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HRIA

TEpRT AT TA<oT T §a15 AT § 3R Aerdifae &9 O yafad gidr g, St Je&al &
ST MO TS T FGIAT &t 7 AgedqOT AT AT &1 AR H, AT TEHRT JuTTelr
HGIRT I & TG Teled el o [T 718 18 o agmwmﬁag—wﬁw
HET FeohT FIATTAT 9R foharm ar, Tore# T 3R e |l 1 3egedqul &9 & gl
IGT| 5TH 40 NUTHS AT TghRT ATATTAT FT TIeT HT efAer a1, a7 20 S A
mfAer 3R 20 IR-Yever AfATAAT AF| 3T 31ETTT FT 32T TEHNT AT, SATIR et H
3ETEA 3R STT3i T 3MTehelel AT AT, foIEeh Tl shaAel: AT HehRT ATHeT I[OTarT
Heehieh, HEehRT HATHAT & fIT SATIR ¥ H AT Felehieh 3R STem [a2eivor Faehich
ohT 3UZNT fohalT aTT| 37Tl # IIT 99T o6 T | (0.77) o 3T ATEeT [0TerT (>0.70)
vefdd 1, STafeh e @6 (0.57) & AEIH ATE A[uTadr (0.55-0.70) Fafdia @, 3R
rafAe JAceg Tgei) ATAAT (0.54) fAe= @t Aol (<0.55) & 37S| wrafAs Tgpry
afafaat #, dser 7 enfAe afAfaar (0.58) T AT aqurear IN-Aofer AFATHAT (0.51) &
31O oY) faRIy §7 &, 40% 7T 7 i FAHAT o o=t emaeT IoTaaT, 40% = ALIH,
3R 20% &1 =T AHA J[UTaT FeRid | g8 AR, 75% IN-Yevel AATIAT 1 e,
15% T HEIH 3 Shdel 10% Y 3T AT T[0T o & H gafiehe [haT I1AT| HATHAR,
Yol H i T IR-UFer FFATATT FT THR 5T TR AT: dAlhditaeh [HIF0T (0.69 FATH
0.66), STRERT FRIfFARIOT (0.57 SI=TH 0.47), Acjcd (0.52 §ATH 0.46), AT (0.57 §=ire
0.50), 3R IH=ad Tg T (0.56 §=113 0.46) | ¥7er 7 2nfAer 3R I-taar afafaat F &=
STRERAT FRATFAIOT (p=0.04), HH-GI Ud HE (p=0.02), 3 FHI =T 0T (p=0.04)
H HEcaquT 3T | SATIR A H AT 1 TP AT Y (0.85) & fow 3= T, dAfehet
e & (0.31) 3R a1 ds7er & enfder (0.39) 3R IR-Ua1er (0.31) wrafFe afafaar & fow
et oT| 3R, Y7er & A g IR-UAer FFATAIT T TR 3T TR AT: SATITRS
ATeTd Yoil (0.38 SI=11H 0.28), ATATR iAATCT & (0.49 SATH 0.38), SATIIR Aed (0.31
eI 0.28), 3R AR AT (0.38 FATH 0.24) | Tg-FNT FHET Hgh iATIIT &
Jgdlelr 315 IR Srem3it & wAR oy ufa, Tie geeg reliicY, a#3ead &1 T,
IATCT FHeIT0T ATSTATT, GRAgT FATATY, 3T dehailehl TETIdT T HAT AT &1 -
I AT I[UTeT Y Fele o [T [affies TRT ) @t 3N TH=aT AT AT T i,
3T WIS o HY Fedeh Sellel, IAAE S T ool lel, HI-Folol ATl 7
fafaerdr oel, Hgehly Harere $ FIfAT FIRET 3R Hoaiw @ o] #, dEarl
FfAfaaT I IR Afsd AR FS H JgrIdT IS e, 3T sarge gfveror 3R egdar
TAHATOT SRl T ST A T FATa T a7

Fas: AT ggrr FfATAAT, FCGQI, SR it 7 3T, S7a 7 anfad, IR-dae.



