarse rice, whilst Aman stocks vary 
positively with respect to consumer price of coarse rice. This is difficult to explain this 
opposite relationship with the given data. Also, as we mention earlier, price in cross 
section data may not reflect true price effect but price varies due to other factors like 
quality. Time series data are necessary to draw firm conclusion on the relationship 
between price and stock.  

 A farm household with a 10 per cent higher family population than an average size 
household keeps 3.4 per cent more stock. Consumption increases with increase in 
population and so stock decreases.  
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 The government is purchasing mostly rice from millers in the Boro season. Proportion of 
Aman and Boro rice being procured from the millers has been increasing over time. 
Procurement of rice from millers was the dominant source of public rice procurement 
programme. So the millers are the primary source of grain procurement. 

 Paddy procurement directly from farmers was less focused during the implementation 
of public rice procurement programme. Low participation of farmers may indicate that 
perhaps they are benefiting less from the public procurement programme. This is the 
case only if the price is not transmitted to by the market to the farmers. This is not likely 
to be the case in Bangaldesh, where the rice market is well integrated. However, timing 
of the procurement price announcement and of actual procurement might reduce 
benefit captured by small and marginal farmers if they sell before the procurement 
impacts on market prices. Moreover, overall annual market price appeared lower to 
some extent due to procurement programme, an indication that consumers may be 
benefitting more from the programme.  

 On an average 71 per cent of the government rice offtake was from domestic 
procurement. In both Boro and Aman seasons, relationship between market price and 
procurement price is positive and the results are statistically significant.  

 Short-distanced farmers participate more in procurement programme than that of long-
distanced farmers.  

 Farm income as well as annual household income of the participant farmers increased 
by 4.03 and 3.03 per cent, respectively as they sold their certain amount of paddy to 
procurement centres. 

 Medium/large farmers sold more paddy to the procurement centre than that of the 
marginal/small farmers. Cost of selling at procurement centre was lower than the cost 
of selling at nearby market and millgate. This is due to the fact the cost of bagging, 
weighing, and markets toll are higher at nearby market and millgate than the 
procurement centre. On the other hand, transportation cost is higher for selling paddy 
at the procurement centre. The procurement price of paddy was higher than that of 
farmgate, millgate and nearby market price in all selected areas. 

 Many of the farmers do not have complaints regarding procurement price, quantity of 
paddy to be procured, timing of quota allotment, transportation to procurement 
centres, and method of payment. However, majority of the farmers think that 
procurement procedure is time consuming. 

 Millers agreed that procurement price is justified, procurement centresare located at 
suitable place, procedure of selling at PC is reasonable, transportation to PC is easy, and 
method of payment is appropriate. However, they mentioned that there is corruption at 
PC and procurement system does not offer price support to the farmers. 

 The marginal and small non-participant farmers stated that, procurement price did not 
provide a reasonable return to them due to low quota and high transportation cost. 

 In the case of some non-participant large farmers, a major reason for them being 
discouraged about the system is the maximum limit of 3 tons that they are allowed to 
sell. Another factor that discouraged farmers from participating the procurement 
system is the timing of the programmes. Practically it takes time to start buying paddy 
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every season, so farmers feel that they do not get benefit from the programme when 
they need it at the beginning of the season. 

6.3 Actionable options for the procurement programme 

The study examines the perception of effectiveness of the existing procurement 
programmeby various agents through field survey. The study also examines the evidence on 
alternative procurement systems and farmers' income support options through literature 
review and qualitative interviews. Stock behaviour of farmers and links between quantity 
procured, procurement and market prices werealso examined using descriptive and 
econometric analyses. From the findings, some actionable options can be suggested for the 
government procurement programme.  

The objective of the government procurement programme is twofold. First, building rice 
stocks for the public foodgrain distribution system (PFDS) and second, providing income 
support to farmers. Achieving the target rice procurement for PFDS is necessary for 
emergency supply and targeted safety net programme for ensuring access to food to those 
who need food badly. The targets are achievable through planned distribution if harvests 
are good. The objective of income support is more critical. Small and marginal farmers may 
be benefitting as consumers (net buyers) from overall lower market prices. They are unable 
to reap the benefits of higher procurement prices through the current effort of purchasing 
paddy directly from the farmers, because they are unable to sell to the procurement centre. 
However, they can benefit from the current procurement system if the procurement price is 
able to influence the price received by the farments from the market. To this effect, it is 
necessary to carefully determine the procurement price as well as timing of purchase such 
that market remains competitive  and price is profitable for farmers.  

A vast array of literature suggests that large-scale public food procurement and distribution 
systems in developing countries involve high financial and administrative cost of the 
programmes and at the same time the degree of seasonal price stabilisation and price 
support achieved through the activities remain quite low. Moreover, literature suggests 
that price stabilisation may not always translate into farmers' income stabilisation and 
therefore food security. If price instability arises from supply side consumers become losers 
from price stabilisation (Waugh 1944; Akter 1990)6. Seasonal variation of prices arise from 
excess supply during harvest and shortage during off-season. Many farmers become 
consumers during off-season and so can not gain from price stablisation policy with 
relatively higher average procurement price. This type of programme is therefore not 
advisable at a large scale but costs could be made affordable if the programme 
concentrates only in rice collection for PFDS with reasonably accurate forecast of seasonal 
demand and supply and at a price not higher than average price. Farmers' income support 
needs alternative options. Strengthening productive safet net programmes can help the 
poor and marginal farmers.  

                                                 
6
 Under the assumptions of costless storage, linearity of demand and supply, complete information etc., 

society gains from complete stabilisation but these assumptions are too restrictive and do not hold. So 
whether society will gain from stabilisation programme or not depends on complex interaction of the factors 
associated with programme design and implementation under storage, demand and supply behaviour as well 
as transcation related factors (Newbery and Stiglitz, 1981).  
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From the analysis of farmers' stocking behaviour we found that farmers were responding to 
production and price changes. This indicates production enhancing interventions would 
translate to income support. Longer term analysis of stocking behaviour was not possible 
with given data, but the analysis of HIES 2010 data indicates that farmers respond to 
changes in policy variables. On average, farmers tend to behave like businesses; if current 
prices are higher, farming households may stock for future marketing with expectation of 
further increase in price. However, smaller/poorer farmers are not in a position to reap the 
opportunities arising from market forces in the same ways as larger/richer farmers. The 
farmers in the poorer quartiles or lower farm size groups consume the lion's share of their 
product and would be benefitted more as consumers rather than producers. Poorer farmers 
require supports at hard times like the occurrence of disaster related shocks when they lose 
their crops or shocks arising from any other reasons or hard times due to economic 
downturn. 

From the time series analysis of available data we observed that public procurement 
fluctuates substantially between years. However good and bad harvests influence 
procurement of Boro rice only but not statistically significant. When procurement prices 
were higher than market prices, government incurred higer costs but farmers not 
necessarily benefit to the same extent. Farm level survey identified higher cost of selling to 
the procurement centres than farm-gate, information asymmetry etc. are some of the 
reasons. Farmers perceived procurement procedure to be time consuming. They 
experienced that personnel in the procurement centre behaved frostily. Although majority 
of the farmers who sold in the centres gained financially and were satisfied with services, 
non-participation rate was high also because they feared to be ill treated along with other 
reasons. This evidence suggests that procurement price is not the only major constraint to 
farmers' participation in the procurement programme as usually thought. Any effective 
system should consider this context in its design and implementation. The very feasibility of 
directly procuring paddy from millions of small and marginal should be questioned.  

Reviewing the experiences of Bangladesh and several other countries we find different 
approaches to operating foodgrain procurement system. One approach gives emphasis to 
greater participation of government through public buffer stocks, buying and selling 
operations through government bodies. The other approach gives emphasis to involve 
farmers and private sector do the stock business under some control and support from the 
government. There are diversities within each approach.  

A recent report (AAS 2012) suggested three options for Bangladesh including the existing 
procurement system with some reforms. The two other systems are:(i) rice purchase by a 
competitive bidding system and (ii) involvement of contract grower in the procurement 
system. We find in this study, the existing system is not the best method to stabilise farm 
income. This is an echo of many other studies as we discussed earlier. Participating farmers 
suggested several measures to improve the existing procurement programme (Box 5.1) but 
these are difficult to implement.  

The competitive bidding system was proposed by Ahmed et al. (1993) to ease buying 
procedure through efficient millers. However the system may help the government to easily 
purchase grain but poor farmers would not benefit from such bidding process, unless 
bidding process is transparent and efficient.  From the survey of 296 millers in this study we 
found that millers prefer buying grains from traders or very large farmers to bulk buy and 
reduce cost of procurement. If the bidding process is not transparent and efficient, 
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influential millers may direct bid towards their favor and so the system may end up with 
increased market power rather than restoring competition.  

Regarding the third option of contract production and procurement, this is an option that 
involves private sector to stabilise prices through buying grains directly from farmers. 
Government's role is to supervise the private businesses so that farmers' interests are 
better served. However there are problems with the existing contract production systems, 
where poor farmers are often exploited by the businesses. This creates a problem of 
supervision (the agency problem in which a principal should supervise multiple agents) 
which might generate corruption and encourage rent seeking. Producers cooperatives could 
be formed to procure paddy from farmers as in Chhattisgarh state of India or paddy from 
farmers could be collected by engaging self help groups as in Indian state of Andhra 
Pradesh. Chhattisgarh programme uses Primary Agricultural Cooperatives (PACS) to buy 
paddy from farmers nearly at door step. No middlemen, trader or commission agents are 
allowed in this paddy purchasing process. This could increase the participation of farmers in 
the procurement programme. However, under the current capacity of the government this 
type of cooperative system may bring further irregularities. Moreover, government has 
limited capacity to increase storage facilities within the radius of 5 km, which small and 
marginal farmers prefer.  

Also considerable improvements in price support could be achieved by providing credit to 
the poor farmers immediately after the harvest. Currently, farmers borrow from different 
sources to meet production and consumtion needs, which they repay immediately after 
harvest. A possible remedy could be a subsidised credit programme so that farmers do not 
need to make distress sales to repay loan. In Thailand, the Bank of Agriculture and 
Agricultural Cooperatives (BAAC) lends to farmers at preferential and subsidised credit rates 
using paddy as collateral. Bangladesh Krishi Bank may be given the similar responsibility to 
support farmers. But it is to be noted that this needs huge funds with increased storage 
facilities and may not be sustainable in the long run given the current capacity of the 
government treasure. Though it was conceived to be a good instrument in price support but 
the Thai`s farmers are now demonstrating against the delays in payment for their paddy 
sold to the government. Reportedly, this system has been creating a lot of discontent due to 
its inefficiency and possibility of generating mismanaegment.  

Higher procurement price cannot often attract farmers participate in the programme, 
because they are unable to meet the standard (e.g. moisture content) required to supply 
paddy tothe procurement centres. Instead, price support to farmers could be offered in the 
form of cash subsidy or ‘deficiency payment’. This requires targeting the poor farmers. 
Universal subsidy or deficiency payment in fix amount is not advisable, because it would 
again involve high financial and administrative cost of the programme. Universal subsidy or 
deficiency payments with varying amount based on the farm sizes could be advisable. The 
government could fixes the total amount to be distributed and divides it by the number of 
beneficiaries, which include even the largest farmers. All can receive in their bank account 
but a fix amount would be regressive: significant for marginal farmers, irrelevant for the 
larger ones.  

Another option that can be considered to maximise the impact of procurement on price at 
the time of harvest (and so maximise benefits for small and marginal farmers) is to establish 
a premium for early delivery. For example, if the government fixes procurement price at 
level 31, government could buy at (31+1)=Tk 32 in the first month, Tk 31 in the following 
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month, and (31-1)= Tk 30 for the remaining months in the total procurement period in both 
the Aman and Boro seasons. This would however push the demand up of various agents in 
the first month after harvest, in turn, will push up the market price when it is at its lower 
level, just immediately after the harvest. In this way the procurement would act in contrast 
with the normal seasonal price trend that one can observe that the price falling at harvest 
and gradually raising in the following weeks. However, this may create extra burden to the 
procurement centre as all farmers will try to see paddy to the procurement centre within 
first month and the centre may fail to cope with the situation.  

Apart from that the timing of the announcement of procurement price has strong 
implication for its impact on market price. The government announces procurement price 
before harvest as a way to have greater impact on market price. This is because supply is 
more regid as production decisions have already been taken. Higher demand from 
procurement drive as well as from other agents is likely to be reflected mainly in higher 
price as offered quantity can only change by anticipating sales/reducing stocks. This price 
rise in turn benefits the producers who usually make distress sales at harvest, particularly 
poor magrinal and small farmers. However, announcing before planting is likely to have 
more impact on farmers planting decision. Essentially announcement before planting is 
preferable to have impact on quantity produce, announcement before harvest is better to 
have impact on harvest price. The gap between the timing of the procurement price 
announcement before harvest and actual starting of the procurement should be reduced as 
much as possible so that the impact reflects on harvest price. This will allow small and 
marginal farmers to reap more direct benefits from the procurement programme because 
small and marginal farmers sell paddy just immediately after harvest.  

There are many options but none is free from problems and not a single programme could 
be considered the best. It may be more worthwhile for the government to use existing 
limited storage capacity for procurement as necessary for the PFDS and at the same time 
support poor farmers with productive safety net type benefits linking their investment in 
farming so that they can improve their production. At the same time encourage private 
sector to come forward with innovative businesses so that market system operates more 
efficiently. Also, private sector may be invited to come forward with innovative method to 
collect grains from farmer door steps under competitive contractual arrangement with 
government.  

6.4 Conclusions 

The effectiveness of the public rice procurement programme depends on how the 
programme`s objectives are fulfilled or in other words how and in what the programme is 
implemented. Domestic public rice procurement programme has two objectives such as (i) 
to provide support price and farmers income and (ii) adequate supplies for public 
distributional needs. Based on the study findings the following conclusions regarding the 
effectiveness of the programme can be made. 

The public procurement programme supports farmers through prices, but varous factors 
reduce its impact of prices receive by farmers and their income. The study found that share 
of paddy procurement directly from farmers is only 21 per cent. Direct procurement from 
farmers is relevant if the procurement system is not able to influence the market price. 
Timing is also an important determinant since farmers sell paddy immediately after the 
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harvests. Delaying in `procurement starting` does not support farmers due to the fact that 
bulk amount of paddy is already sold out to millers and open markets. Of the farmers, 
participation of the large/medium farmers is higher than the small/marginal farmers. 
Hence, medium and large farmersare more likely to capture higher benefits than the needy 
small/marginal farmers. Our empirical analysis suggests that procurement price and market 
prices are positively correlated. So, if procurement price is set above the low market level at 
the harvest time, there is a possibility that the market prices of paddy would be higher. 
Higher procurement price would encourage millers/traders buy more from farmers raising 
local market/farmgate prices.   

In the Aman season, on average only 11.5 per cent of the grain was procured from the 

farmers. In fact, out of 21 years time period beginning 1991/92, there was no procurement 

of paddy from the farmers in nine years of which procurement programme was ineffective 

in five years. This indicates that the paddy procurement directly from farmers was less 

focused in the implementation of public rice procurement programme. This evidence is 

consistent with study by Dorosh and Shahabuddin (2002) that domestic procurement 

contributed relatively little to raising domestic producer prices at harvest time, involved 

only a small percentage of farmers, and incurred excessive costs following successful 

harvests because of procurement prices set far in excess of market prices. 

Similar to Aman, the percentage of grain that is procured from farmers in Boro has been 
declining over time. In the period between 1991 and 2012, only about 21 per cent of the 
grain was procured from the farmers during Boro season. Similar to Aman season, paddy 
procurement directly from farmers was less focused in the public rice procurement 
programme. 

Results indicate that programme did not procured its target. On an average, only 52 per 
cent and 11 per cent of paddy in Boro and Aman season were achieved. On the other hand, 
91 per cent and 49 per cent of rice procurement in Boro and Aman season were achieved. 
The picture was better in the case of Boro procurement but the picture in Aman season is 
quite dismal. Less than one per cent of Paddy procurement target in Aman season was 
achieved in nine out of 15 years.  

The procurement programme supports farmers indirectly through market mechanism as 
market price and procurement price are positively associated. Purchases by the government 
at support market prices along with demand from other agents push market prices up to 
benefit the poor farmers who usually make distress sales at harvest. This is further 
supported by our findings that the quantity procured is inversely related to market prices, 
which implies that when the market price is low government procures more and pushes 
prices up. In this way, not only the participating farmers but also all farmers get benefit.  