ABSTRACT

Cooperatives are formed voluntarily and are managed democratically, playing a crucial
role in promoting mutual benefits among members. In India, the fisheries cooperative
system was created to offer financial support to fishers. This study was conducted in
multi-level fisheries cooperatives in Assam, involving purposively selected state and
district federations. It also included a selection of 40 primary fisheries cooperatives,
comprising 20 empanelled and 20 non-empanelled societies. The study aimed to
assess cooperative governance, ease of doing business, and constraints using the
Fisheries Cooperative Governance Quality Index, Ease of Doing Business Index for
Cooperatives, and the Constraint Analysis Index, respectively. The study found that the
state federation (0.77) demonstrated high governance quality (>0.70), while the district
federation (0.57) had medium governance quality (0.55-0.70), and primary fisheries
cooperatives (0.54) fell into the low governance category (<0.55). Among the primary
cooperatives, empanelled societies (0.58) had a higher governance quality than non-
empanelled ones (0.51). Specifically, 40% of empanelled societies exhibited low
governance quality, 40% medium, and 20% high. In contrast, 75% of non-empanelled
societies were classified as low, 15% as medium, and only 10% as high governance
guality. Dimension-wise, empanelled versus non-empanelled cooperatives scored as
follows: Democratic Control (0.69 vs. 0.66), Accountable Empowerment (0.57 vs. 0.47),
Leadership (0.52 vs. 0.46), Teaming (0.57 vs. 0.50) and Convergence & Linkage (0.56
vs. 0.46). There were significant differences in accountable empowerment (p=0.04),
convergence and linkage (p=0.02), and overall governance quality (p=0.04) between
the empanelled and non-empanelled cooperatives. The ease of doing business score
was high for the state federation (0.85), but low for the district federation (0.31), and for
both empanelled (0.39) and non-empanelled (0.31) primary cooperatives. Dimension-
wise, empanelled versus non-empanelled cooperatives scored as follows: Business
Human Capital (0.38 vs. 0.28), Business Infrastructure (0.49 vs. 0.38), Business
Leadership (0.31 vs. 0.28), and Business Governance (0.38 vs. 0.24). Severe
constraints identified in multi-level fisheries cooperatives included weak financial status,
poor member participation, lack of coordination, inadequate welfare schemes, transport
issues, and a lack of technical assistance. To enhance multi-level governance quality,
it was suggested to strengthen linkages and convergence across various levels, build
networks with other organizations, upgrade infrastructure, diversify income-generating
activities, implement regular monitoring and evaluation of cooperative operations, assist
cooperatives in business model formulations and provide comprehensive training and
capacity-building programs.

Keywords: Fisheries Cooperatives, FCGQI, Ease of Doing Business, Empanelled,
Non-empanelled.
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1.INTRODUCTION

Fisheries and aquaculture continue to play a crucial role in providing food,
nutrition, income, and livelihoods for millions of people. Fish, being an affordable and
nutritious source of animal protein, serves as a vital tool in combating hunger and
malnutrition across the country. The Indian Fisheries sector has grown steadily over
the years, becoming a major component of the nation's socio-economic landscape
while sustaining livelihoods of around thirty million individuals, particularly those of
the marginalized and vulnerable communities and offering source of food, nutrition
and employment opportunities to approximately 28 million fishers, which is equivalent
to one-third of the global population. India proudly holds the position of the third-
largest producer of fish and aquaculture globally, contributing approximately 8.92
percent of the global production. In the fiscal year 2022-23, India achieved a
commendable total fish production of 175.45 lakh tonnes, with 131.13 lakh tonnes
from inland sources and 44.32 lakh tonnes from marine sources. India is also a major
producer of fish through Aquaculture and ranks second in the world after China.
Inland fish production constitutes about 75 percent of the total fish production of the
country (DoF, 2023). Fisheries in India empowers over 46.74 lakh fishers through
25,535 primary fisheries cooperative societies, including cooperative societies
exclusively for fisherwomen. The fisheries cooperative sector plays a vital role in
improving the livelihoods, nutrition, and social security of vulnerable groups, positively
impacting approximately 4 million people across India (National Cooperative
Database, 2023).

1.1 FISHERIES IN ASSAM

Assam is the most water resourceful state in the Northeast part of the country with
fisheries playing an important sector in the state, providing employment opportunities
to a large number of individuals besides providing nutritional security. Fish is an
integral part of the food and culture of the Assamese society which includes a total
fisher population of about 25 lakhs. Assam is endowed with vast fisheries resources
which includes 11,304 km of rivers, 71,843 ha of beels/oxbow lakes, 6,102 ha of
forest fisheries, 83,633 ha of derelict/low-lying areas, 3,096 ha of reservoir fisheries,

94,693 ha of ponds & tanks. The State is also rich in diverse ichthyo-fauna with 216



freshwater species, out of which 150 species have ornamental importance and 50
species with overseas ornamental value. The major culturable and farmers preferred
species are Indian major carps i.e., Rohu, Catla, Mrigal, exotic carps i.e., Grass carp,
silver carp and Common carp. Other species like Chital, Magur, Sol, Kawoi,
freshwater prawn, Jayanti Rohu, Amur Common Carp etc. are also being introduced
by farmers together with these species. Lately, Pangasius, Monosex Tilapia etc.,
have also been introduced in the state. During 2022-23, total fish production in Assam
was 4,43,250 tonnes out of which 1,43,870 tonnes came from natural water bodies
(capture fisheries) & 2,99,380 tonnes from ponds & tanks (culture fisheries). The
highest fish producing districts in Assam are Nagaon district (52,337 tonnes), Cachar
District (37,622 tonnes) and Morigaon District (21,543 tonnes), which supports the
13.06 per capita consumption of fish of the fish-eating population (DoF Assam, 2023).

1.2 COOPERATIVE SOCIETIES

The cooperative sector plays a significant role in the overall economic
development of the country with its member driven inclusive approach. According to
the International Labour Organization (ILO, 2004), cooperatives play a unique and
vital role in uplifting the socio-economic conditions of impoverished communities.
There are 8.5 lakh cooperative units in India with 29 crore people directly associated
with the cooperatives in agriculture & allied sector (Ministry of Cooperation, 2023).
Cooperation means living, thinking and working together. A cooperative is an
autonomous association of persons united voluntarily to meet their common
economic, social, and cultural needs and aspirations through a jointly owned and
democratically controlled enterprise (ICA, 1995). The Co-operative Credit Societies
Act, which was passed on March 25, 1904, is recognized as a historic moment that
launched the Co-operative Movement in India. The Cooperative Societies Act
amended in 1912, allowed for the registration of cooperative societies for the purpose
of fostering non-credit activities as well as the federation of primary societies into

higher level organizations.

Cooperative development gained momentum after independence when it was
given consideration in several five-year plans. The First Five Year Plan (1951-56)
explained the goals of the Indian cooperative movement and provided justification for
the focus on cooperatives and panchayats as ideal organizational structures for the

advancement of politics and the economy. According to the Second Five Year Plan
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(1956-61), one of the main objectives of national policy was to establish a cooperative
sector as a component of the planned development scheme. The Third Five Year
Plan (1961-66) had stressed that cooperation should gradually become the primary
basis of organization in many areas of economic life, including agriculture and minor
irrigation, small industry and processing, marketing, distribution, supplies, rural
electrification, housing and construction, and the provision of basic amenities for local
communities. The Fifth Five Year Plan (1974-79) recognized the need to fortify the
cooperative framework, funding for the Agricultural Stabilization Fund, the
rehabilitation of weak central cooperative banks, and aid to cooperative lending
organizations in poor nations. Creating an appropriate framework that will provide
cooperatives with cadres of appropriately qualified and trained staff to handle their
different activities was given special focus throughout the Sixth Five Year Plan (1989-
85). During the Seventh Five Year Plan (1985-90), one of the main policy goals in the
area of agricultural finance was to guarantee a significant rise in the flow of credit,
especially for the less fortunate segments of the population. The Eighth Five Year
Plan (1992-1997) prioritized democratizing and increasing the autonomy of the
cooperative movement in order to strengthen it as an institutional framework that can

be self-managed, self-regulated, and self-sufficient (NCUI, 2007).