When we evaluate the effectiveness of the programme in terms of achieving its objective 
such as fulfilling the distributional need, it is largely fulfilled. On an average 71 per cent of 
the public distributional needs are met from the domestic public rice procurement 
programme. This constributes to explain why in certain years the procurement has been 
below the target: in some cases the government did not fulfill the initial target if it became 
clear that it was above the actual distribution needs.  
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6.5 Policy recommendations 

i) Many non-participating farmers reported that they arenot aware of the rules and 
regulations of the public rice procurement programme. Farmers’ awareness building 
might increase their bargaining power which in turn might increase farmers’ 
participation in the programme. So, farmers’ awareness development programme can 
be undertaken. 

ii) Non-participating farmers reported numerous allegations of mismanagement in the 
programme. For reliable evidence a special study should be commissioned involving 
different stakeholders and to identifyappropriate measures to alleviate or at least to 
reduce the irregularities in the system. 

iii) Theoretical literature and widely practiced support programmes evident that one 
instrument should be used only to fulfil one objective. The procurement programme, a 
single instrument cannot fulfil more than one objective. Price stabilisation does not 
always translate into farmers' income, particularly poorer farmers have to pay higher 
prices as consumers during off-season. So the objective of the public procurement 
programme should be either to support the farmers` income or collecting stocks for 
PFDS, not both. Fulfilling multiple objectives need multiple instruments. It is preferable 
that domestic procurement is targete to ensure a minimum price on the market (floor 
price). At that price the government buys all quantity supplied by different agents 
(farmers, millers, traders, etc.). The residual quantity required to fulfil the distribution 
needs, if any, shouldbe procurement internationally, through inport. In this approach it 
is essential that the price is fixed at a level that balances the objective of supporting 
farmers through market prices with the effective capacity of the government to buy 
taking into account procurement cost and storage capacity.  

iv) Collecting stocks through miller is an easier option within the current system, but is is 
important that appropriate anti trust measures are in place to ensure that the milling 
business is competitive, so that the price is passed through to farmers. As an alternative 
small and marginal farmers can be supported with another income support instrument. 
There may be policy instruments (e.g. direct payments, safety nets, etc.) better suited 
than price interventions to pursue income stabilisation. Appropriate targeting would be 
necessary to administer direct payments and safety nets to keep government budget 
under control. Farmers preferred low input prices, especially the price of fertiliser, fuel, 
and seeds. This suggests introducing special subsidy scheme for small and marginal 
farmers who are unable to sell in the procurement centre. This can be done through 
targeted subsidies or through flat subsidies, which would be automatically regressive 
relative to the farm size.  

v) Producers cooperatives could be formed to procure paddy from farmers as in 
Chhattisgarh state of India, which use PACS to buy paddy from farmers nearly at door 
step. No middlement, trader or commission agents are allowed in this paddy purchasing 
process. This couldincrease the participation of farmers in the procurement programme 
and ensure respect of the quality stardards for delivery to the procurement centres. 
However, as experience in other countries the cooperative system may bring further 
irregularities and rent seeking behavious.  
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vi) Also considerable improvements in price support could be achieved by providing credit 
to the poor farmers immediately after the harvest. Currently, farmers borrow from 
different sources to meet production and consumtion needs, which they repay 
immediately after harvest. A possible remedy could be a subsidised credit programme so 
that farmers do not need to make distress sales to repay loan. 

vii) Support through price, as it is in the current procurement system, necessarily biased in 
favour of more efficient/larger farmers who can produce at lower average costs. In 
order to maximise benefit for small and marginal farmers, direct subsidy can be 
considered. Indeed, in case of procurement many farmers benefit indirectly (because of 
the higher price) and the cost for government is limited to the cost of the procured 
quantity. Of course, it would really be very interesting to compare the cost of supporting 
through subsidy to the cost of directly supporting through procurement as in the current 
system. This is a fertile ground for future research.  
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Annex I 

Appendix Tables 

Appendix Table 2.1. A brief summary of the main literature  
No Author (s) Title Nature of 

publications 
& Year 

Research question 
(s)/ Objective (s) 
addressed 

Research design/ 
data source/ 
analysis 

Finding (s)/ Result (s) Main conclusions 

1 Dorosh, P. Bangladesh-
India rice trade, 
public stocks 
and price 
stabilisation 
in light of 
unstable 
international 
markets 

IFPRI, 
2012 

To examine 
implications of 
shifts in policies 
and prices among 
major rice 
exporters.  

Co-integration 
analysis, 
secondary time 
series data 

The relevant import parity 
price faced by Bangladesh 
has shifted several times over 
the last two decades because 
of changes in policies of 
major exporters and other 
market conditions. Like the 
early 2000s, Bangladesh 
domestic prices are below 
import parity.  

Increased productivity of 
rice (and other crops) 
remains a key channel 
for increasing availability 
of food, reducing its 
price, raising rural 
incomes and enhancing 
food security. 

2 Sattar, N. An economic 
evaluation of 
public food 
operations 
In Bangladesh 
with special 
emphasis on 
government 
rice and paddy 
procurement 
programmes 

Unpublished 
MS thesis, 
2011 

To evaluate the 
performance of 
the public food 
operations in 
Bangladesh, with 
special emphasis 
on government 
paddy and rice 
procurement 
programmes. 

Primary and 
secondary data;  
primary data 
through sample 
survey 

Rice procurement 
programme could meet its 
target in most years, but not 
the paddy procurement.  

Farmers are unlikely to 
receive direct price support 
as they do hardly involve in 
the procurement system 
directly. However, they may 
be benefited with indirect 
price support as procurement 
policy influence market price. 
In addition, most of the 
farmers do not necessarily 
believe that procurement 

Despite their limitations, 
the programmes were 
justified on social, 
economic and political 
grounds. Measures 
should be undertaken to 
improve the system in 
order to make it more 
efficient and farmer 
friendly. 
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system is beneficial for them 
such that procurement prices 
are not sufficiently high in 
some cases, the rules of 
selling in procurement 
centres are difficult for them, 
they have limited access to 
the procurement centres, and 
there are irregularities in the 
system. 

3 Shahabuddin, 
Q., 
Asaduzzaman, 
M., Clay, E., 
and Jones, S. 

Price support, 
domestic 
procurement 
programme and 
public stock 
management 

BIDS Policy 
Brief, 
2009 

To examine the 
relationship 
between price 
support and 
domestic 
procurement 
programme. 

Literature review An alternative option to the 
export of rice, following 
bumper harvests, is for the 
government to procure 
surpluses as a way of 
controlling domestic prices 
and providing an incentive to 
farmers. However, setting a 
procurement price that send 
adequate production signals 
to the farmers while 
minimising  costs to the 
public exchequer is a real 
challenge. Unsatisfactory 
performance of the domestic 
procurement programme in 
the past has been due, in 
particular, to: excessive 
public sector imports, 
particularly in years of good 
harvests (even in some flood 
years), which occupied 
warehouse space, severely 

Recommended 
improving the 
effectiveness of 
procurement policy and 
price support to the 
farmers by introducing a 
system of open tendering 
in order to reduce costs 
and improve the 
reliability of the system. 



136 

restricting the ability to 
procure during the next 
harvest; and farmers having 
limited access to 
procurement centres so that 
they are obliged to sell to 
private traders at a lower 
price. 

4 M. 
Asaduzzaman, 
Quazi 
Shahabuddin, 
Uttam Kumar 
Deb and Steve 
Jones 

Input prices, 
subsidies and 
farmers' 
incentives 

BIDS Policy 
brief, 
2009 

It discusses the 
role of input prices 
and 
subsidies in 
managing food 
price volatility. It 
outlines key 
factors to be 
considered by 
policy makers in 
the light of likely 
future volatility in 
food and oil prices. 

Descriptive 
statistics 

Input subsidies and domestic 
food grain procurement 
programmes are short term 
efforts that the government 
uses to reduce farmers’ costs 
of growing food and/or 
influence the price of food in 
the market. The paper opined 
that a systematic evaluation 
of government programmes 
like subsidising agricultural 
inputs or procurement of 
food grain should be done 
urgently to judge the 
effectiveness and cost of the 
government for each 
approach. The evaluations 
should include both the 
direct costs (e.g., of subsidies 
on inputs, food grain storage 
costs, etc.) and the 
opportunity costs of capital 
(tying government funds up 
in food grain stores) and 
labour (using government 

The government can seek 
to influence farmer 
incentives by 
subsidising agricultural 
inputs (fertiliser, diesel) 
or by procurement of 
food grain and Open 
Market Sales. In 
recent decades, both 
approaches have been 
used but a systematic 
evaluation of the 
effectiveness and cost to 
the government of each 
approach has not been 
undertaken. It 
recommended that this 
should be done urgently 
so that government can 
use its funds as 
effectively and efficiently 
as possible. 
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staff to manage input subsidy 
schemes and food grain 
stores. 

5 Dorosh, P.A.  Price 
stabilisation, 
international 
trade and 
national cereal 
stocks: world 
price shocks and 
policy response 
in South Asia 

Food 
Security, 
2009 

To examine 
domestic trade 
policies and 
government 
market 
interventions in a 
set of South Asian 
countries in 
response to 2007-
08 international 
price shocks on 
domestic markets. 

Review article 
(content analysis) 

Price shocks were a 
reminder that dependence 
on international markets will 
not guarantee price stability, 
still the governments should 
not over-react to such 
events and embrace policies 
that ultimately result in 
large costs in terms of 
slower economic growth 
and less poverty reduction.  

National policies should 
involve some 
combination of 
promoting domestic 
production and national 
stocks to prevent very 
large price increases and 
reliance on international 
trade to limit the need 
for government. 
interventions in most 
years. 

6 Deb, U.K., 
Hossain, M. 
and Jones, S. 

Rethinking food 
security 
strategy: 
self-sufficiency 
or self-reliance 
 

DFID, 
2009 

It reviews the 
impact of the food 
crisis in 2007/08 
on food prices, 
food insecurity 
and poverty in 
Bangladesh, and 
Bangladesh’s 
participation in the 
global food 
market, - 
examines whether 
the country can 
safely depend on 
the world market 
to meet its food 
deficits, by 
assessing the 

Trend analysis 
Descriptive study 

Bangladesh has a 
comparative advantage in 
rice production at import 
parity prices, which indicates 
that it would be cheaper to 
produce domestically than to 
import rice for domestic 
consumption. 
On the other hand, 
Bangladesh does not have a 
comparative advantage in 
rice production at export 
parity prices, indicating that 
Bangladesh is not currently 
capable of competing in the 
international market with its 
current production practices, 
prices and technology. 

Bangladesh should target 
self-sufficiency in rice 
production to satisfy  
domestic demand in 
normal production years. 
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reliability of 
Bangladesh’s main 
sources of 
imported rice  
- compares 
Bangladesh’s costs 
of producing rice 
with other 
countries and 
assesses its 
comparative 
advantage in rice 
production. 

7 Deb. U. Boro 
procurement 
and food 
security 
strategy: An 
actionable 
agenda 
 

Keynote 
presentation, 
2008 

To determine 
procurement 
strategy for Boro 
rice. 

Longitudinal data 
(trend analysis) 

Boro procurement 
programme should be 
designed by considering cost 
of Boro production, keeping 
provision for providing 
adequate incentives for the 
producers, market price at 
the time of fixation of price, 
consumers’ interest regarding 
affordable price for rice and 
fulfilling the increasing public 
stock of rice. 

Procurement strategy 
needs to consider the 
rice milling capacity and 
also the storage capacity 
of the government. 

8  Ashraf, M.A.  Econometric 
analysis of the 
impact of 
domestic rice 
procurement 
policy on 
producer price: 
The case of rice 

Journal Agro 
Ekonomi, 
2008 

To investigate the 
impacts of the 
government 
procurement 
policy on rice 
producer price in 
Bangladesh. 

Econometric 
analyses 
(multiple 
regression) with 
twenty five years 
data collected 
from various 
government and 

Procurement policy is unlikely 
beneficial for the rice 
producers even in short run 
because of theoretical 
limitations, underdeveloped 
infrastructure, and lower rice 
procurement price than the 
open market price. 

Raising procurement 
price equal to the open 
market price and to 
improve infrastructure, 
both institutional and 
communication. 
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in Bangladesh private sources 

9 Kumar, A.G., 
Gulati, A. and 
Cummings R. 

Foodgrains 
policy and 
management in 
India 
responding to 
today’s 
challenges and 
opportunities 

IFPRI Report, 
2007 
 

To examine in 
detail the 
foodgrains 
management 
system covering 
public 
procurement, 
storage and 
distribution with a 
view to suggest 
reforms to make it 
more efficient and 
responsive to the 
food security 
needs of the poor. 

Literature review A major objective behind 
various grain market 
intervention schemes of the 
Indian government was to 
procure sufficient food grain 
to carry out the public 
distribution activities and to 
build up the buffer stock. The 
procurement demands of the 
government gave rise to the 
view that a higher 
procurement price is 
necessary for maintaining 
farmers’ production 
incentives.  

It was often argued that 
the government 
procurement volume 
could be boosted by 
maintaining an attractive 
procurement price. 

10 Jha, S. and 
Srinivasan P.V. 

India reforming 
farm support 
policies for 
grains 
 

Project 
Report, 
2006 

To analyse some 
of the recent 
reforms proposed 
in the operation of 
government buffer 
stocks and 
provision of price 
support to wheat 
and rice farmers in 
India. 
 
To estimate the 
potential impacts 
of reforms in 
India’s farm 
support policies on 
producers, 

Multi commodity 
partial 
equilibrium 
simulation model 
of regional 
supplies and 
demands of 
grains by 
different 
economic 
classes. 

A switch to decentralized 
public distribution system 
(PDS) and procurement and 
removal of rice levy in India 
leads to a fall in both 
procurement and buffer 
stocks of grains. A reduction 
in minimum support prices 
(MSP) from their current 
exorbitant levels lowers the 
costs of operating the PDS 
which was higher in earlier 
period.  

Price support to farmers 
could  be offered in the 
form of cash subsidy or 
‘deficiency payment’. 
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consumers and 
traders in various 
regions of the 
country 

11 Chowdhury, 
N., Farid, N. 
and Roy,  

Food policy 
liberalisation in 
Bangladesh: 
How the 
government and 
the markets 
delivered? 

IFPRI, 
MTID 
Discussion 
Paper no. 92, 
2006 

Assessing 
comparative 
efficiency of public 
versus private 
marketing of 
grains in 
Bangladesh 
 
Assessing 
multilateral trade 
liberalisation 
effect on global 
food grain 
prices. 

Multi-market 
model 
Sensitivity 
analysis 

Bangladesh’s food-policy has 
benefited from a liberalised 
trade regime and a consistent 
downsizing of the 
government, all with 
favorable effects on poverty 
and nutrition. Post 
liberalisation, the findings 
suggest a perceptible 
increase in the cost-
effectiveness of the public 
food grain distribution 
system (PFDS). The favorable 
effects of liberalisation are 
also evident in growths in 
outputs, market size, the size 
of private stocks, the 
emergence of a two peak 
harvest seasonality, and 
finally in declining real rice 
prices. The government has 
moreover downsized the 
PFDS, making poverty 
reduction a priority basis for 
grain allocation. 

Over a range of values 
involving both an upper 
and a lower limit, small 
declines will occur in real 
incomes and caloric 
levels of both urban poor 
and rural landless 
households, while large 
farms will experience a 
small 
gain in their real 
incomes. Based on values 
corresponding to the 
lower limit, overall 
effects on food security 
are however quite small. 

12 Alam, M. J.,  Efficiency of 
public 
intervention: 
The case of 

Unpublished 
Master 
thesis, Ghent 
University, 

  Because of the introduction 
of the private trade with 
liberalised tariff, the society 
gained welfare at the 
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domestic 
procurement 
and public 
foodgrain 
distribution 
system in 
Bangladesh 

Belgium, 
2005 

aggregate level. 

13 Dholakia, R. R. SHOGORIP 
(SHOSHOYA 
GUDAM RIN 
PROKALPA): 
A storage cum 
credit project to 
help Small and 
medium farmers 

AIUB Journal 
of Business 
and 
Economics, 
2004 

What 
organisational 
changes can be 
made to facilitate 
smoother running 
and to achieve the 
overall objectives 
set for SHOGORIP? 
 
What specific 
steps can be taken 
to increase their 
use by 
participating 
farmers?. 
 
To evaluate by 
BIDS generated 
several 
mechanisms as 
alternatives to 
current ways of 
delivering services 
to targeted 
farmers. 

Personal 
interviews and 
field visit 
literature review 

The SHOGORIP project 
established a network of 
decentralized storage 
facilities and link participating 
farmers to branches of 
nationalized commercial 
banks. Instead ofselling their 
crops immediately after 
harvest when prices are the 
lowest, these farmers are 
able to deposit the crops and 
oilseeds in a local godown 
and receive a bank loan 
against the stored goods. 
Participating farmers have 
been able to earn profits by 
using the storage capabilities 
and learning to exploit 
market conditions. The 
storage facility has assured 
farmers’ access to quality 
seeds and protected them 
from crop losses from 
inadequate or corrupt 
storage practices. 

Several problems and 
challenges need to be 
addressed which are 
related to managing 
multiple stakeholders, 
financial viability, 
autonomy in decision-
making, etc. 

14 Brennan, D. Price dynamics Agricultural To examine the Dynamic The incentive for private A market consequence of 
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in the 
Bangladesh rice 
market: 
implications for 
public 
intervention 

Economics, 
2003 

price dynamics of 
Bangladesh rice 
market. 
 
To examine the 
incentives for 
private sector 
storage and its 
impact on price 
stability.   

programming 
technique  

sector storage in food 
markets in Bangladesh is very 
weak, because of the 
combination of high storage 
costs and relatively elastic 
demand. If a high priority is 
placed on preventing the 
extreme price peaks that are 
the characteristic of storable 
commodity markets, then 
public buffer stock schemes 
are a more effective policy 
than subsidising private 
storage.  

a targeted food rationing 
scheme based on the 
purchase and distribution 
of rice to poorer sections 
of the population would 
be a more inelastic 
market demand curve, 
which would in turn 
increase the incentive for 
private storage.  

15 Sabur, S. A., 
Jahan, H. And 
Reza, M. S.. 

An evaluation of 
government rice 
procurement 
programme in 
selected areas 
of Bangladesh 

Bangladesh 
Journal of 
Agricultural 
Economics, 
2003 

  The lengthy procedures, loss 
of time and high 
transportation were the main 
causes for not selling paddy 
to the procurement centre.  