In a recent development, the Government of India has taken significant steps to
rejuvenate the cooperative sector by establishing a dedicated Ministry of Cooperation
on July 6, 2021. This initiative provides a distinct administrative, legal, and policy
framework aimed at enhancing the strength of the cooperative sector nationwide. The
objective is to cultivate an economic model based on cooperation and streamline
processes to promote ease of doing business within cooperatives. The ministry
prioritizes the enhancement of transparency, governance, and digitalization while
fostering competitive cooperatives. It is committed to addressing the challenges of
rural underprivileged populations by ensuring accessibility to development
opportunities and fostering connectivity between villages and cooperatives. The
overarching goal is to promote prosperity through cooperation, thereby contributing
to the overall prosperity of the nation (Ministry of Cooperation, 2023). Also, to
recognise the importance of cooperatives, the International Cooperative Alliance has
announced the year 2025 as the International Year of Cooperatives (I'YC2025) under

the theme "Cooperatives Build a Better World" to highlight the significant and lasting



global impact of cooperatives. This theme emphasizes the cooperative model as a
key solution for addressing many global challenges and underscores its vital role in
accelerating progress toward achieving the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGSs)
by 2030.

1.3 FISHERIES COOPERATIVES

Fisheries cooperatives play multifaceted roles in production, handling,
processing, marketing, supply chain management, and community services. They
also facilitate access to various government schemes for fisher members. Wasave et
al. (2015) highlighted the importance of financial support in the success of
cooperative societies within the fishing sector.

The history of Indian fisheries cooperatives dates to the establishment of the first
cooperative society named Karla Machimar Cooperative Society in Ratnagiri district
of Maharashtra in 1913. Following this, West Bengal established its first fisheries
cooperative society in 1918, while Tamil Nadu followed suit in the same year (Mishra,
1997). Fisheries cooperative organizations are governed by a different set of laws
designed to channel support from the government associated with self-help,
management and control. In India, the fishery cooperatives system is roughly three
tiered, with a primary cooperative at the village or block level and another two that

are district and state level federations (Chandrashekar, 2014; Wasave et al., 2020).

Presently, India boasts a network comprising a National Level Federation called
National Federation of Fishers Cooperative Limited (FISHCOPFED), 24 State level
federations, 9 Regional level federations, 138 District level federations and 25,535
primary societies, with a total membership of 46.74 lakh at the primary level
(FISHCOPFED, 2022). In Assam State, there are 604 primary fisheries cooperative
societies with a total membership of 65,691 members, 2 district fisheries cooperative

unions, and 1 state level federation (RCS Assam, 2023).

1.4 STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

While the focus of fisheries cooperative societies is typically on fish production,
catching, and marketing, it is noted that many of these cooperatives have expanded

their operations to include a range of related and ancillary activities (ILO, 2004).



Fisheries cooperatives offer economic support to fishers, ensuring they receive a fair
profit margin through activities such as grading, preservation, storage, transportation,
and processing of fish. They also supply essential fishing equipment like nets, ropes,
and oil to enhance the efficiency of their members. These cooperatives regulate fish
markets to ensure fair prices and establish long-term contracts with organized
purchasing entities. Additionally, some cooperatives provide comprehensive
marketing infrastructure to facilitate the sale of catch at profitable rates for their
members and their families (Mishra, 1997).