 

16 Dorosh, P.A. 
and Farid, N. 

Implications of 
quality 
deterioration 
for Public 
foodgrain stock 
management 
and consumers 
in Bangladesh 

MSSD 
Discussion 
Paper, IFPRI, 
2003 

To examine the 
economic costs of 
stock quality 
deterioration in 
storage, including 
the implicit costs 
to recipients of 
Public Food 
Distribution 
System (PFDS) 

Economic 
analysis (Cost 
analysis: the 
economic costs 
of stock quality 
deterioration in 
storage, 
including the 
implicit costs to 
recipients of 
PFDS foodgrain) 

The study finds implicit losses 
to rice consumers due to 
quality deterioration were 
about 1.05 billion Taka in 
2000/01, equal to 10.9 per 
cent of total net outlay on 
rice of the PFDS. 

The study suggested that 
effective stock 
management and 
minimising  leakage are 
more important 
determinants of the 
overall PFDS financial 
efficiency. 

17 Dorosh, P. A 
and 

Rice price 
stabilisation in 

IFPRI 
Discussion 

To measures the 
variability of 

Price stability 
data in 

Relatively high degree of 
price stability was achieved in 

Government intervention 
has an impact on 
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Shahabuddin, 
Q., D.C.  

Bangladesh: An 
analysis of 
policy options 

Paper, 
2002 

domestic 
and international 
rice prices, and to 
examine the mix 
of government 
intervention and 
private sector 
participation in 
rice markets. 

comparison to 
international 
market price, 
long term trend 
in real prices. 
Descriptive 
statistics and 
simulation model 
as well 

the 1990s due to private 
sector imports that stabilised 
markets following major 
production shortfalls. 
Domestic rice procurement 
contributed relatively little in 
raising domestic producer 
prices at harvest time, 
involved only a small 
percentage of farmers, and 
incurred excessive costs 
following successful harvests 
because of setting 
procurement prices far in 
excess of market prices. 

domestic price. 

18 Ramaswami, 
B, and 
Balakrishnan, 
P. 

Food prices and 
the efficiency of 
public 
intervention: 
the case of the 
public 
distribution 
system in India 
 

Food Policy, 
2002 

Whether and how 
the inefficiency of 
state institutions 
matters to food 
prices. In the 
context of the 
wheat subsidy 
scheme in India, 
the paper models 
the implications of 
quality differences 
between public 
and private grain 
supply. 

Trend analysis 
Model 
estimation 

A less obvious reform on the 
current scenario in India 
would be for the government 
to downsize the procurement 
of grain. If the government 
were to procure less, it can 
offer a lower procurement 
price and the market price 
would accordingly be lower 
because of larger supplies in 
the market.  

Subsidy reduction 
coordinated with lower 
procurement may not 
lead to an increase of 
food prices. 

19 Dorosh, P. A., 
Shahabuddin, 
Q., and Farid, 
N. 

Price 
stabilisation and 
the cost of food 
stocks. 

FMRSP 
Working 
Paper, 
2001 

To examine price 
stabilisation and 
public stock issues 
in Bangladesh and 

Descriptive 
statistics 
Trend analysis 

Boro procurement has been 
much more reliable than 
Aman procurement. 
Procurement of 

Technical problems 
remain, but if these are 
overcome, costs 
could be reduced and 
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to assess domestic 
procurement and 
distribution and 
their impact on 
prices and farmer 
incomes. 

Boroexceeded 80 per cent of 
the target on 9 out of 13 
years and failed at least 60 
per cent of the target in only 
one year. Aman 
procurement, on the other 
hand, exceeded 80 per cent 
of the target in only 2 out of 
12 years, and failed to reach 
60 per cent of the target in 8 
out of 12 years. In these eight 
years, Aman procurement 
averaged only 18.5 per cent 
of the target. 

reliability of procurement 
could be increased. 

20 Reza, M. S.  An evaluation of 
government 
Boro rice 
procurement in 
selected areas 
of Bogra and 
Naogaon 
districts 

Unpublished 
MS Thesis, 
2001 

  The major problems in 
supplying rice to the 
procurement centres were 
illegal payment, taking extra 
amount, and unnecessary 
harassment. Based on the 
views reported by the 
farmers, traders and millers, 
author suggested for early 
start of procurement, 
stopping corruption and 
bribing, establishment of a 
procurement centre at the 
village level, setting the 
procurement price higher 
than the market price, 
directly receiving the 
paddy/rice after arrival at the 
LSD, increasing the duration 
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of procurement. 

21 Dorosh, P. A., 
and 
Shahabuddin, 
Q  

Price 
stabilisation and 
public foodgrain 
distribution: 
policy options to 
enhance 
national food 
security 

FMRSP 
Working 
Paper, 
1999 

To examine the 
mix of government 
intervention and 
private sector 
participation in 
food markets in 
recent years, and 
analyses policy 
options related to 
price stabilisation 
and targeted 
distribution. In 
particular, the 
focus of the paper 
is on the role of 
trade 
liberalisation, 
impacts of 
domestic 
procurement on 
rice prices, and 
food aid. 

Price stability 
data; 
Long-term trend 
analysis 

Average wholesale price of 
Aman rice at harvest was 
above the procurement price 
in five of the last six years, 
resulting in an average of 
only 8.9 per cent fulfillment 
of procurement target. On 
the other hand, procurement 
price of Boro rice was 
excessively higher in three 
out of four recent years. This 
results an extra government 
cost and a windfall profits to 
those who are fortunate 
enough to sell at the 
procurement centres. 
Moreover, procurement 
prices substantially above 
market prices encourage 
rent-seeking behaviour and 
add to the potential for 
corruption of public officials 
connected with procurement.  

The determination of 
procurement prices at 
the level of price support 
is a critically important 
task in order to ensure 
adequate production 
incentives to the farmers, 
while at the same time 
minimising  costs to the 
public exchequer. 

22 Shahabuddin, 
Q. and Islam, 
K. M. N  

Domestic rice 
procurement 
programme in 
Bangladesh-An 
evaluation.  

Food 
Management 
and Research 
Support 
Project 
(FMRSP) 
Working 
Paper, 
1999 

To evaluate 
effectiveness of 
the domestic 
procurement 
programme in 
terms of 
participation of 
farmers, traders 
and millers and 

Primary data 
through sample 
survey among 
farmers, millers, 
and traders 

Participation of farmers, 
especially small and medium 
farmers in the domestic 
procurement programme is 
disappointingly low (only 10 
per cent). The villagers far off 
from the LSDs are less 
interested in the 
procurement programme 

To increase farmers’ 
participation in the 
procurement programme 
authors  suggested to 
reorganise procurement 
system at LSD to 
minimise unofficial 
payments to both 
officials/staff and 
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problems faced by 
them in the 
process of both 
paddy and rice 
procurement. 

compared to those located 
nearer the LSDs. Sales at LSDs 
appear to be relatively easy 
for farias and traders than for 
farmers. Some farmers 
reported that they had 
waited three to four days 
with their paddy and 
ultimately sold it to traders 
present at the LSD premises.  

labourer, to initiate 
procurement 
programmesoon after 
harvest, to minimise 
irregularities in weighing, 
to create temporary 
storage at LSD premises 
to prevent damage of 
farmers’ paddy due to 
inclement weather, etc. 

23 Khan, M. M. 
and Jamal, 
A.M.M.  

Market based 
price support 
programme: An 
alternative 
approach to 
large scale food 
procurement 
and distribution 
system 

Food Policy, 
1997 

To examine the 
role of the public 
food system in 
supporting 
agricultural prices 
and protecting the 
vulnerable groups 
inBangladesh 
during the past 20 
year and how the 
governmental 
expenditures in 
the programme 
benefited the 
different social 
groups involved. 

Trend analysis 
Regression 
model 

In most developing countries 
of the world, large-scale 
public food procurement and 
distribution systems have 
become too expensive for the 
country’s governments. 
Despite high financial and 
administrative cost of the 
programmes, the degree of 
seasonal price stabilisation 
and price support achieved 
through the activities remain 
quite low. Using the 
Bangladesh Public Food 
Distribution System as a case 
study, the research indicated 
that considerable 
improvements in price 
support could be achieved by 
providing credit to the 
farmers immediately after 
the harvest.  

If the government 
procurement is reduced 
by 50 per cent in 
Bangladesh, and 
providing 150 per cent of 
the cost of running PFDS 
as credit, Bangladesh can 
improve the farmers’ 
income and achieve 
better stability of cereal 
prices at a cost less than 
one-third of the current 
costs of PFDS. 

24 Brennan, D.  Policies for Research    Policy to liberalise rice trade  
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stabilizing rice in 
Bangladesh 

Report, 1995 stabilises prices and tax policy 
addresses the distributional 
aspects. The optimum rice 
security stock was indicated 
to be zero since it was argued 
that the government would 
be better off spending money 
towards directly alleviating 
poverty, rather than by 
manipulating prices. 

25 Nuimuddin, C. Causalities and 
cost 
effectiveness of 
public rice 
procurement in 
Bangladesh 

FMRSP 
Working 
Paper, 
1994 

(a) Does the public 
procurement 
programme have 
any independent 
and upward effect 
on harvest season 
prices? If yes, how 
significant is such 
an effect on its 
own?  
 
(b) How cost-
effective is this 
programme? 

BBS data (for 
various years, 
longitudinal) 
Descriptive 
analysis and 
multivariate 
behavioural 
analysis of the 
effects, as well as 
causes, of rice 
procurement 

Domestic rice procurement is 
a relatively small source, 
accounted for 20 per cent, of 
the PFDS throughout per year 
during the 1980s. Farmers’ 
share to public procurement 
is very low so that the 
financial coverage too limited 
to ensure farmers’ 
participation in procurement. 
Moreover, there was 
collusion between the 
procurement functionaries, 
basically government 
officials, and the traders. 

Procurement programme 
has an independent and 
positive effect on rural 
rice prices. However, the 
effect is very small, and it 
does not necessarily 
mean that the 
programme is ‘farmer-
friendly’. Rice 
procurement, however, 
is a cost-ineffective 
programme. 

26 Ahmed, R., 
Chowdhury, N. 
and Ahmed, A. 
U.  

Determination 
of procurement 
price of rice in 
Bangladesh 
 

Working 
paper of 
Food Policy 
in BGD, 
1993 

To develop a 
consistent 
approach to 
determining 
the procurement 
price of rice and 
improving the 
operational 

Descriptive 
analysis, trend 
analysis, model 
estimation (price 
prediction 
model) 

Market price should be the 
main criterion for 
procurement price 
determination. Main 
objective of the procurement 
should be to support prices, it 
is counterproductive to 
include other objectives; 

The current system of 
procurement involves 
almost a bilateral 
negotiation between 
public officials and 
millers, which is 
responsible for 
widespread abuse of 
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effectiveness of 
the procurement 
programme in 
order to support 
farm-levelprices of 
rice at harvest  
seasons. 

achieving multiple objectives 
requires multiple 
instruments. income as much 
as it could. 

public resources through 
collusion between these 
two parties. Therefore, 
this system neither 
affects market prices nor 
farmers’. 

27 Shahabuddin, 
Q.  

A dis-
aggregated 
model for 
stabilisation of 
rice prices in 
Bangladesh 

Journal 
article, 1992 

Modelling exercise 
for the application 
in price-
stabilisation 
procedure for 
Bangladesh. 

Seasonal data, 
Disaggregated 
econometric 
model estimation   

Estimated the quantities of 
grains to be procured during 
harvest season and sold in 
the lean season to achieve 
the floor and ceiling price. 
Such a consistent derivation 
of quantity targets would not 
only contribute towards the 
preparation of a more 
realistic food budget but 
would also assist in a better 
targeting of policy 
instruments for reducing 
both the inter and the intra 
year fluctuation of food grain 
prices. 

Existing practice of price 
stabilisation 
should be replaced by an 
approach employing 
variable levy and subsidy. 

28 Akter, S.,  Buffer stock 
schemes to 
support 
producers’ 
income in 
Bangladesh. 

Bangladesh 
Journal of 
Agricultural 
Economics, 
1990 

To identify the 
impact of buffer 
stock schemes to 
identify impact on 
household income 

Simulation using 
country-wide 
monthy survey 
data for the year 
1983, collected 
from 2000 farm 
households  

Both net sellers and net 
buyers benefit from a buffer 
stock scheme with either a 
constant mean price or a 
modestly increasing price 
over the paddy season. 

Buffer stock schemes 
designed to   moderately 
stabilise price from 
harvest to end of rice 
season would benefit 
farmers as net sellers and 
net buyers  

29 Osmani, S. R. 
and Quasem, 
M. A. 

Pricing and 
subsidy policies 
for Bangladesh 

BIDS 
Research 
Monograph,  

To identified 
factors 
contributed to the 

 Excessive commercial imports 
in public sector particularly in 
good harvest years used up 

A sizeable share of 
procurement is from 
large farmers and 
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agriculture 1990 unsatisfactory 
performance of 
the domestic 
procurement 
programme in the 
past. 

effective storage capacity 
leading to a failure in the 
procurement programme in 
the next harvest. Moreover, 
the procurement system 
itself limits the access of the 
farmers so that they are 
obliged to sell to the private 
traders at a lower price. 
Inadequate number of 
procurement centres, 
institutional impediments, 
collusion between the traders 
and the officials are other 
notable shortcomings of 
procurement system.  

traders, not small and 
medium farmers. 

30 Chowdhury, N.  Seasonality of 
foodgrain price 
and 
procurement 
programme in 
Bangladesh 
since liberation: 
An exploratory 
study 

The 
Bangladesh 
Development 
Studies, 
1987 

  Food grain procurement 
programme and the 
decentralized location of 
mechanized rice milling 
capacity contributed to raise 
the seasonal price floor. Since 
at any rate wholesale and 
growers prices are bound to 
display very high degrees of 
correlation, the procurement 
programme succeeded in 
raising growers’ prices in a 
small number of districts and 
months, which are really 
decisive in determining the 
countrywide price level. 

 

31 Islam, R.  Food grain The   Procurement policy failed to  
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procurement, 
input subsidy 
and the public 
food 
distribution 
system in 
Bangladesh: An 
analysis of the 
policy package 

Bangladesh 
Development 
Studies, 
1982 

achieve all the objectives of 
the programme. The author 
made suggestion for its 
effective use such as, (a) the 
procurement centres should 
be rearranged in order to 
cover the surplus rice 
growing areas, (b) it should 
give more emphasis on Boro 
rice which represent 
important growth points so 
far as foodgrain production in 
Bangladesh is concerned, (c) 
the procurement should 
introduce more flexibility 
regarding the minimum size 
of a lot that can be 
purchased, the moisture 
content, and the system of 
price payment, (d) the 
procurement price should be 
fixed at a sufficient high level 
so that it can create incentive 
for increased production, (e) 
the procurement drive should 
start immediately after the 
harvest, a delay in this 
respect may cause shortfall in 
the procurement target and 
failure to prevent sharp 
reduction in prices at the 
harvest time. 

32 Quasem, M. A.  Marketing of Journal of   Government procurement  
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Aman paddy 
with special 
reference to the 
government 
procurement 
programme in 
two selected 
areas of 
Bangladesh 

Agricultural 
Economics, 
1979 

programme of paddy 
benefited the intermediaries 
more than the farmers 
because of the mechanism of 
procurement proved little 
incentive to farmers for 
selling at the procurement 
centres. The study indicated 
that all size groups sell 
paddyimmediately after 
harvest; about half of them 
buy back in the lean-season 
at a higher price. 
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Tables for Participant Farmers 

Appendix Table 5.1: Distribution of participant farmers by family size and district 

District 
Family size 

Total Small family  
(up to 4 members) 

Medium family  
(5-9 members) 

Large family  
(10 and above members) 

Mymensingh 2 (10.5) 15 (78.9) 2 (10.5) 19 (100.0) 

Tangail 14 (31.1) 27 (60.0) 4 (8.9) 45 (100.0) 

Dinajpur 21 (37.5) 32 (57.1) 3 (5.4) 56 (100.0) 

Naogaon 23 (38.3) 37 (60.7) 1 (1.7) 60 (100.0) 

All area 60 (33.1) 111 (61.3) 10 (5.5) 181 (100.0) 

 
Appendix Table 5.2: Distribution of participant farmers by family size and farm type 

Farm type 
Family size 

Total Small family  
(up to 4 members) 

Medium family  
(5-9 members) 

Large family  
(10 & above members) 

Marginal/small 37 (42.0) 48 (54.5) 3 (3.4) 88 (100.0) 

Medium/large 23 (24.7) 63 (67.7) 7 (7.5) 93 (100.0) 

All farm 60 (33.1) 111 (61.3) 10 (5.5) 181 (100.0) 

Appendix Table 5.3: Age distribution of participant farmers by district 

District 
Age distribution 

Total 
20-35 years 36-50 years Above 50 years 

Mymensingh 2 (10.5) 9 (47.4) 8 (42.1) 19 (100.0) 

Tangail 5 (11.1) 29 (64.4) 11 (24.4) 45 (100.0) 

Dinajpur 20 (35.7) 21 (37.5) 15 (26.8) 56 (100.0) 

Naogaon 14 (23.0) 30 (49.2) 17 (27.9) 61 (100.0) 

All area 41 (22.7) 89 (49.2) 51 (28.2) 181 (100.0) 

Appendix Table 5.4: Age distribution of participant farmers by farm type 

Farm type 
Age distribution 

Total 
20-35 years 36-50 years Above 50 years 

Marginal/ small 17 (19.3) 46 (52.3) 25 (28.4) 88 (100.0) 

Medium/ large 24 (25.8) 43 (46.2) 26 (28.0) 93 (100.0) 

All farm 41 (22.7) 89 (49.2) 51 (28.2) 181 (100.0) 