Through pilot study it was noted that the State level federation and primary
fisheries cooperatives in Assam are well established. But the same cannot be said
for the district federations. The activities of primary and district level fisheries
cooperatives have been very limited to availing subsidies and grants provided by
Central and State Governments, instead of focusing on fish production, marketing,
and development of cooperative members. While the state federation has a well-
established organizational structure, it is not as robust as it should be. As a result,
critical responsibilities such as member database upkeep, audit processes, and
involving members in decision-making frequently get overlooked or neglected. At the
center of these challenges is the struggle to establish effective communication and
collaboration between different levels of cooperatives. From Primary Fisheries
Cooperative Societies (PFCSs) to the District Federations and the State Federation,
there's a lack of coordination and accountability. This makes it difficult for the
cooperatives to work together smoothly, address the needs of their members, all
while creating an enabling environment for the cooperatives to carry out business
activities. The governance of cooperative societies holds significant importance,
serving as a key determinant of their success or failure. It is crucial to address these
governance issues and enhance the overall business environment for fisheries

cooperatives.

Previous research on fisheries cooperatives has primarily concentrated on
aspects such as performance evaluation, management practices, the socio-economic
status of members, financial viability, marketing strategies, member participation,
perceptions of cooperatives, successes and failures, and challenges encountered.

Strategic leadership, managerial proficiency, gender inclusivity, enabling business



environment and diversification of economic activities have been identified as crucial

elements for cooperative success. However, there has been insufficient attention

given to assessing governance and the ease of doing business within the

cooperatives at multi-level. Additionally, there is a lack of standardized tools available

to evaluate the governance quality and the ease of doing cooperative business at the

different levels of cooperative structure specifically tailored for fisheries cooperatives.

Considering these points, the study entitled “Governance Assessment of Multi-

level Fisheries Cooperatives in Assam” aims to address the following research

guestions through the stated research objectives.

1.5 RESEARCH QUESTIONS

How does the governance quality influence the performance of fisheries

cooperatives?

How does affiliation with the state federation impact the governance and

performance of fisheries cooperatives?

Why do PFCSs primarily focus on government initiatives rather than

engaging in economic activities?

What factors contribute to the ease or difficulty of conducting business within

fisheries cooperatives in Assam?

Is there an incidence of ideal conditions for carrying out business activities in

fisheries cooperatives?

What internal and external challenges hinder the optimal functioning of multi-

level fisheries cooperatives?

How can the identified constraints be addressed to improve the overall

performance and sustainability of these cooperatives?



1.6 RESEARCH OBJECTIVES

s To evaluate the governance quality of multi-level fisheries cooperatives in

Assam.
% To assess the ease of doing business in multi-level fisheries cooperatives.

« To identify the constraints and suggest strategies for strengthening multi-level

fisheries cooperatives.
1.7 SCOPE OF THE STUDY

The present study is an attempt to understand the present profile and give
insights about the quality of governance at multi-level fisheries cooperatives in
Assam in terms of teaming, accountable empowerment, democracy strategic
leadership, convergence and linkage. The study would develop the novel
methodology called Fisheries Cooperative Governance Quality Index which will be
a useful tool for researchers and policy makers studying the governance quality of
cooperative societies in other parts of the country with suitable modifications. The
study would assess the ease of doing business among the cooperatives through the
Ease of Doing Business Index modified and suited for cooperatives. The study
would also document the constraints faced by cooperatives at multi-level. The study
findings and suggested strategies would be helpful for strengthening the fisheries

cooperatives at multi-level to achieve desired outcomes.

1.8 LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

Although every effort has been made to make this study more inclusive and
systematic, it is subjected to certain limitations as indicated below.

1. Itis not possible to obtain complete and accurate information by overcoming the
personal bias of respondents. In spite of this sufficient care has been taken to
design proper tools to get the authentic data for the study.

2. Being postgraduate research, the researcher has limitations of time, money and
other resources.

3. The dimension used for studying governance in multi-level fisheries
cooperatives in the present investigation was a maiden attempt in the field of

fisheries extension. Therefore, these dimensions may need to be refined further.

7



4. The area of investigation was restricted to one state; therefore, the universal

applicability of the result can’t be claimed.