Appendix Table 5.5: Educational status of participant farmers by district 

Educational level 
District 

All area 
Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Illiterate 5 (26.3) 13 (28.9) 4 (7.1) 11 (18.0) 33 (18.2) 

Can read only - 1 (2.2) - - 1 (0.6) 

Can write name only 1 (5.3) - - 1 (1.6) 2 (1.1) 

Primary 4 (21.1) 18 (40.0) 18 (32.1) 16 (26.2) 56 (30.9) 

Secondary 3 (15.8) 6 (13.3) 3 (5.4) 11 (18.0) 23 (12.7) 

SSC 3 (15.8) 5 (11.1) 15 (26.8) 10 (16.4) 33 (18.2) 

HSC and higher degree 3 (15.8) 2 (4.4) 16 (28.6) 12 (19.7) 33 (18.2) 

Total 19 (100.0) 45 (100.0) 56 (100.0) 61 (100.0) 181 (100.0) 
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Appendix Table 5.6: Educational status of participant farmers by farm type 

Educational level 
Farm type 

All farm 
Marginal/Small Medium/ Large 

Illiterate 24 (27.3) 9 (9.7) 33 (18.2) 

Can read only 1 (1.1) - 1 (0.6) 

Can write name only 2 (2.3) - 2 (1.1) 

Primary 31 (35.2) 25 (26.9) 56 (30.9) 

Secondary 9 (10.2) 14 (15.1) 23 (12.7) 

SSC 13 (14.8) 20 (21.5) 33 (18.2) 

HSC and higher degree 8 (9.1) 25 (26.9) 33 (18.2) 

Total 88 (100.0) 93 (100.0) 181 (100.0) 

Appendix Table 5.7: Average family size of participant farmers by district 

District Family Size Male Female Children 

Mymensingh 7.00 3.26 2.37 1.37 

Tangail 5.60 2.04 1.96 2.28 

Dinajpur 5.55 2.23 2.13 2.00 

Naogaon 5.34 2.08 2.03 2.08 

All area 5.65 2.24 2.08 2.00 

Appendix Table 5.8: Average family size of participant farmers by farm type 

Farm type Family Size Male Female Children 

Marginal/small 5.15 1.99 1.84 1.90 

Medium/large 6.12 2.48 2.30 2.10 

All farm 5.65 2.24 2.08 2.00 

Appendix Table 5.9: Average distance of LSD/CSD from home of participant farmers by 
district and farm type 

District 
Farm type 

Marginal/Small Medium/ Large 

Mymensingh 5.25 7.06 

Tangail 5.42 5.92 

Dinajpur 5.73 7.47 

Naogaon 5.21 6.74 

Appendix Table 5.10 Average distance of the nearest market from home of participant 
farmers by district and farm type 

District 
Farm type 

Marginal/Small Medium/ Large 

Mymensingh 2.10 2.17 

Tangail 1.15 1.16 

Dinajpur 1.16 1.41 

Naogaon 1.80 2.16 
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Appendix Table 5.11: Average distance of the nearest mill from home of participant farmers 
by district and farm type 

District 
Farm type 

Marginal/Small Medium/ Large 

Mymensingh 3.75 0.72 

Tangail 2.19 2.21 

Dinajpur .95 1.10 

Naogaon 1.03 1.81 

Appendix Table 5.12: Distribution of participant farmers by distance of rice mill  

Distance of 
nearest market 
from home (km) 

District All area 

Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Up to 3 16 (84.2) 34 (75.6) 56 (100.0) 54 (88.5) 160 (88.4) 

4 –7 - 10 (22.2) - 5 (8.2) 15 (8.3) 

8 – 10 3 (15.8) 1 (2.2) - 2 (3.3) 6 (3.3) 

Total 19 (100.0) 45 (100.0) 56 (100.0) 61 (100.0) 181 (100.0) 

Appendix Table 5.13: Distribution of participant farmers by distance of nearest mill by farm 
type 

Distance of nearest 
market from home (km) 

Farm type All farm 
Marginal/small Medium/large 

Up to 3 78 (88.6) 82 (88.2) 160 (88.4) 

4 - 7 6 (6.8) 9 (9.7) 15 (8.3) 

8 - 10 4 (4.5) 2 (2.2) 6 (3.3) 

Total 88 (100.0) 93 (100.0) 181 (100.0) 

Appendix Table 5.14: Average land holding of participant farmers by farm type (in decimal) 

District 
Farm type 

All farm 
Marginal/small Medium/large 

Mymensingh 126.1 638.2 368.6 

Tangail 152.5 547.3 319.2 

Dinajpur 148.4 566.6 357.5 

Naogaon 171.4 653.0 463.5 

All area 153.3 604.0 384.9 

 
Appendix Table 5.15: Social connection and/or engagement of participant farmers 

Organisation Member Officer/representative 

Mosque committee 61 (33.7) 6 (3.3) 

Union Parishad 6 (3.3) 4 (2.2) 

Cooperatives 29 (16.0) 4 (2.2) 

Professional association 6 (3.3) 1 (0.6) 

Political party 23 (12.7) 15 (8.3) 

No engagement 56 (30.9) 151 (83.4) 

Total 181 (100.0) 181 (100.0) 
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Appendix Table 5.16: Acreage and yield of Boro for participant farmers by district 

District 
No. of sample 

farmers 
Average Boro 

acreage (per household) 
Boro yield 

(quintal per acre) 

Mymensingh 19 237.34 27.56 

Tangail 45 222.29 26.61 

Dinajpur 56 252.86 32.32 

Naogaon 61 313.67 29.19 

All area 181 264.12 29.94 

Appendix Table 5.17: Acreage and yield of Boro for participant farmers by farm type 

Farm type 
No. of sample 

farmers 
Average Boro 

acreage (per household) 
Boro yield 

(quintal per acre) 

Marginal/small 88 132.28 27.72 

Medium/large 93 388.88 30.81 

All farm 181 264.12 29.94 

Appendix Table 5.18: Boro output for participant farmers by district 

District Product (Tk per acre) By-product (Tk per acre) Total (Tk per acre) 

Mymensingh 40392 1986 42274 

Tangail 43393 4431 47232 

Dinajpur 43075 2945 45599 

Naogaon 40493 2603 42072 

All area 42147 3104 44582 

Appendix Table 5.19: Boro output for participant farmers by farm type 

Farm type Product (Tk per acre) By-product (Tk per acre) Total (Tk per acre) 

Marginal/small 39369 2827 41618 

Medium/large 43238 3240 45747 

All farm 42147 3104 44582 

Appendix Table 5.20: Human labour use of participant farmers by district (Tk/acre) 

Items 
District 

All area 
Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Land preparation 

Family 133 0 93 106 84 

Hired  649 1987 785 649 949 

Seedling/Transplantation 

Family 367 32 152 89 136 

Hired  3626 4201 2218 2794 2878 

Weeding 

Family 168 16 72 114 83 

Hired  2346 4096 2011 2495 2553 

Harvesting and carrying 

Family 156 32 59 61 65 
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Hired  3923 5776 3032 3781 3823 

Threshing 

Family 147 48 24 26 42 

Hired  1247 2428 952 908 1236 

Applying fertiliser 

Family 406 335 127 153 201 

Hired  660 963 265 367 459 

Applying irrigation water 

Family 305 141 134 34 126 

Hired  382 79 447 87 276 

Applying insecticides 

Family 376 310 116 116 178 

Hired  547 497 154 351 310 

Total cost 15436 20941 10642 12130 13399 

Appendix Table 5.21: Human labour use of participant farmers by farm type (Tk/acre) 

Items 
Farm type 

All farm 
Marginal/small Medium/large 

Land preparation 

Family 195 40 84 

Hired 1268 824 949 

Seedling/Transplantation 
Family 314 66 136 

Hired 3084 2797 2878 

Weeding 

Family 216 31 83 

Hired 2880 2424 2553 

Harvesting and carrying 

Family 172 23 65 

Hired 4055 3732 3823 

Threshing 

Family 111 14 42 

Hired 1656 1071 1236 

Applying fertiliser 

Family 445 105 201 

Hired 345 504 459 

Applying irrigation water 

Family 220 89 126 

Hired 240 290 276 

Applying insecticides 

Family 339 115 178 

Hired 260 330 310 

Total cost 15799 12456 13399 
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Appendix Table 5.22: Machinery inputs use of participant farmers by district (Tk/acre) 
Items District 

All area 
Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Land preparation (PT/Tractor)      

Owned 15763 1375 1850 3310 4062 

Hired  2440 3175 2383 2184 2438 

Harvesting (Harvester)      

Owned - - - 1592 1290 

Hired  - - - 1544 1251 

Carrying (PT/Tractor/Van)      

Owned - - - - - 

Hired  876 0 0 0 871 

Threshing  (Thresher)      

Owned 0 0 0 2229 1806 

Hired  1770 1083 3724 475 1562 

Total cost 6826 3351 2420 2767 3142 

 
Appendix Table 5.23: Machinery inputs use of participant farmers by farm type (Tk/acre) 

Items 
Farm type 

All farm 
Marginal/small Medium/large 

Land preparation (PT/Tractor) 

Owned 2334 3461 4062 

Hired  2702 2512 2438 

Harvesting (Harvester) 

Owned - 923 1290 

Hired  1112 1004 1251 

Carrying (PT/Tractor/Van) 

Owned - - - 

Hired  852 892 871 

Threshing  (Thresher) 

Owned - 1292 1806 

Hired  1054 1718 1562 

Total cost 2890 3241 3142 

 
Appendix Table 5.24: Material inputs use of participant farmers by district (Tk/acre) 

Items 
District 

All area 
Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Seed/Seedling: Owned 1239 1025 636 845 816 

Purchased 1030 1017 924 965 978 

Manure: Owned 847 1785 1005 2095 1406 

Purchased 217 553 1530 1527 1613 

Urea 1340 1892 1739 1975 1785 

T.S.P 779 1350 929 1363 1111 

M.P 415 669 744 762 699 

DAP 967 1313 973 1500 1146 

Gypsum 149 511 235 295 273 

Insecticide 356 1128 519 1295 820 
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Irrigation: Cash 2588 2938 3155 4541 3753 

Share - 10716 11510 2069 8273 

Others - - 523 478 568 

Rental value of land - 18675 9352 13106 12331 

Total cost 7277 20524 11196 15064 13519 

 
Appendix Table 5.25: Material inputs use of participant farmers by farm type (Tk/acre) 

Items 
Farm type 

All farm 
Marginal/small Medium/large 

Seed/Seedling: Owned 882 841 816 

Purchased 960 969 978 

Manure: Owned 1277 1341 1406 

Purchased 1900 1496 1613 

Urea 1864 1760 1785 

T.S.P 1145 1095 1111 

M.P 674 711 699 

DAP 1478 975 1146 

Gypsum 359 229 273 

Insecticide 719 880 820 

Irrigation: Cash 3843 3656 3753 

Share 8527 8659 8273 

Others - 406 568 

Rental value of land 16174 11170 12331 

Total cost 14917 12970 13519 

Appendix Table 5.26: Quantity of paddy bought by participant farmers by district 

District 
Bought/sold from farmer Bought/sold from other sources 

No. of transactions Amount No. of transactions Amount 

Mymensingh 12.00 6081.08 40.00 16000.00 

Tangail 5.58 25.92  - 

Dinajpur 206.33 82891.00   

Naogaon 17.67 388.33   

Total 33.60 23003.11 40.00 8000.00 

Appendix Table 5.27: Quantity of paddy bought by participant farmers by farm type 

Farm type 
Bought/sold from farmer Bought/sold from other sources 

No. of transactions Amount No. of transactions Amount 

Marginal/small 10.07 1454.91 40.00 16000.00 

Medium/large 68.90 55325.42   

Total 33.60 23003.11 40.00 8000.00 
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Appendix Table 5.28: Procurement price this season is justified 

 Mymensingh Tangail Naogaon Dinajpur All 

Strongly agree  5.26 0.00 1.64 21.43 8.29 

Agree 57.89 80.00 52.46 60.71 70.72 

Indifferent 15.79 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.21 

Disagree  10.53 20.00 37.70 12.50 14.92 

Strongly disagree 10.53 0.00 6.56 5.36 3.87 

No response 0.00 0.00 1.64 0.00 0.00 

Appendix Table 5.29: Quantity of paddy procured is reasonable 

 Mymensingh Tangail Naogaon Dinajpur All 

Strongly agree  0.00 0.00 1.64 0.00 0.00 

Agree 68.42 84.44 77.05 58.93 61.88 

Indifferent 10.53 0.00 1.64 3.57 3.31 

Disagree  21.05 15.56 14.75 30.36 28.73 

Strongly disagree 0.00 0.00 3.28 7.14 3.87 

No response 0.00 0.00 1.64 0.00 2.21 

 
Appendix Table 5.30: Timing of quota allotment is appropriate 

 Mymensingh Tangail Naogaon Dinajpur All 

Strongly agree  5.26 0.00 1.64 3.57 2.21 

Agree 68.42 100.00 81.97 69.64 71.27 

Indifferent 10.53 0.00 1.64 8.93 3.87 

Disagree  15.79 0.00 11.48 16.07 19.34 

Strongly disagree 0.00 0.00 1.64 1.79 2.76 

No response 0.00 0.00 1.64 0.00 0.55 

 
Appendix Table 5.31: Procurement centres are at suitable location 

 Mymensingh Tangail Naogaon Dinajpur All 

Strongly agree  0.00 0.00 1.64 21.43 7.18 

Agree 52.63 80.00 77.05 48.21 66.30 

Indifferent 5.26 6.67 1.64 7.14 4.97 

Disagree  26.32 13.33 14.75 23.21 18.23 

Strongly disagree 15.79 0.00 3.28 0.00 2.76 

No response 0.00 0.00 1.64 0.00 0.55 

Appendix Table 5.32: Transportation to procurement centre (PC) is easy 

 Mymensingh Tangail Naogaon Dinajpur All 

Strongly agree  0.00 0.00 1.64 23.21 7.73 

Agree 63.16 68.89 81.97 53.57 67.96 

Indifferent 0.00 0.00 1.64 5.36 2.21 

Disagree  21.05 28.89 11.48 17.86 18.78 

Strongly disagree 15.79 2.22 1.64 0.00 2.76 

No response 0.00 0.00 1.64 0.00 0.55 
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Appendix Table 5.33: Criteria of paddy to be sold at LSD is good 

 Mymensingh Tangail Naogaon Dinajpur All 

Strongly agree  5.26 0.00 0.00 17.86 6.08 

Agree 42.11 91.11 44.26 53.57 58.56 

Indifferent 36.84 2.22 3.28 8.93 8.29 

Disagree  15.79 6.67 44.26 17.86 23.76 

Strongly disagree 0.00 0.00 4.92 1.79 2.21 

No response 0.00 0.00 3.28 0.00 1.10 

 
Appendix Table 5.34: Procedure of selling at PC is reasonable 

 Mymensingh Tangail Naogaon Dinajpur All 

Strongly agree  0.00 0.00 0.00 10.71 3.31 

Agree 10.53 75.56 40.98 50.00 49.17 

Indifferent 15.79 4.44 3.28 8.93 6.63 

Disagree  63.16 20.00 47.54 30.36 37.02 

Strongly disagree 10.53 0.00 8.20 0.00 3.87 

No response 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

 
Appendix Table 5.35: Method of payment is appropriate 

 Mymensingh Tangail Naogaon Dinajpur All 

Strongly agree    0.00 4.44 13.11 26.79 13.81 

Agree 63.16 77.78 62.30 60.71 65.75 

Indifferent 10.53 0.00 6.56 3.57 4.42 

Disagree  21.05 17.78 18.03 8.93 15.47 

Strongly disagree 5.26 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.55 

No response 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Appendix Table 5.36: Procurement procedure is not time consuming 

 Mymensingh Tangail Naogaon Dinajpur All 

Strongly agree  0.00 0.00 3.28 3.57 2.21 

Agree 21.05 28.89 19.67 37.50 27.62 

Indifferent 0.00 6.67 0.00 8.93 4.42 

Disagree  57.89 64.44 50.82 44.64 53.04 

Strongly disagree 21.05 0.00 26.23 5.36 12.71 

No response 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Appendix Table 5.37: Labourers/officials behave cordially with the farmers  

 Mymensingh Tangail Naogaon Dinajpur All 

Strongly agree  0.00 0.00 1.64 3.57 1.66 

Agree 31.58 60.00 21.31 26.79 33.70 

Indifferent 26.32 8.89 3.28 14.29 10.50 

Disagree  31.58 31.11 32.79 48.21 37.02 

Strongly disagree 10.53 0.00 40.98 7.14 17.13 

No response 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
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Appendix Table 5.38: No corruption in dealings at PC 

 Mymensingh Tangail Naogaon Dinajpur All 

Strongly agree  5.26 0.00 0.00 1.79 1.10 

Agree 21.05 51.11 13.11 14.29 23.76 

Indifferent 5.26 15.56 3.28 16.07 10.50 

Disagree  57.89 33.33 31.15 48.21 39.78 

Strongly disagree 5.26 0.00 50.82 16.07 22.65 

No response 5.26 0.00 1.64 3.57 2.21 
 

Appendix Table 5.39: No chance of being unfairly rejected at procurement centres 

 Mymensingh Tangail Naogaon Dinajpur All 

Strongly agree  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Agree 47.37 55.56 14.75 21.43 30.39 

Indifferent 0.00 11.11 4.92 17.86 9.94 

Disagree  36.84 28.89 54.10 48.21 44.20 

Strongly disagree 15.79 4.44 22.95 10.71 13.81 

No response 0.00 0.00 3.28 1.79 1.66 
 

Appendix Table 5.40: Procurement system offers price support to the farmers 

 Mymensingh Tangail Naogaon Dinajpur All 

Strongly agree  5.26 6.67 0.00 7.14 4.42 

Agree 52.63 60.00 44.26 55.36 52.49 

Indifferent 21.05 11.11 1.64 16.07 10.50 

Disagree  21.05 0.00 24.59 10.71 13.81 

Strongly disagree 0.00 4.44 27.87 10.71 13.81 

No response 0.00 17.78 1.64 0.00 4.97 

Tables for the Millers 

Appendix Table 5.41: Age distribution of millers by mill type 

Age group Mill type 
All mill 

Husking Semi-Automatic/ Major Automatic 

21 - 40 years 40 (32.0) 40 (31.7) 12 (26.7) 92 (31.1) 

41 - 60 years 68 (54.4) 74 (58.7) 31 (68.9) 173 (58.4) 

Above 60 years 17 (13.6) 12 (9.5) 2 (4.4) 31 (10.5) 

Total 125 (100.0) 126 (100.0) 45 (100.0) 296 (100.0) 

Note: Numbers in the parentheses indicate per cent of total. 

Appendix Table 5.42: Gender distribution of millers by mill type 

Gender Mill type 
All mill 

Husking Semi-Automatic/Major Automatic 

Male 122 (97.6) 125 (99.2) 44 (97.8) 291 (98.3) 

Female 3 (2.4) 1 (0.8) 1 (2.2) 5 (1.7) 

Total 125 (100.0) 126 (100.0) 45 (100.0) 296 

Note: Numbers in the parentheses indicate per cent of total. 
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Appendix Table 5.43: Educational status of millers by mill type 

Educational level 
Mill type 

All mill 
Husking Semi-Automatic/Major Automatic 

Illiterate 6 (4.8) 19 (15.1) 1 (2.2) 26 (8.8) 

Primary 11 (8.8) 12 (9.5) 1 (2.2) 24 (8.1) 

Secondary 13 (10.4) 13 (10.3) 4 (8.9) 30 (10.1) 

SSC 46 (36.8) 42 (33.3) 15 (33.3) 103 (34.8) 

HSC and above 49 (39.2) 40 (31.7) 24 (53.3) 113 (38.2) 

Total 125 (100.0) 126 (100.0) 45 (100.0) 296 (100.0) 

Note: Numbers in the parentheses indicate per cent of total. 

Appendix Table 5.44: Average family size of millers by mill type 

Mill type Family Size Male Female Children 

Husking 6.85 2.47 2.46 2.85 

Semi-Automatic/Major 7.16 2.82 2.51 3.00 

Automatic 5.64 2.16 2.20 2.42 

All mill 6.80 2.57 2.44 2.86 

Appendix Table 5.45: Distribution of millers by family size and mill type 

Family size 
Mill type 

All mill 
Husking Semi-Automatic/ Major Automatic 

Small family (up to 4 members) 28 (22.4) 28 (22.2) 15 (33.3) 71 (24.0) 

Medium family (5 - 9 members) 73 (58.4) 77 (61.1) 28 (62.2) 178 (60.1) 

Large family (10 & above 
members) 

24 (19.2) 21 (16.7) 2 (4.4) 47 (15.9) 

Total 125 (100) 126 (100) 45 (100) 296 (100.0) 
Note: Numbers in the parentheses indicate per cent of total. 

Appendix Table 5.46: Sample millers by mill type and district 

District No of LSD 
in each 
district 

No of 
villages 

surveyed 

Number of millers according to rice mill type 

Husking 
Semi-Automatic 

/Major 
Automatic Total 

Mymensingh 6 24 26 (8.8) 37 (12.5) 4 (1.4) 67 (22.6) 

Tangail 4 20 4 (1.4) 72 (24.3) 11 (3.7) 87 (29.4) 

Dinajpur 5 35 49 (16.6) 6 (2.0) 19 (6.4) 74 (25.0) 

Naogaon 6 19 46 (15.5) 11 (3.7) 11 (3.7) 68 (23.0) 

Total 21 98 125 (42.2) 126 (42.6) 45 (15.2) 296 (100.0) 

 
Appendix Table 5.47: Distribution of millers by primary occupation and district 

Occupation 
District 

All area 
Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Agriculture - - 3 (4.1) 1 (1.5) 4 (1.4) 

Service - 2 (2.3) 4 (5.4) - 6 (2.0) 

Business 67 (100.0) 85 (97.7) 67 (90.5) 67 (98.5) 286 (96.6) 

Total 67 (100.0) 87 (100.0) 74 (100.0) 68 (100.0) 296 (100.0) 
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Appendix Table 5.48: Distribution of millers by secondary occupation and district 

Occupation 
District 

All area 
Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Agriculture 5 (20.8) 7 (53.8) 17 (81.0) 16 (66.7) 45 (54.9) 

Service 2 (8.3) 1 (7.7) 1 (4.8) 2 (8.3) 6 (7.3) 

Business 13 (54.2) 5 (38.5) 3 (14.3) 5 (20.8) 26 (31.7) 

Fisheries 4 (16.7) - - 1 (4.2) 5 (6.1) 

Total 24 (100.0) 13 (100.0) 21 (100.0) 24 (100.0) 82 (100.0) 
 

Appendix Table 5.49: Distribution of millers by secondary occupation and mill type 

Occupation 
Mill type 

All mill 
Husking Semi-Automatic/Major Automatic 

Agriculture 30 (63.8) 14 (50.0) 1 (14.3) 45 (54.9) 

Service 4 (8.5) 1 (3.6) 1 (14.3) 6 (7.3) 

Business 10 (21.3) 11 (39.3) 5 (71.4) 26 (31.7) 

Fisheries 3 (6.4) 2 (7.1) - 5 (6.1) 

Total 47 (100.0) 28 (100.0) 7 (100.0) 82 (100.0) 
 

Appendix Table 5.50: Gender distribution of millers by district 
Gender District All area 

Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Male 65 (97.0) 87 (100.0) 73 (98.6) 66 (97.1) 291 (98.3) 

Female 2 (3.0) - 1 (1.4) 2 (2.9) 5 (1.7) 

Total 67 (100.0) 87 (100.0) 74 (100.0) 68  (100.0) 296  (100.0) 

Appendix Table 5.51: Age distribution of millers by district 
Age group District 

All area 
Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

21 - 40 years 18 (26.9) 32 (36.8) 25 (33.8) 17 (25.0) 92 (31.1) 

41 - 60 years 40 (59.7) 49 (56.3) 38 (51.4) 46 (67.6) 173 (58.4) 

Above 60 years 9 (13.4) 6 (6.9) 11 (14.9) 5 (7.4) 31 (10.5) 

Total 67 (100.0) 87 (100.0) 74 (100.0) 68 (100.0) 296 (100.0) 
 

Appendix Table 5.52: Educational status of millers by district 

Educational level 
District 

All area 
Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Illiterate 7 (10.4) 15 (17.2) 2 (2.7) 2 (2.9) 26 (8.8) 

Primary 2 (3.0) 8 (9.2) 4 (5.4) 10 (14.7) 24 (8.1) 

Secondary 8 (11.9) 9 (10.3) 5 (6.8) 8 (11.8) 30 (10.1) 

SSC 25 (37.3) 30 (34.5) 22 (29.7) 26 (38.2) 103 (34.8) 

HSC and above 25 (37.3) 25 (28.7) 41 (55.4) 22 (32.4) 113 (38.2) 

Total 67 (100.0) 87 (100.0) 74 (100.0) 68 (100.0) 296 (100.0) 
 

Appendix Table 5.53: Average family size of millers by district 
District Family Size Male Female Children 

Mymensingh 7.91 2.73 2.67 3.29 

Tangail 6.98 2.79 2.43 2.90 

Dinajpur 6.18 2.41 2.42 2.25 

Naogaon 6.15 2.31 2.25 2.92 

All area 6.80 2.57 2.44 2.86 
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Appendix Table 5.54: Distribution of millers by family size and district 

Family size 
District 

All area 
Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Small family (up to 4 
members) 

11 (16.4) 19  (21.8) 17 (23.0) 24 (35.3) 71 (24.0) 

Medium family (5 - 9 
members) 

38 (56.7) 58 (66.7) 47 (63.5) 35 (51.5) 178 (60.1) 

Large family (10 and 
above members) 

18 (26.9) 10 (11.5) 10 (13.5) 9 (13.2) 47 (15.9) 

Total 67 (100.0) 87 (100.0) 74 (100.0) 68 (100.0) 296 (100.0) 

Appendix Table 5.55: Average distance (km) of the nearest procurement centre (LSD/CSD) 
from rice mill of millers by district and mill type 

District 
Mill type 

Husking Semi-Automatic/Major Automatic 

Mymensingh 13.13 9.01 8.25 

Tangail 1.63 2.87 3.64 

Dinajpur 4.32 3.17 4.95 

Naogaon 6.72 7.16 2.86 

Appendix Table 5.56: Average distance (km) of the nearest market from rice mill of millers 
by district and mill type 

District 
Mill type 

Husking Semi-Automatic/Major Automatic 

Mymensingh 2.39 4.89 1.63 

Tangail 1.63 5.31 .79 

Dinajpur 1.29 2.75 1.34 

Naogaon 2.38 2.57 3.09 

Appendix Table 5.57: Distribution of millers by distance of LSD/CSD by mill type 
Distance of LSD/CSD 
from mill (km) 

Mill type 
All mill 

Husking Semi-Automatic/Major Automatic 

Upto 5 78 (62.4) 79 (62.7) 29 (64.4) 186 (62.8) 

5.1 - 10 30 (24.0) 35 (27.8) 15 (33.3) 80 (27.0) 

10.1 - 15 8 (6.4) 8 (6.3) - 16 (5.4) 

15.1 - 20 4 (3.2) - 1 (2.2) 5 (1.7) 

Above 20 5 (4.0) 4 (3.2) - 9 (3.0) 

Total 125 (100.0) 126 (100.0) 45 (100.0) 296 (100.0) 

Appendix Table 5.58: Distribution of millers by distance of the nearest market from rice mill 
and mill type 

Distance of the nearest 
market from mill (km) 

Mill type 
All mill 

Husking Semi-Automatic/Major Automatic 

Upto 5 118 (94.4) 102 (81.0) 43 (95.6) 263 (88.9) 

5.1 - 10 5 (4.0) 5 (4.0) 2 (4.4) 12 (4.1) 

10.1 - 15 1 (0.8) 5 (4.0) - 6 (2.0) 

15.1 - 20 - 7 (5.6) - 7 (2.4) 

Above 20 1 (0.8) 7 (5.6) - 8 (2.7) 

Total 125 (100.0) 126 (100.0) 45 (100.0) 296 (100.0) 



165 

Appendix Table 5.59: Social connection of millers as the member of different organisation 

Organisation 
District 

All area 
Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Mosque committee 19 (28.4) 25 (28.7) 24 (32.4) 23 (33.8) 91 (30.7) 

Union Parishad 2 (3.0) 3 (3.4) 2 (2.7) 1 (1.5) 8 (2.7) 

Cooperatives 14 (20.9) 15 (17.2) 5 (6.8) 6 (8.8) 40 (13.5) 

Professional association 28 (41.8) 78 (89.7) 49 (66.2) 54 (79.4) 209 (70.6) 

Political party 22 (32.8) 5 (5.7) 6 (8.1) 2 (2.9) 35 (11.8) 

School committee 4 (6.0) 1 (1.1) 3 (4.1) - 8 (2.7) 
Note: A miller engaged as member in more than one organisation. 
 

Appendix Table 5.60: Social connection of millers as the officer/representative of different 
organisation by district 

Organisation 
District 

All area 
Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Mosque committee 5 (7.5) 8 (9.2) 10 (13.5) 2 (2.9) 25 (8.4) 

Union Parishad 1 (1.5) 2 (2.4) - - 3 (1.0) 

Cooperatives 2 (3.0) 1 (1.1) - 1 (1.5) 4 (1.4) 

Professional association 4 (6.0) 3 (3.4) 4 (5.4) 1 (1.5) 12 (4.1) 

Political party 3 (4.5) 1 (1.1) 2 (2.7) 1 (1.5) 7 (2.4) 

School committee 1 (1.5) - - - 1 (0.3) 

No engagement 51 (76.0) 72 (82.8) 58 (78.4) 63 (92.6) 244 (82.4) 

Total 67 (100.0) 87 (100.0) 74 (100.0) 68 (100.0) 296 (100.0) 

Appendix Table 5.61: Social connection of millers as the member of different organisation 
by mill type 

Organisation 
Mill type 

All mill 
Husking Semi-Automatic/Major Automatic 

Mosque committee 43 (34.4) 40 (31.7) 8 (17.8) 91 (30.7) 

Union Parishad 3 (2.4) 4 (3.2) 1 (2.2) 8 (2.7) 

Cooperatives 16 (12.8) 17 (13.5) 7 (15.6) 40 (13.5) 

Professional association 90 (72.0) 88 (69.8) 31 (68.9) 209 (70.6) 

Political party 19 (15.2) 14 (11.1) 2 (4.4) 35 (11.8) 

School committee 4 (3.2) 3 (2.4) 1 (2.2) 8 (2.7) 
Note: A miller engaged as member in more than one organisation. 
 

Appendix Table 5.62: Social connection of millers (as the officer/representative of different 
organisation) 

Organisation 
Mill type 

All mill 
Husking Semi-Automatic/Major Automatic 

Mosque committee 8 (6.4) 11 (8.7) 6 (13.3) 25 (8.4) 

Union Parishad 1 (0.8) 2 (1.6) - 3 (1.0) 

Cooperatives 1 (0.8) 3 (2.4) - 4 (1.4) 

Professional association 4 (3.2) 4 (3.2) 4 (8.9) 12 (4.1) 

Political party 3 (2.4) 4 (3.2) - 7 (2.4) 

School committee 1 (0.8) - - 1 (0.3) 

No engagement 107(85.6) 102 (80.9) 35 (77.8) 244 (82.4) 

Total 125 (100.0) 126 (100.0) 45 (100.0) 296 (100.0) 
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Appendix Table 5.63: Daily mean capacity of the rice mills surveyed by district and mill type 
(tones) 

District 
Mill type 

Husking Semi-Automatic/Major Automatic 

Mymensingh 9.1 9.0 62.3 

Tangail 10.3 16.4 27.4 

Dinajpur 8.2 12.8 59.3 

Naogaon 8.3 8.5 56.2 

Total 8.5 13.4 51.0 

Appendix Table 5.64: Mean operating capital of the rice mill by district and mill type (Tk) 

District 
Mill type 

Husking Semi-Automatic/Major Automatic 

Mymensingh 9500000 11970270 118750000 

Tangail 15500000 18715278 12545455 

Dinajpur 8827551 19000000 82894737 

Naogaon 14206522 20617727 170000000 

Total 11160400 16914246 90177778 

Appendix Table 5.65: Mean storage capacity of the rice mill surveyed in tons by district 

District 
Mill type 

Husking Semi-Automatic/Major Automatic 

Mymensingh 226 450 1394 

Tangail 104 386 125 

Dinajpur 391 880 3276 

Naogaon 178 178 981 

Total 269 410 1778 

Appendix Table 5.66: Average number of workers of the rice mill surveyed by district 

andtype 

District 
Mill type 

Husking Semi-Automatic/Major Automatic 

Mymensingh 14 21 71 

Tangail 19 25 26 

Dinajpur 11 10 58 

Naogaon 16 25 108 

Total 14 23 64 

Appendix Table 5.67: Average duration of operation of the rice mill by district and mill type 

District 
Mill type 

Husking Semi-Automatic/Major Automatic 

Mymensingh 24 17 19 

Tangail 4 9 11 

Dinajpur 15 9 12 

Naogaon 11 13 9 

Total 15 12 12 
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Appendix Table 5.68: Sample millers’ participation in government procurement programme 

Year No. of sample miller Per cent Year No. of sample miller Per cent 

1973 1 0.3 1998 5 1.7 

1975 1 0.3 1999 8 2.7 

1980 1 0.3 2000 22 7.4 

1982 3 1.0 2001 5 1.7 

1983 1 0.3 2002 21 7.1 

1985 1 0.3 2003 11 3.7 

1988 7 2.4 2004 9 3.0 

1989 2 0.7 2005 13 4.4 

1990 7 2.4 2006 17 5.7 

1991 2 0.7 2007 14 4.7 

1992 9 3.0 2008 29 9.8 

1993 3 1.0 2009 10 3.4 

1994 1 0.3 2010 16 5.4 

1995 6 2.0 2011 12 4.1 

1996 11 3.7 2012 27 9.1 

1997 21 7.1 Total 296 100.0 

Appendix Table 5.69: Cost of paddy buying and milling 
Cost item Average value (Tk/quintal) 

Loading/unloading 7.11 

Transportation 34.45 

Bags 56.83 

Milling 119.13 

Others 25.327 

Total cost 213.11 

Appendix Table 5.70: Cost of selling milled rice to open market and procurement centre 
Cost item Average value (Tk/quintal) 

Open market Procurement centre 

Transportation 41.34 21.42 

Bags 30.01 32.25 

Loading/unloading 6.78 10.21 

Payments to officials/labourers 35.00 103.58 

Others 9.83 176.86 

Total cost 59.51 108.46 

Tables for Non-participant Farmers 

Appendix Table 5.71: Age distribution of non-participant farmers by district 

District 
Age distribution 

Total 
20-35 years 36-50 years Above 50 years 

Mymensingh 25 (33.8) 33 (44.6) 16 (21.6) 74 (100.0) 

Tangail 17 (18.7) 36 (39.6) 38 (41.8) 91 (100.0) 

Dinajpur 18 (24.0) 30 (40.0) 27 (36.0) 75 (100.0) 