1.9 PRESENTATION OF THE STUDY

The report of the study is presented in six chapters. The first chapter deals
with a brief Introduction, including the study's objectives, scope and limitations.
The second chapter deals with the Review of Literature which is very relevant to
the problem presented in the first chapter. The third chapter deals with the
Research Methodology followed in the investigation process. It includes a
selection of respondents and sampling procedure, selection of variables,
methods and devices used for data collection and statistical tools. The fourth
chapter deals with the Results and Discussion presented in accordance with the
study's objectives. The fifth chapter deals with the Summary and Conclusion,
consisting of implications of the study and suggestions for further research. The
sixth chapter deal with the Bibliography is presented by following the guidelines
of ICAR-CIFE on thesis presentation. Annexures are provided at the end of the

thesis.



REVIEW OF LITERATURE






2. REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The literature review is essential for refining the research focus, methodology,
and contextualizing findings. This review provides a comprehensive understanding of
the field through previous research and relevant quotes. Although limited literature
exists on fisheries cooperative governance and business operations, this chapter
examines key factors related to the study's objectives under the following headings.

2.1 Fisheries Cooperative studies in the World

2.2 Fisheries Cooperative studies in India

2.3 Fisheries Cooperative studies in Assam

2.4 Governance Studies in Fisheries Cooperative Societies

2.5 Studies on Ease of Doing Business

2.6 Constraints and Strategies for Strengthening Fisheries Cooperatives

2.7 Lessons learnt from Reviews

2.1 FISHERIES COOPERATIVE STUDIES IN THE WORLD

Baticados et al. (1998) conducted a study on fishing cooperatives and their role in
managing fishery resources in Capiz, central Philippines. The study indicated that
77% of members belonging to island cooperatives expressed a stronger sense of loss
regarding resource depletion compared to those from mainland cooperatives. This
discrepancy was attributed to the fact that 61% of respondents from the mainland
were aware of licensing restrictions, which prohibit fishing vessels larger than 3 tons
from operating in municipal waters to prevent overfishing. However, only 11% of
island respondents were fully informed about this policy through their cooperatives.
Despite having lower levels of education, 75% of island respondents expressed
willingness to take on cooperative administration responsibilities for managing fishery
resources. However, 13% of respondents cited difficulties in resource management

within cooperatives due to leadership issues and government corruption.

Wimalasena and Rupamoorthy (2005) studied the current conditions of fishermen

cooperatives in Sri Lanka. They identified low member involvement in decision-



making, partly due to restrictive bylaws. Since most cooperatives were government-
initiated, members often felt dissatisfied. Debt issues decreased attendance at

meetings, and new subsidies bypassed cooperatives, diminishing their importance.

Unal et al. (2009) examined the factors contributing to the success and failure of
fishery cooperatives in the Aegean region of Turkey. Their findings showed that 66%
of the cooperatives' success was attributed to their engagement in fish marketing,
which generated 99% of the cooperative revenue. Additionally, the study revealed
that 57% of members found challenges such as lack of subsidies, difficulty accessing
credit, and high interest rates as significant obstacles for the cooperatives.
Furthermore, 53% of respondents highlighted issues related to fishing grounds, while

50% mentioned challenges associated with interactions with other fishers.

Rajaratnam et al. (2010) studied the success factors of cooperatives in Malaysia.
The findings indicated that four key factors—visionary leadership, managerial
competence, functional characteristics, and stability—were crucial for cooperative
success. Among these, visionary leadership was deemed the most significant, with a
group mean score of 4.54, followed by managerial competence (4.52), functional
characteristics (4.43), and stability (4.00).

Motamed et al. (2011) studied the impact of fisheries cooperative societies on the
social and economic development of members of Guilan beach seine cooperatives.
They found that participation in these cooperatives was significantly associated with
literacy levels, engagement in educational extension classes, satisfaction with the
cooperative's operation, and understanding of its fundamental principles and

economic activities.

Odetola et al. (2015) examined the role of cooperative societies in supporting fish
farmers in Lagos State. Using a multi-stage sampling technique, the study compared
150 cooperative and 150 non-cooperative farmers. Cooperative members had better
access to resources and capital. Tobit regression analysis revealed that gender,
education, cooperative membership, and input costs significantly impacted
productivity. The study recommended increased government support and credit

provision for cooperative farmers to boost their participation and profitability.

Mhembwe and Dube (2017) examined how cooperatives help the rural populations

in Zimbabwe's Shurugwi District to maintain their means of subsistence. Results
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show that by establishing cooperatives, residents of rural areas were able to improve
their standard of living and decrease poverty by increasing food production, creating
jobs, empowering women and other marginalized groups, and fostering social
cohesion. The majority of cooperatives have several difficulties, such as inadequate
funding, incompetent administration, and a lack of marketplaces where their produce
can be sold in a competitive manner. The report suggests that the Cooperatives in
rural areas can grow and diversify their business activities with financial backing from
the banking industry. Additionally, in order to market their produce more easily,

cooperatives in the agricultural sector need to establish some producer organizations.

Agu-Aguiyi et al. (2018) studied the performance of fisheries cooperatives in Nigeria.
The results showed that the respondents' low educational backgrounds had an
impact on their initiative to advance fishing experience management and fish
production techniques. Substantial impact on the fishermen's returns as those who
pursued larger catches. The fishermen are faced with various degrees of challenges
which range from pollution, climate change/bad weather, financial challenge; storage
and processing facility; as well as high cost of fishing tools.

Madau et al. (2018) explored the technical efficiency of Sardinian Fisheries
cooperatives, finding that the economic size of the cooperatives significantly
influenced their technical efficiency. Larger cooperatives demonstrated more
effective use of technical resources. The study also found that efficiency was not
solely dependent on technological differences between firms but on the optimal use

of inputs.

Dendup and Aditto (2020) investigated the performance and challenges of
agricultural cooperatives, focusing on aspects like legal status, planning strategies,
management structure, production quality, market linkages, and member recruitment.
The overall performance score, based on 64 indicators, was 50.97%, indicating that
most agricultural cooperatives in Bhutan were not achieving desired levels of

efficiency and success.

Kyazze and Nsereko (2020) studied cooperative practices and their impact on non-
financial performance in Uganda. The study revealed that enhanced communication,
cooperative ownership, and accountability are key predictors of non-financial

performance. The results of the regression analysis indicated that a one-unit increase
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in cooperative ownership, cooperative responsibility, and advanced communication
corresponded to changes in non-financial performance of cooperatives by 50.7%,
16.9%, and 23.9%, respectively.

Wassie (2020) analyzed the factors contributing to the success of business
cooperatives in the North Gondar Zone. The regression analysis found that variables
such as group savings, loan repayment rate, membership fees, membership size,
financial stability, and business volume explained approximately 87.24% of the
variation in cooperative success, as measured by profitability. Interestingly, the

duration of membership had a negative impact on cooperative success.

Twumasi et al. (2021) examined the factors that influence cooperative membership
and how it affects household income in Ghanaian fish farms. Based on the findings,
household heads' decisions to join cooperatives are influenced by peer pressure,
education level, off-farm employment, and loan availability. Membership in a
cooperative can result in income increases for households and farms of 28.54% and

34.75%, respectively.

Lafont et al. (2023) studied the role of cooperatives in the SDGs and suggested that
cooperatives can play a fundamental role in achieving SDGs. The study found that
producer cooperatives are linked to SDGs related to poverty, responsible
consumption, production, and life on land. Also found that cooperative multi-
stakeholders can promote SDGs related to affordable and clean energy, industry and

green resources.

Christian et al. (2024) explored how the agricultural cooperatives in in Eastern Cape,
South Africa enabled smallholder farmers to take part in agri-food
chains.According to the study, the vast majority of participants (93%) stated that agr
icultural cooperatives had a good impact on their ability to make a living. The probit
model’s findings demonstrated that participation in storage, processing, and
distribution levels was influenced at varying degrees of importance by quality,
guantity, education, and information availability. A blended financing model that

accommodates smallholder farmers without collateral is also suggested by the study.
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2.2 FISHERIES COOPERATIVE STUDIES IN INDIA

Sapovadia (2004) examined the advantages and disadvantages of fisheries
cooperatives. These cooperatives operate independently or in collaboration with
others in activities such as fish processing and storage. The researchers envisaged
that cooperatives could bolster production, processing, storage, transportation
capabilities, and provide financial support when necessary. Consequently,
cooperative organizations might effectively compete with international corporations
by integrating professional management practices alongside their cooperative

strengths.