Naogaon 12 (18.5) 28 (43.1) 25 (38.5) 65 (100.0) 

All area 72 (23.6) 127 (41.6) 106 (34.8) 305 (1000.0) 
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Appendix Table 5.72: Age distribution of non-participant farmers by farm category 

Farm category 
Age distribution 

Total 
20-35 years 36-50 years Above 50 years 

Marginal 12 (32.4) 12 (32.4) 13 (35.1) 37 (100.0) 

Small 46 (24.9) 77 (41.6) 62 (33.5) 185 (100.0) 

Medium/large 14 (16.9) 38 (45.8) 31 (37.3) 83 (100.0) 

All farm 72 (23.6) 127 (41.6) 106 (34.8) 305 (100.0) 

Appendix Table 5.73: Educational status of non-participant farmers by district 

Educational level 
District 

All area 
Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Illiterate 14 (18.9) 28 (30.8) 23 (30.7) 19 (29.2) 84 (27.5) 

Primary 19 (25.7) 29 (31.9) 24 (32.0) 20 (30.8) 92 (30.2) 

Secondary 20 (27.0) 6 (6.6) 8 (10.7) 7 (10.8) 41 (13.4) 

SSC 12 (16.2) 20 (22.0) 13 (17.3) 12 (18.5) 57 (18.7) 

HSC & higher degree 9 (12.2) 8 (8.8) 7 (9.3) 7 (10.8) 31 (10.2) 
Total 74 (100.0) 91 (100.0) 75 (100.0) 65 (100.0) 305 (100.0) 

Appendix Table 5.74: Educational status of non- participant farmers by farm category 

Educational level 
Farm category 

All farm 
Marginal Small Medium/ Large 

Illiterate 15 (40.5) 51 (27.6) 18 (21.7) 84 (27.5) 

Primary 17 (45.9) 60 (32.4) 15 (18.1) 92 (30.2) 

Secondary 2 (5.4) 28 (15.1) 11 (13.3) 41 (13.4) 

SSC 3 (8.1) 29 (15.7) 25 (30.1) 57 (18.7) 

HSC and higher degree - 17 (9.2) 14 (16.9) 31 (10.2) 

Total 37 (100.0) 185 (100.0) 83 (100.0) 305 (100.0) 

Appendix Table 5.75: Distribution of non-participant farmers by family size and district 

District 
Family size 

Total Small family (up 
to 4 members) 

Medium family (5-
9 members) 

Large family (10 and 
above members) 

Mymensingh 13 (17.6) 49 (66.2) 12 (16.2) 74 (100.0) 

Tangail 19 (20.9) 65 (71.4) 7 (7.7) 91 (100.0) 

Dinajpur 26 (34.7) 45 (60.0) 4 (5.3) 75 (75.0) 

Naogaon 30 (46.2) 31 (47.7) 4 (6.2) 65 (100.0) 

All area 88 (28.9) 190 (62.3) 27 (8.9) 305 (100.0) 

Appendix Table 5.76: Distribution of non-participant farmers by family size and farm 
category 

Farm category 
Family size 

Total Small family (up 
to 4 members) 

Medium family (5-
9 members) 

Large family (10 and 
above members) 

Marginal 13 (35.1) 22 (59.5) 2 (5.4) 37 (100.0) 

Small 56 (30.3) 115 (62.2) 14 (7.6) 185 (100.0) 

Medium/large 19 (22.9) 53 (63.9) 11 (13.3) 83 (100.0) 

All farm 88 (28.9) 190 (62.3) 27 (8.9) 305 (100.0) 
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Appendix Table 5.77: Human labour use of non-participant farmers by district (Tk/acre) 

Items 
District 

All area 
Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Land preparation 

Family 760 656 334 524 529 

Hired  1651 2083 737 1097 1308 

Seedling/Transplantation 

Family 756 1103 488 684 727 

Hired  3337 4780 1932 2605 3016 

Weeding 

Family 788 868 491 629 672 

Hired  2389 3661 1671 1969 2334 

Harvesting and carrying 

Family 953 989 826 739 870 

Hired  3467 5984 2899 3159 3773 

Threshing 

Family 776 1261 570 490 764 

Hired  1736 2702 1833 1348 1804 

Applying fertiliser 

Family 568 712 357 383 480 

Hired  1075 1066 486 758 804 

Applying irrigation water 

Family 958 1752 709 129 972 

Hired  995 1238 1115 600 1022 

Applying insecticides 

Family 594 634 266 290 409 

Hired  722 761 325 622 567 

Total cost 15044 21478 9738 10553 13634 

Appendix Table 5.78: Human labour use of non-participant farmers by farm category 
(Tk/acre) 

Items 
Farm category 

All farm 
Marginal Small Medium/ large 

Land preparation 

Family 1119 623 389 529 

Hired 2060 1384 1047 1308 

Seedling/Transplantation 
Family 1475 886 479 727 

Hired 3010 3066 2858 3016 

Weeding 

Family 1293 869 343 672 

Hired 2298 2385 2175 2334 

Harvesting and carrying 

Family 1701 1089 562 870 

Hired 4076 3741 3649 3773 
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Threshing 

Family 1673 878 645 764 

Hired 2660 1910 1478 1804 

Applying fertiliser 

Family 960 545 393 480 

Hired 1435 830 606 804 

Applying irrigation water 

Family 1243 995 973 972 

Hired 1049 1099 840 1022 

Applying insecticides 

Family 714 472 330 409 

Hired 1028 626 401 567 

Total cost 16904 14359 12403 13634 

Appendix Table 5.79: Draft power use of non-participant farmers by district (Tk/acre) 

Items 
District 

All area 
Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Land preparation  

Family - - - - - 

Hired  405 - - 910 783 

Carrying 

Family - - - - - 

Hired  - - - - - 

Threshing 

Family 912 - - - 771 

Hired  1519 - - - 1284 

Others 

Family - - - - - 

Hired  - - - - - 

Total cost 830 - - 910 822 

Appendix Table 5.80: Draft power use of non-participant farmers by farm category (Tk/acre) 

Items 
Farm category All farm 

Marginal Small Medium/large  

Land preparation  

Family - - - - 

Hired  1686 676 1278 783 

Carrying 

Family - - - - 

Hired  - - - - 

Threshing 

Family 1619 - 532 771 

Hired  - - 799 1284 

Others 

Family - - - - 

Hired  - - - - 

Total cost 1669 676 870 822 
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Appendix Table 5.81: Machinery inputs use of non-participant farmers by district (Tk/acre) 

Items 
District 

All area 
Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Land Preparation (PT/Tractor) 

Owned 405 6968 2771 4485 4218 

Hired  2203 2658 1956 2230 2194 

Harvesting (Harvester) 

Owned - - - 1458 1456 

Hired  1632 - - 772 1319 

Carrying (PT/Tractor/Van) 

Owned - - - - - 

Hired  1573 - - - 1330 

Threshing  (Thresher) 

Owned - 3701 - - 2783 

Hired  1251 6035 - 681 1283 

Other 

Owned - - - - - 

Hired  - 455 - - 342 

Total cost 3234 3158 2119 2727 2710 

Appendix Table 5.82: Machinery inputs use of non-participant farmers by farm category 
(Tk/acre) 

Items 
Farm category 

All farm 
Marginal Small Medium/large 

Land Preparation (PT/Tractor) 

Owned 2226 3917 3232 4218 

Hired  2711 2242 2188 2194 

Harvesting (Harvester) 

Owned - - 905 1456 

Hired  2833 1524 1065 1319 

Carrying (PT/Tractor/Van) 

Owned - - - - 

Hired  1781 1416 1402 1330 

Threshing  (Thresher) 

Owned - - 1730 2783 

Hired 1070 1193 1408 1283 

Other 

Owned - - - - 

Hired 809 - - 342 

Total cost 3272 2617 2719 2710 
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Appendix Table 5.83: Material inputs use of non-participant farmers by district (Tk/acre) 

Items 
District 

All area 
Mymensingh Tangail Dinajpur Naogaon 

Seed/Seedling: Owned 745 1368 751 671 809 

Purchased 1900 1074 934 737 1145 

Manure: Owned 1081 1791 1749 2104 1831 

Purchased 2335 1500 1940 1056 2028 

Urea 1628 1913 1548 2233 1795 

T.S.P 1233 1882 948 1076 1248 

M.P 586 777 697 630 681 

DAP 0 0 1207 1469 1498 

Gypsum 247 359 303 196 277 

Insecticide 547 425 648 1477 820 

Irrigation: Cash 3317 13853 4023 5531 4762 

Share 0 9941 0 3538 7388 

Others* 861 23 1124 206 751 

Rental value of land 8466 6263 7782 6434 8657 

Total cost 12360 16397 12146 13076 13342 

*Ash. black fertiliser, zinc, Sulpher, boron 

Appendix Table 5.84: Material inputs use of non-participant farmers by farm category 
(Tk/acre) 

Items 
Farm category 

All farm 
Marginal Small Medium/large 

Seed/Seedling: Owned 1356 959 548 809 

Purchased 1105 1307 977 1145 

Manure: Owned 1703 1730 2086 1831 

Purchased 1531 1887 2166 2028 

Urea 1867 1720 1873 1795 

T.S.P 1314 1265 1252 1248 

M.P 758 676 674 681 

DAP 1724 1210 1550 1498 

Gypsum 224 316 251 277 

Insecticide 739 737 889 820 

Irrigation: Cash 4590 4566 4881 4762 

Share 9511 7182 7805 7388 

Others 648 556 1017 751 

Rental value of land 9730 9604 8282 8657 

Total cost 13860 13348 13273 13342 

*Ash. black fertiliser, zinc, Sulpher, boron 
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Appendix Table 5.85: Acreage and yield of Boro for non-participant farmers by district 

District No. of farmers 
Average Boro acreage  

(decimal per household) 

Boro yield 

(quintal per acre) 

Mymensingh 74 309.01 34.66 

Tangail 91 142.88 28.37 

Dinajpur 75 182.95 26.75 

Naogaon 65 217.91 28.45 

All area 305 209.03 29.09 

Appendix Table 5.86: Acreage and yield of Boro for non-participant farmers by farm 
category 

Farm category 
No. of sample 

farmers 

Average Boro acreage  

(decimal per household) 

Boro yield 

(quintal per acre) 

Marginal 

37 59.28 26.10 

Small 185 106.64 28.07 
Medium/large 83 504.01 30.67 

All farm 305 209.03 29.09 

Appendix Table 5.87: Boro output for non-participant farmers by district 

District Product (Tk per acre) By-product (Tk per acre) Total (Tk per acre) 

Mymensingh 47970 3123 50967 

Tangail 41486 1960 43187 

Dinajpur 36170 1948 37884 

Naogaon 40612 1628 41589 

All area 40728 2174 42546 

Appendix Table 5.88: Boro output for non-participant farmers by farm category 

Farm category Product (Tk per acre) By-product (Tk per acre) Total (Tk per acre) 

Marginal 36547 2354 38582 

Small 39423 2398 41471 

Medium/large 42743 1944 44266 

All farm 40728 2174 42546 

Appendix Table 5.89: Average family size of non-participant farmers by district 

District Family Size Male Female Children 

Mymensingh 6.70 2.36 2.61 2.42 

Tangail 5.88 2.62 2.37 1.84 

Dinajpur 5.52 2.20 1.96 2.32 

Naogaon 5.29 1.94 1.97 2.31 

All area 5.87 2.31 2.24 2.23 



174 

Appendix Table 5.90: Average family size of non-participant farmers by farm category 

Farm category Family Size Male Female Children 

Marginal 5.49 2.08 2.19 1.96 

Small 5.72 2.30 2.20 2.17 

Medium/large 6.35 2.43 2.36 2.46 

All farm 5.87 2.31 2.24 2.23 
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Appendix Table 6.1: A summary table for procurement systems of different countries 

Country  Main features of the procurement system  Strengths  Experiences   

Chhattisgarh 
(India) 

State govt. procures paddy at Minimum Support Prices 
(MSP). 

Procure through Primary Agricultural Cooperative 
Societies (PACS) spread across the state.  

After converting paddy into rice, the milled rice is 
transferred to Fair price shop of Chhattisgarh State Civil 
Supplies Corporation for distribution under PDS. 

Purchase is done nearly at door step. 

Procurement price varies for 
quality i.e. lower for common 
variety and higher for grade-A 
quality paddy. 

Farmers don’t have to travel more 
than 10 kms to sell paddy. 

Middlemen, trader or commission 
agents are not allowed in this 
purchasing. 

Corruption in PDS is widespread due to 
subsidy involvement and the presence of 
a large number of FPSs makes it difficult 
to monitor and leaves scope for 
leakages. 

Leakages of funds occur during 
procurement, movement of 
commodities between government 
warehouses, transport to FPSs and 
within FPSs.  

Andhra 
Pradesh 
(India) 

Commission for Agricultural Costs and Prices (CACP) 
fixes MSP implemented by Food Corporation of India 
(FCI).   

Procurement is operated through the Millers.  They 
procure from the farmers, processes and supply milled 
rice to FCI.   

Procure paddy from farmers through women self help 
groups to get correct weight, price at quick. 

Government is supposed to buy 
the entire paddy offered by the 
farmers for sale at the MSP.  

Millers produce a certificate saying 
they gave MSP to the farmer and 
gets MSP plus processing and 
transport costs.   

 

Cost projections are below the actual 
costs of production.  

Implementation of MSP in time or after 
the product shifted out of farmers’ hand.  

Only 25per cent product regulated 
market yards. Rest 75per cent through 
agri. input dealers, local traders and 
village money lenders, as farmers 
availed credit from them under the 
obligation of selling to them as 
`collateral` .  

Indonesia DOLOG/Sub-DOLOG procures paddy from farmers via 
village-based cooperatives called KUD.  

DOLOG pays the floor price plus a commission for the 
KUDs services in purchasing paddy from farmers.  

If KUDs are pressed beyond their capacity, DOLOG task 
forces are prepared to buy directly from farmers.  

BULOG also purchases paddy or rice from private traders 

Farmers are encouraged to 
establish village cooperatives.  

Collectors are in competition, and 
in some cases, they offer farmers 
drying or storing facilities free of 
charge in order to collect rice from 
them. 

There is a standard for distributors 
qualified to obtain DO, the criteria for 
selecting qualified distributors are not 
clear. 

Rice is shipped to regions of rice 
shortages by the private and public 
sectors. It is not possible to ascertain 
the volume of inter-province 
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like collectors or millers. 

Floor price requires certain quality standards including 
moisture content, per cent of broken and discolored 
grains, etc. If grain quality is not met as specified BULOG`s 
agents may adjust the purchase price in the field 
according to the prevailing price list. 

The farmers are not forced to sell 
paddy to KUD, they can sell it to 
private traders if get better price 
than the floor price set for KUD.  

 

transactions by the private sector due 
to lack of statistics. 

 

Philippines 

 

The NFA buys paddy from farmers during peak harvest 
periods, stores this rice in state-owned warehouses, 
processes this rice in state-owned rice mills, and then 
sells the milled rice to poor consumers during periods in 
which prices are at their seasonal highs. 

The NFA buys palay from farmers and farmer 
organisations at a support price. The NFA’s support 
price does not prevailing farmgate market prices. 

Procurement occurs twice a year. Bulk amount is 
procured in main harvest season and minimal amount is 
procured during Pal aged season.   

Import regulation is inbuilt in the 
programme 

With its buy-high-sell-low-store-long 
mode of operations, the NFA incurs 
losses for every kilo of rice sold. 

NFA had to borrow more to meet up 
the losses. It has earned the distinction 
of having the most borrowings among 
all government-owned and -controlled 
corporations with low procurement 

Farmers who benefit from the NFA’s 
procurement operations are those 
located closest to the NFA’s principal 
warehouses and rice mills on Luzon 
Island near the capital—particularly in 
Central and Southern Luzon. 

Thailand Rice Policy Committee sets a minimum guaranteed price 
for paddy, normally set at 90–95 per cent of the target 
price, which is a three-year moving average.  

Bank of Agriculture and Agricultural Cooperatives 
(BAAC) lends to farmers at preferential and subsidised 
credit rates (3 per cent paid by farmers, 5 per cent paid 
by government) using the pledged paddy as collateral 
and they are given five months to redeem the pledged 
crop, otherwise the crop would be sold to BAAC, the 
farmer’s loan paid off at the end of the pledging period.  

Farmers are given choice to either sell to the market or 

Govt. fixes up maximum limit of 
purchasing or selling rice by 
different organisations. 

Credit cards to farmers in selling 
paddy to the government will be 
issued which can be used to buy 
inputs such as fertiliser, pesticide, 
and machinery and tools. 

The farmers are required to 
register with the BAAC to join the 
programme.  

Rice mills are taking the cheaper 
Pathum Thani and Phitsanulok varieties 
and mixing them with high priced Hom 
Mali rice on behalf of the government 
then passing off the rice as 100per cent 
Hom Mali.  

Falsifying inventory records, a rice mill 
sells off govt. rice to packers or 
exporters.  Then the mill later 
purchases rice from other sources to 
return to storage when the 
government recalls the shipment.  
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to the BAAC, depending on the prevailing market prices.  
Govt. bear storage, handling costs and the loss from 
selling the paddy at price lower than the pledged price.  

Farmers can either buy fertilisers 
on a cash basis or borrow from the 
BAAC at 7per cent annual interest.  

 

Vietnam Procurement is done by businesses and the procedures 
vary from region to region  

In Red River Delta (RRD), retailers, procure their entire 
paddy from within a radius of 100 km of their residence 
and assemblers procure from a distance of over 100 km. 

In North Mountains, Midlands and RRD, wholesalers 
cover about half the procurement at a distance of over 
100 km. 

Support 100per cent interest rate 
for enterprises procuring for 
temporary storage for 3 months. 
Amount of procurement is 
proposed by VFA at market price to 
stabilise reservation, consumption 
and export. Credit Guarantee Fund 
was set for farmers  

Procurement is business driven, when 
businesses on expectation of high price 
after harvest, accelerate their 
procurement for stockpile and 
commercial purposes resulting in the 
rise in harvest price helping 
stabilisation 

Sri Lanka The government operates floor price scheme to provide 
price support to paddy producers. 

When market prices fall below a certain level the 
government maintains floor price for producers through 
the Paddy Marketing Board.  

Paddy Marketing Board procures a certain amount of 
paddy at varying prices for different varieties authorized 
purchaser consisting of a network of Co-operative 
Societies. 

After procuring paddy it is milled and transported to the 
warehouses of the Food Commissioner’s department for 
distribution.  

 Procurement centres are coated with 
lot of corruption and malpractices.  

Small farmers faced many problems 
when they tried to sell paddy to the 
PMB due to poor management. 

 

Pakistan 
 

The government of Pakistan (GoP) uses a MPS 
programme for major crops (cotton, rice, wheat, soybean, 
sugar) produced in the country.  

The government makes purchases when the market price 
falls below an announced level. The GoP purchases paddy 
through Pakistan Agricultural Services and Storage 
Corporation and Trading Corporation of Pakistan.  
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USA Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC) buys any quantity 
of product offered by farmers at the guaranteed 
support price. This approach keeps market prices at or 
near the support price.  

The CCC buys products at the support price, stores it, 
and releases it back into the market if the market price 
rises to a prescribed trigger level. In this way they 
protect producers against the risk of low prices and 
consumers against high prices. 

Currently US government posses a new approach to 
price supports programme which involves loans. During 
harvest the CCC gives farmers nine-month loans equal 
to their production times the support price. The support 
price is called the `loan rate`. The CCC accepts grain as 
collateral for the loan.   

The government set a target price 
and pays the producer the 
difference between the target price 
and higher support price or market 
price as income supplement.  

To receive this income supplement, 
a farmer must place a prescribed 
fraction of his historical acreage 
planted in that crop to the county 
office of USDA's Agricultural 
Stabilisation and Conservation 
Administration.  

Price supports stimulate larger 
production, tax consumers, and 
impede international trade.  
It transfers income from lower-income 
consumers to wealthier owners of 
farmland.  
 
Price supports do little to help farmers 
of below-average incomes as benefits 
are distributed in proportion to sales.  
 

EU Single farm payment for agricultural producers.  

CAP sets an intervention price, which is the price at 
which government agencies are obliged to buy products 
offered to them by producers. This in effect is the floor 
price guaranteed by the European Union. 

Agricultural producers can export, with the difference 
between the world price and whichever is higher, the 
intervention price or reference price, refunded to them. 
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Annex-II 

 

 

 

Title of the Project: Effectiveness of Bangladesh’s rice procurement system and possible 
alternatives: supporting farmers` income and sustaining production incentives1 

 
 

Farmers` Questionnaire (Who do sell paddy to LSD) 

General particulars: 

1. District __________________________________________________ 
2. Thana __________________________________________________ 
3. Union __________________________________________________ 
4. Village __________________________________________________ 
 

 

Name of the Interviewer __________________________________________ 
Date of Interview  __________________________________________ 
 

 

Scrutinized  _________  

Spot Checked _________ 

Re-interviewed _________    

 

Edited   _________ 

Coded   _________ 
 

Module 1: Respondents` Identification, Farm Size and Sources of Income 

1).  Basic information about the farmer and rice farming 

Name of the farmer:  Respondent ID No. :  

Under which LSD/CSD……………….. Sex: ………........ 

                                                 

1 This NFPCSP-FAO project has been commissioning by the Department of Agribusiness and 
Marketing, Faculty of Agricultural Economics and Rural Sociology, Bangladesh Agricultural 
University, Mymensingh-2202, Bangladesh with the financial supports from USAID and EU    

 

Strictly confidential 
Only for research 

NFPCSP-FAO Project 
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Primary occupation: ………………. Secondary occupation: ………………… 

Age: ………………….. Level of education: ……………. 

Family size: ……………… Male: ……..   Female: ………Children: …… 

Distance from the nearest procurement 
centre: ………….. 

Distance from the nearest market: ………… 

Distance from the nearest mill: ……... Mobile Number: ....................................... 

2). Information on land  

No. Tenurial status Amount 
(decimals) 

No. Tenurial status Amount 
(decimals) 

i) Homestead  vi) Shared out  

ii) Owned cultivable land  vii) Rented out  

iii) Shared in   viii) Mortgaged out  

iv) Mortgaged in  ix) Pond  

v) Rented in  Total   

3). Income from various source (last 12 months December 2011 to November, 2012) 

No. Sources Earnings (Tk/year) 

i) Agriculture  

 Paddy cultivation   

  Aus  

  Aman  

  Boro  

 Other field crops  

 Homestead Gardening  

 Fisheries  

 Livestock  

 Others (specify) ……..  
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ii) Paddy trading   

iii) Business  

iv) Service  

v) Wage labourer  

vi) Other sources (please specify)…….  

4).  Social connection and/or engagement  

Organisations Member Officer/representative  

Yes No Yes No 

Mosque Committee      

Union Parishad      

Cooperatives      

Professional Association (Millers 
association)  

    

Political party     

Module 2: Cost and Return from Boro Production 

5). Cost of Boro cultivation in the principal plot:  

A. Human labouruse  

No. of plots  

Total Boro area (in decimal)    

Area of principal plot (in 
decimal)   

 Name of the variety  ……. 

Activities  Type Gender Man-

days  

Wage rate 

(Tk/day) 

Total cost 

(Taka) 

Land preparation Family M    

F    

Hired  M    

F    

Seedling / transplantation Family M    

F    

Hired  M    

F    

Weeding Family M    

F    
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Hired  M    

F    

Harvesting and carrying Family M    

F    

Hired  M    

F    

Threshing Family M    

F    

Hired  M    

F    

Applying fertiliser Family M    

F    

Hired  M    

F    

Applying irrigation water Family M    

F    

Hired  M    

F    

Applying insecticides /  

Others  (specify) 

Family M    

F    

Hired  M    

F    

B. Draft power  

Activities Sources Pair days Rate Total Cost 

Land preparation 
Family 

   

Hired    

Carrying 
Family 

   

Hired    

Threshing Family    

Hired    

Others (specify) Family    

Hired    

C. Machinery inputs: 

Purpose of machinery 

use  

Sources 

Unit Cost/unit 

Total cost 
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Land preparation (Power 

Tiller / Tractor) 
Owned    

Hired    

Harvesting (Harvester) Owned    

Hired    

Carrying (Tractor / Power 

Tiller / Van / Shallow 

irrigation pump) 

Owned    

Hired 

   

Threshing (Thresher) Owned    

Hired    

D. Materials inputs: 

Materials used  Sources Quantity Price/unit Total cost 

Seed/Seedling (kg) Owned    

Purchased     

Manure (kg) Owned    

Purchased     

Urea (kg)  
   

T.S.P (kg)  
   

M.P (kg)  
   

DAP (kg)  
   

Gypsum (kg) 
 

   

Insecticide (Gram) 
 

   

Irrigation  

(unit =            ) 

Cash    

Crop share    

Others (Specify) -    

Rental value of land 
Unit area 

   

E. Boro output from principal plot: 

Output(s) Total Production (100 kg) Price/100 kg Total Return (Tk) 

Product     

By-product    
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Module 3: Total Output, Storage and Disposal  

6). Total output, storage and disposal for the season 

No. Production/ Disposal Total amount (100 kg) 

i) Total production  

ii) Storage at home  

iii) Disposal  

a) Family requirement  

b) Seed requirement  

c) Sold at the farmgate  

d) Sold to nearby market  

e) Sold to procurement centre  

f) Sold to rice mills  

g) Donations to mosques/ temples/ relatives  

h)   Others (specify):……………………  

iv) Post-harvest wastage  

7). Cost of selling paddy: 

Cost Items Procurement 
centre 

Farmgate Millgate Nearby 
market 

Others 
(specify)… 

Tk/100 kg Tk/100 kg Tk/100 kg Tk/100 kg Tk/100 kg 

Transportation cost      

Loading/unloading      

Payments to officials/ 

labourers 

     

Bags      

Other costs (specify)……      

8). Paddy prices this season during different months at different locations (Tk/100 kg)  

Location Months 

May June July  August September October 

Farmgate       

Millgate       
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Procurement centre       

Nearby market        

Others (please 

specify)………… 

      

 

9). Quantity of paddy bought 

Sl. No. Bought/Sold Number of 

transactions 

Amount (100 kg) 

i) From farmer   

ii) Other sources 

(specify) 

  

Module 4: Information and Perception on Boro Procurement System 

10). Availability of information on government procurement system 

No. Questions Please tick the 
appropriate 

Sources of 
information* 

Yes Partially No  

iii) Do you know when procurement has 

started and when it will end? 

    

iv) Do you know what the procurement 

price is this season? 

    

v) Do you know about the quality 

requirements in paddy procurement? 

    

 (*Please put the appropriate number: 1=Own Experience, 2=Friends/Relatives/Neighbors, 
3=Government Officials, 4=Media, 5=Other Sources) 

11). Perception of farmers about the procurement system 

No Factors Please tick the appropriate* 

SA A I DA SDA NR 

i) The procurement price this season is justified       

ii) The quantity of paddy procured is reasonable       

iii) 
The timing of the procurement programme is 

appropriate 

      

iv) 
The procurement centres are at suitable 

locations 

      

v) Transportation to procurement centre is easy       
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vi) Criteria of paddy to be sold at LSD is good       

vii) 
Procedure of selling at procurement centres is 

reasonable to farmers 

      

viii) The method of payment is appropriate       

ix) 
The procurement procedure is not time 

consuming 

      

x) 
Labourers/officials behave cordially with the 
farmers 

      

xi) 
There is no mismanagement in dealings at the 
procurement centres 

      

xii) 
There is no chance of being unfairly rejected 
at procurement centres 

      

xiii) 
The procurement system offers price support 

to the farmers 

      

* Here, SA = Strongly Agree, A= Agree, I= Indifferent, DA= Disagree, SDA= Strongly Disagree, NR= No 
Response 

Module 5: Participation related information                            

12). Are you satisfied with the experience of selling to the PC?  

□ Yes □ Partially     □ No 

o If partially/no then explain why? 

o If yes then explain why? 

13). At what price would you sell the entire marketable surplus to the procurement centre: 
………… 

14). Specific problems 
No. Questions Please tick the appropriate 

Frequently Not 
frequently 

No Not 
reported 

i) Do you made any unofficial payment?     

ii) Do you need to pay extra rice while selling 
to LSDs? 

    

iii) Did you encounter any sort of harassment 
while supplying paddy to LSDs? 

    

iv) Did you encounter any other problem 
(please specify)? 

    

v) Was there any problem in LSDs regarding 
moisture % in paddy? 
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vi) Was there any problem in LSDs regarding 
weighing paddy? 

    

vii) Was there any problem in LSDs regarding 
quality (color, appearance, foreign matter 
etc.)? 

    

15). Suggestions to improve the government procurement system 

No. Suggestions 

i)  

ii)  

iii)  

iv)  

v)  

vi)  

16). Suggestions for supporting farmers other than procurement system 

No. Suggestions 

i)  

ii)  

iii)  

iv)  

v)  

Thank you very much for your time and help 
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Title of the Project: Effectiveness of Bangladesh’s rice procurement system and possible 
alternatives: supporting farmers` income and sustaining production incentives2 

 
 

Farmers` Questionnaire (Who do not sell paddy to LSD/CSD) 

General particulars: 

1. District __________________________________________________ 
2. Thana __________________________________________________ 
3. Union __________________________________________________ 
4. Village __________________________________________________ 
 
 

Name of the Interviewer __________________________________________ 
Date of Interview  __________________________________________ 
 

Scrutinized  _________  

Spot Checked _________ 

Re-interviewed _________    

 

Edited  _________ 

Coded  _________ 
 

Module 1: Respondents` Identification, Farm Size and Sources of Income 

1). Basic information about the farmer and rice farming 

Name of the farmer:  Respondent ID No. :  

Under which LSD/CSD……… Sex: ………........ 

Primary occupation: ………………. Secondary occupation: ………………… 

                                                 

2 This NFPCSP-FAO project has been commissioning by the Department of Agribusiness and 
Marketing, Faculty of Agricultural Economics and Rural Sociology, Bangladesh Agricultural 
University, Mymensingh-2202, Bangladesh with the financial supports from USAID and EU   

 

Strictly confidential 
Only for research 

NFPCSP-FAO Project 
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Age: ………………….. Level of education: ……………. 

Family size: ……………… Male: ……..   Female: ………Children:  

Distance from the nearest procurement 
centre: …….. 

Distance from the nearest market: …… 

Distance from the nearest mill: ……... Mobile number: ...... 

2). Information on land  

No. Tenural status Amount 

(decimals) 

No. Tenural status Amount 

(decimals) 

i) Homestead  vi) Shared out  

ii) Owned cultivable land  vii) Rented out  

iii) Shared in   viii) Mortgaged out  

iv) Mortgaged in  ix) Pond  

v) Rented in  Total   

3). Income from various sources (last 12 months -December 2011 to November, 2012) 

No. Sources Earnings from the source (Tk/year) 

i) Agriculture  

 Paddy cultivation   

  Aus  

  Aman  

  Boro  

 Other field crops  

 Homestead gardening  

 Fisheries  

 Livestock  

 Others (specify) ……..  

ii) Paddy trading   

iii) Business  

iv) Service  

v) Wage labourer  

vi) Other Sources (please specify)…….  

4).  Social connection and/or engagement  

Organisations Member Officer/representative  

Yes No Yes No 

Mosque Committee      

Union Parishad      

Cooperatives      

Professional Association (Millers association)      

Political party     
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Module 2: Cost and Return from Boro Production 

5). Cost of Boro cultivation in the principal plot: 

A. Human labour use  

No. of plots  

Total Boro area (in 
decimal)   

 

Area of principal plot (in 

decimal)   

 Name of the variety  ……. 

Activities  Type Gender Man-days  Wage rate 

(Tk/day) 

Total cost 

(Taka) 

Land preparation Family M    

F    

Hired  M    

F    

Seedling / transplantation Family M    

F    

Hired  M    

F    

Weeding Family M    

F    

Hired  M    

F    

Harvesting and carrying Family M    

F    

Hired  M    

F    

Threshing Family M    

F    

Hired  M    

F    

Applying fertiliser Family M    

F    

Hired  M    

F    

Applying irrigation water Family M    

F    

Hired  M    

F    

Applying insecticides /  Family M    
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Others  (specify) F    

Hired  M    

F    

B. Draft power use 

Activities Sources Pair days Rate Total Cost 

Land preparation Family    

Hired    

Carrying Family    

Hired    

Threshing Family    

Hired    

Others (specify) Family    

Hired    

C. Machinery inputs 

Purpose of machinery use  Sources Unit Cost/unit Total cost 

Land preparation (Power Tiller / 

Tractor) 

Owned    

Hired    

Harvesting (Harvester) Owned    

Hired    

Carrying (Tractor / Power Tiller / 

Van / Shallow irrigation pump) 

Owned    

Hired    

Threshing (Thresher) Owned    

Hired    

D. Materials inputs 

Materials used  Sources Quantity Price/unit Total cost 

Seed/Seedling (kg) Owned    

Purchased     

Manure (kg) Owned    

Purchased     

Urea (kg)     

T.S.P (kg)     

M.P (kg)     

DAP (kg)     

Gypsum (kg)     

Insecticide (Gram)     
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Irrigation  

(unit =            ) 

Cash    

Crop share    

Others (Specify) -    

Rental value of land Unit area    

E. Boro output from principal plot 

Output(s) Total Production (100 kg) Price/100 kg Total Return (Tk) 

Product     

By-product    

Module 3: Total Output, Storage and Disposal  

6). Total output, storage and disposal for the season 

No. Production/ Disposal Total amount (100 kg) 

i) Total production  

ii) Storage at home  

iii) Disposal  

a) Family requirement  

b) Seed requirement  

c) Sold at the farmgate  

d) Sold to nearby market  

e) Sold to rice mills  

f) Donations to mosques/ temples/ relatives  

g)   Others (specify):……………………  

iv) Post-harvest wastage  

7). Cost of selling paddy: 

Cost Items Farmgate Millgate Nearby 
market 

Others 
(specify)… 

Tk/100 kg Tk/100 kg Tk/100 kg Tk/100 kg 

Transportation cost     

Loading/unloading     

Bags     

Other costs (specify)……     
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8). Paddy prices this season during different months at different locations (Tk/100 kg)  

Location Months 

May June July  August September October 

i) Farmgate       

ii) Millgate       

iii) Nearby market        

iv) Others (please specify)……       

Module 4: Information and Perception on Boro Procurement System 

9). Availability of information on government procurement system 

No Questions Please tick the appropriate Sources of 
information* Yes Partially No 

i) Have you heard about the 
government procurement system? 

    

ii) Do you know where the procurement 
centres are located? 

    

iii) Do you know when procurement has 
started and when it will end? 

    

iv) Do you know what the procurement 
price is this season? 

    

v) Do you know about the quality 
requirements in paddy procurement? 

    

 (*Please put the appropriate number: 1=Own Experience, 2=Friends/Relatives/Neighbors, 
3=Government Officials, 4=Media, 5=Other Sources) 

10). Perception of farmers about the procurement system 

No Factors Please tick the appropriate* 

SA A I DA SDA NR 

i) The procurement price this season is justified       

ii) The quantity of paddy procured is reasonable       

iii) 
Timing of the procurement programme is 
appropriate 

      

iv) The procurement centres are at suitable locations       

v) Transportation to procurement centre is easy       

vi) Criteria of paddy to be sold at LSD is good       

vii) 
Procedure of selling at procurement centres is 
reasonable to farmers 

      

viii) The method of payment is appropriate       

ix) Procurement procedure is not time consuming       

x) 
Labourers/officials behave cordially with the 
farmers 

      

xi) 
There is no mismanagementin dealings at the 
procurement centres 
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xii) 
There is no chance of being unfairly rejected at 
procurement centres 

      

xiii) 
The procurement system offers price support to 
the farmers 

      

* Here, SA = Strongly Agree, A= Agree, I= Indifferent, DA= Disagree, SDA= Strongly Disagree, NR= No Response 

11). Have you ever participated in the government procurement programme?  

□ Yes, ………. years ago  □ Never 

If the answer is never then what are the reasons? 

i) ………………………………………………………………………………………………... 

ii). ……………………………………………………………………………………………… 

iii). ……………………………………………………………………………………………... 

If the answer is yes then why you didn’t participate this Boro procurement programme?  

i) ………………………………………………………………………………………………... 

ii) ………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

iii) ……………………………………………………………………………………………… 

Module 5: Non-participation related information 

12). Are you satisfied with the experience of selling to the open market?  

□ Yes □ Partially     □ No 

o If partially/no then explain why? 

o If yes then explain why? 

13). At what price would you sell paddy to the procurement centre: ……………Taka/……. 

14). Would you sell to the government procurement centres if it involved no transportation 
costs?:      

□ Yes  □ No 

15). Would you sell to the procurement centre at the current procurement price if the rules 
(like moisture content, procurement quantity etc.) were changed?   □ Yes     □ No 

16). Would you sell to the procurement centre at the current procurement price if there 
were no irregularities in the system?:    □ Yes     □ No 

17). Suggestions by the farmers to improve the government procurement system, if any 

i). ………………………………………………………………………………………. 
ii). ……………………………………………………………………………………….. 
iii). ……………………………………………………………………………………….. 
iv). ……………………………………………………………………………………….. 

Thank you very much for your time 
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Title of the Project: Effectiveness of Bangladesh’s rice procurement system and possible 
alternatives: supporting farmers` income and sustaining production incentives3 

 
 

Questionnaire for Millers 

General particulars: 

1. District __________________________________________________ 
2. Thana __________________________________________________ 
3. Union __________________________________________________ 
4. Village __________________________________________________ 
 

 

Name of the Interviewer __________________________________________ 
Date of Interview  __________________________________________ 
 

 

Scrutinized  _________  

Spot Checked _________ 

Re-interviewed _________    
 

Edited  _________ 

Coded  _________ 

Module 1: Respondents` Identification, Farm Size and Sources of Income 

1). Basic information about the miller 

Name of the miller:  Respondent ID No. :  

Under which LSD/CSD : ……………… Sex: ………........ 

Primary occupation: ………………. Secondary occupation: ………………… 

Age: ………………….. Level of education: ……………. 

Family size: ……………… Male: ……..   Female: ………Children: ……. 

                                                 

3 This NFPCSP-FAO project has been commissioning by the Department of Agribusiness and 
Marketing, Faculty of Agricultural Economics and Rural Sociology, Bangladesh Agricultural 
University, Mymensingh-2202, Bangladesh with the financial supports from USAID and EU   

 

Strictly confidential 
Only for research 

NFPCSP-FAO Project 
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Distance from the nearest 

procurement centre: …….. 

Distance from the nearest market: …………. 

Mobile Number: ......  

The rice mill is: □ Husking          □Semi- Automatic/ Major            □ Automatic 

2).  Social connection and/or engagement  

Organisations Member Officer/representative  

Yes No Yes No 

Mosque Committee      

Union Parishad      

Cooperatives      

Professional Association (Millers association)      

Political party     

3). Information about rice mill 

No. Item Amount 

i) Capacity of the rice mill (tons/day)  

ii) Total operating capital (Tk)  

iii) Total storage capacity (tones)  

iv) Number of workers   

v) Years in operation  

Module 2: Participation to Procurement Programme, Prices, Cost of Milling etc.  

4). Do you participate in the govt procurement programme?   Yes.              /No 

Since when  have you been participated in the government procurement programme? 

5). How much you have sold to LSD/CSD during last five years?  

Years Aman (100 kg) Boro (100 kg) Comments 

2011-2012    

2010-2011    

2009-2010    

2008-2009    

2007-2008    

If NO, what are the reasons? 
a). …………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

b). ……………………………………………………………………………………………. 

c). ……………………………………………………………………………………………. 

d). ……………………………………………………………………………………………. 

e). ……………………………………………………………………………………………. 
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6). Price (Tk per 100 kg) and quantity (100 kg)  bought and sold during Boro procurement season  

Product 
May June July August September October Total Quantity 

(100 kg) 
P Qt P Qt P Qt P Qt P Qt P Qt 

a) . Own production 

(100 kg) 
-  -  -  -  -  -  

 

b).  Paddy bought 
(sources) 

             

i) Farmer              

ii) Trader              

iii) 
Others (please 

specify)…… 
            

 

c). Rice sold (Milled) -  -  -  -  -  -   

d). Where rice was sold              

i) Open market              

ii) Proc. centre              

iii) Others (please 

specify)…… 
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7). Cost of paddy buying and milling  (Tk/100 kg) 

No Cost Item Taka/100 kg 

i) Loading/unloading  

ii) Transportation  

iii) Bags  

iv) Milling  

v) Other costs (specify)…….  

8). Cost of selling of milled rice (Tk/100 kg) 

No. Cost Item To openmarket To the procurement centre 

i) Transportation   

ii) Bags   

iii) Loading/unloading   

iv) Payments to officials/labourers   

v) Other costs (specify)…….   

Module 3: Information and Perception on Boro Procurement System 

9). Availability of information on government procurement system 

No. Questions Please tick the appropriate Sources of 

information* Yes  Partially No 

i) Have you heard about the government 

procurement system? 

    

ii) Do you know where the procurement 

centres are located? 

    

iii) Do you know when procurement has 

started and when it will end? 

    

iv) Do you know what the procurement 

price is this season? 

    

v) Do you know about the rules and 

regulations of govt. rice procurement? 

    

 (*Please put the appropriate number: 1=Own Experience, 2=Friends/Relatives/Neighbors, 
3=Government Officials, 4=Media, 5=Other Sources) 
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10). Perception about the government procurement system 

No Factors Please tick the appropriate* 

SA A I DA SDA 

i) The procurement price this season is justified      

ii) The procurement centres are at suitable 
locations 

     

iii) Procedure of selling at procurement centres is 

reasonable to millers 

     

iv) The quota allotment procedure is fair      

v) The allotted quota for rice is reasonable      

vi) The timing of quota allotment is appropriate      

vii) Transportation to procurement centre is easy      

viii) The method of payment is appropriate      

ix) There is no mismanagementin dealings at the 
procurement centres 

     

x) Procurement system offers price support to 
the farmers 

     

* Here, SA = Strongly Agree, A= Agree, I= Indifferent, DA= Disagree, SDA= Strongly Disagree 

Module 4: (Non)-Participation related information 

11). Question for the problems encounter (only for participating millers) 

a). Are you satisfied with the experience of selling to the PC?:  □ Yes □ Partially  □ No 

b). Problems face (by participating millers)  

No. Questions Please tick the appropriate 

Frequently Not 
frequently 

No No 
response 

i) Do you made any unofficial payment?     

ii) Do you need to pay extra rice while 
selling to LSDs? 

    

iii) Did you encounter any sort of harassment 
while supplying rice to LSDs? 

    

iv) Did you encounter any other problem 
(please specify) ? 

    

v) Was there any problem in LSDs regarding 
moisture% in rice? 

    

vi) Was there any problem in LSDs regarding 
weighing rice? 

    

vii) Was there any problem in LSDs regarding 
quality (color, appearance etc.)? 
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12). Suggestions to improve the government procurement system 

No. Suggestions 

i)  

ii)  

iii)  

iv)  

v)  

vi)  

13). Suggestions for supporting farmers by other than procurement System 

No. Suggestions 

i)  

ii)  

iii)  

iv)  

v)  

vi)  

Thank you very much for your time 
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Annex III 

NFPCSP-FAO Project 

Title of the Project: Effectiveness of Bangladesh’s rice procurement system and possible 
alternatives: supporting farmers` income and sustaining production incentives1 

FGD checklist (Non-participating farmers) 

Name of the moderator: .....................................Date of discussion: ……............... 

Name of village: ……………………………    Nearest LSD: ............................. 

Upazila: ……………….................................    District: ……………… 

No. of participants in FGD: Total: ……        Male: …………… Female: ………… 

No. of agricultural households in the village:……………………….. 

I would like to thank you all for coming here. I am ……………………and my assistant 
is……………. We are conducting discussions because we are doing research about the rice 
procurement system of Bangladesh government. We would like to ensure you that this 
discussion is entirely confidential. When we publish the results, your name will not be 
mentioned. We expect your active participation in this discussion as your opinion is 
essential for our research. Please feel free to talk and we value all of your opinions.  

As an introduction, let’s go around so that you can introduce yourselves, and tell us what 
type of work you do. 

Question 1: What do you know about the government procurement programme? 

Probe: reasons, market price vs. procurement price 

Question 2: How would you assess the government procurement programme?  

Prob: timing, price fixation, requirement 

Pros: 

Cons: 

                                                 
1 This NFPCSP-FAO project has been commissioning by the Department of Agribusiness and 

Marketing, Bangladesh Agricultural University, Mymensingh-2202, Bangladesh with the financial 
supports from USAID and EU   
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Question 3: Why do you not participate in the government paddy procurement 
programme? 

Probe: complexity, harassment, timing 

Question 4: How the current procurement system can be improved? 

Probe:  

Question 5: What other potential instrument other than procurement can support 
farmers’ income?  

Probe:  

We are reaching the end of the discussion. Does anyone have any further comments to 
add before we conclude this session? Or Does anyone have any question? 

We would like to thank you all very much for your participation in this discussion.  

…………………………………… 
Signature of the Moderator 
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NFPCSP-FAO Project 

Title of the Project: Effectiveness of Bangladesh’s rice procurement system and possible 
alternatives: supporting farmers` income and sustaining production incentives2 

FGD checklist (Participant farmers) 

Name of the moderator: ..........................................Date of discussion: ……............... 

Name of village: ……………………………Nearest LSD: ............................. 

Upazila: ………………................................. District: ……………… 

No. of participants in FGD: Total: ……  Male: …………… Female: ………… 

No. of households in the village:……………………….. 

I would like to thank you all for coming here. I am ……………………and my assistant 
is……………. We are conducting discussions because we are doing research about the rice 
procurement system of Bangladesh government. We would like to ensure you that this 
discussion is entirely confidential. When we publish the results, your name will not be 
mentioned. We expect your active participation in this discussion as your opinion is 
essential for our research. Please feel free to talk and we value all of your opinions.  

As an introduction, let’s go around so that you can introduce yourselves, and tell us what 
type of work you do. 

Question 1: What do you know about the government procurement programmes? 

Probe: reasons, market price vs. procurement price 

Question 2: Why do you participate in the government paddy procurement system? 

Probe: better price, to increase income 

Question 3: Can you tell us whether participation in the procurement programme 
improved your income?  

Probe: good or bad, price receiving, quality supply 

                                                 

2 This NFPCSP-FAO project has been commissioning by the Department of Agribusiness and 
Marketing, Bangladesh Agricultural University, Mymensingh-2202, Bangladesh with the financial 
supports from USAID and EU    
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Question 4: Can you tell us whether there is any limitation in the current procurement 
system? 

Prob: timing, price fixation, requirement 

Question 5: Can you tell us whether you face any problem in the procurement system? 

Prob: harassment, unofficial payments, institutional barrier  

Question 6: Can you tell us the recommendations to solve these problems (if any problems 
reported) 

Prob: harassment, unofficial payments, institutional barrier  

Question 7: How the current procurement system can be improved? 

Probe:  

Question 8: What other potential instrument other than procurement can support 
farmers’ income? 

Probe:   

We are reaching the end of the discussion. Does anyone have any further comments to 
add before we conclude this session? Or does anyone have any question? 

We would like to thank you all very much for your participation in this discussion.  

…………………………………… 
Signature of the Moderator  
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NFPCSP-FAO Project 

Title of the Project: Effectiveness of Bangladesh’s rice procurement system and possible 
alternatives: supporting farmers` income and sustaining production incentives3 

FGD checklist (Millers) 

Name of the moderator: ..........................................Date of discussion: ……............... 

Name of the village: ……………………………Nearest LSD: ............................. 

Upazila: ………………................................. District: ……………… 

No. of participants in FGD:     Total: ……  Male: …………… Female: ………… 

No. of agricultural households in the village:……………………….. 

I would like to thank you all for coming here. I am ……………………and my assistant 
is……………. We are conducting discussions because we are doing research about the rice 
procurement system of Bangladesh government. We would like to ensure you that this 
discussion is entirely confidential. When we publish the results, your name will not be 
mentioned. We expect your active participation in this discussion as your opinion is 
essential for our research. Please feel free to talk and we value all of your opinions.  

As an introduction, let’s go around so that you can introduce yourselves, and tell us what 
type of work you do. 

Question 1: What do you know about the government procurement programmes? 

Probe: reasons, market price vs. procurement price 

Question 2: Why do you participate in the government rice procurement system? 

Probe: better price, to increase income 

Question 3: What are the experiences in participating procurement system? 

                                                 
3 This NFPCSP-FAO project has been commissioning by the Department of Agribusiness and 

Marketing, Bangladesh Agricultural University, Mymensingh-2202, Bangladesh with the financial 
supports from USAID and EU 
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Probe: good or bad, price receiving, quality supply 

Question 4: Can you tell us whether there is any limitation in the current procurement 
system? 

Prob: timing, price fixation, requirement 

Question 5: Can you tell us whether you face any problem in the procurement system? 

Prob: harassment, unofficial payments, institutional barrier  

Question 6: Can you tell us your recommendations to solve the problems encountered?  

Question 7: How the current procurement system can be improved? 

Question 8: What other potential instrument other than procurement can support 
farmers’ income?  

We are reaching the end of the discussion. Does anyone have any further comments to 
add before we conclude this session? Or does anyone have any question? 

We would like to thank you all very much for your participation in this discussion.  

…………………………………… 
Signature of the moderator  
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Annex IV 
NFPCSP-FAO Project 

Title of the Project: Effectiveness of Bangladesh`s rice procurement system and possible 
alternatives: supporting farmers` income and sustaining production incentives4 

KII Checklist (Local and Upazila levels) 

Name of interviewer:  …………………………… 

Name of the interviewee: ………………. 

Organisation/Dept./Agency/Ministry: ………… 

Date of interview: ………… 

Contact Number: ………………. 

Section 1: Local and Upazila Level (LSD officials, DC Food, AC Food, UNO, AO, UP 
Chairmen, President/GS of rice mills association 

Q1. What are experiences of implementing the procurement programme? For example, 
price fixation, timing of the announcement, target etc). 

Q2.  What are the storage capacities (If LSD)? 

Q3. What is the achievement of procurement target (in per cent- on an average)?  

Q4. What are the constraints to achieve procurement target?  

Q5. To what extent this instrument is sufficient to meet up its objective? (for example 
giving farmers income support, price stabilisation and support to distribution system) 

Q6. Do you recommend to revise the current procurement system?  

If yes, what are the recommendations?  

If no, why? 

Q7. What can be the potential alternatives (other than procurement) to support farmers 
income and to fulfill distribution needs? 

We would like to thank you all very much for your participation in this discussion.  

…………………………………… 
Signature of the moderator  

                                                 
4 This NFPCSP-FAO project has been commissioning by the Department of Agribusiness and 

Marketing, Faculty of Agricultural Economics and Rural Sociology, Bangladesh Agricultural 
University, Mymensingh-2202, Bangladesh with the financial supports from USAID and EU  
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NFPCSP-FAO Project 

Title of the Project: Effectiveness of Bangladesh`s rice procurement system and possible 
alternatives: supporting farmers` income and sustaining production incentives14 

KII Checklist (Ministry and District levels) 

Name of interviewer:  …………………………… 

Name of the interviewee: ……………….            

Organisation/Dept./Agency/Ministry: ………… 

Date of interview: …………Contact Number: ………………. 

Section 1: Ministries/District level officers 

Q1. How do you fix your target of procurement (for example what are the factors? 

Q2. What are the constraints to achieve procurement target?  

Q3. To what extent this instrument is sufficient to meet up its objective?   

a. Maintaining price stability?  

b. Providing price support to producers?  

c. Maintaining safety stock of food?  

d. Continuing support to food distribution system? 

Q4. Do you recommend to revise the current procurement system?  

If yes, what are the recommendations?  

If no, why? 

Q5. What can be the potential alternatives (other than procurement) to support farmers 
income and to fulfill distribution needs? (Open tendering, price insurance etc.)  

Thank you very much for your time. 

Signature of the moderator 
 

                                                 
14 This NFPCSP-FAO project has been commissioning by the Department of Agribusiness and 

Marketing, Faculty of Agricultural Economics and Rural Sociology, Bangladesh Agricultural 
University, Mymensingh-2202, Bangladesh with the financial supports from USAID and EU 