Nair et al. (2010) studied the performance of marine primary fishery cooperatives in
Thane district, Maharashtra. Study found that the fisheries cooperatives in Thane
district were significantly contributed to the district's fishery growth. 22 of the 28
societies surveyed had generated profits. Profit-making societies had distributed 12—
15% of their net profits to their members as dividends. Cooperatives had significantly
improved the ability of fishermen to utilize fishing resources for their wellbeing. The
results also showed that functioning and performance of most of the societies in

Thane district have infused a sense of belongingness among the fisher folk members.

Tyagi et al. (2013) studied the functioning of fishers cooperative societies based on
the dimensions of communication, leadership, decision-making, trust, participation
and performance. The study covered 58 fishermen co-operative societies in 3 states
(MP, UP, HP). Based on the average mean score value, the study revealed that
overall functioning of the fishing cooperative societies was high in H.P (43.57) and
M.P (45.56). However, it was low in U.P (25.61).

Upadhyay et al. (2013) evaluated the Performance of Primary Fisheries Cooperative
Societies of Tripura. The study mentioned that Tripura's fisher cooperative was not
operating in an encouraging manner because, of the 144 total cooperatives, 26%
were inactive and 20% were dormant. They only used a total of 402.30 ha (1.28% of
the state's total fishing resource) for their operation. Only 32% of cooperatives have
their own water areas and 61% of them use leased water bodies to function and 1%
of the cooperatives control 50% of the total water area. Most societies had not been
encouraged to engage in fishing operations effectively and scientifically. Because
government support was very little in the form of management subsidies, share

capital and training.
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Chandrashekar (2014) studied the development of fishers cooperatives in India
between 2001 and 2010. He mentioned that there had been positive and steady
growth during the last seven years (2003 onwards). So, he recommended that low-
interest loans should be provided to fishers through cooperatives to alleviate the
poverty that exists in fishing communities and effective coordination should be

needed between the Central and State Governments of India.

Haldar et al. (2015) studied the performance of fishers cooperatives in Tripura. They
mentioned that a total of 78 cooperatives were active out of 145; of those, 15 were in
high productivity groups (>2500 kg/ha), 18 were in medium productivity groups
(1500-2500 kg/ha), and 45 were in low productivity groups (1500 kg/ha). Due to the
cooperative members' active participation in raising productivity, the fishermen's
cooperatives in Tripura produced an adequate number of fish.

Thakur (2015) studied socio-economic status and other parameters of fish
production of fishermen cooperatives, SHGs and fishermen groups in Bastar district
of Chhattisgarh. He found that, there were significantly more female members in
SHGs (71.43%) than male members (28.57%). In contrast to SHGs, the proportion of
female members in fishermen's cooperatives and groups was significantly lower.
Most respondents held multiple jobs in agriculture, animal husbandry, and fishing.
Because cooperative societies operated on a big scale. It was predicted that
fisherman cooperatives would have more members than SHGs and other fishermen
groups. The fish productivity recorded for fisheries cooperatives, SHGs, and
fishermen groups was 32.50 quintals, 42.22 quintals, and 38.16 quintals per hectare

of water bodies.

Ambilikumar (2017) examined the performance of primary-level fishermen
development and welfare cooperative societies in Kerala. He observed that no
individuals were utilizing education loans, and only a small number had obtained
loans for house construction. Additionally, approximately 54.17% of the societies
were not providing any microfinance facilities to their members. There was a notable
lack of awareness among female members regarding the schemes offered by the
Fisheries Development and Welfare Cooperative Societies (FDCWS) compared to
male members. Furthermore, the cooperative societies were not meeting the

expectations of their members satisfactorily.
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Pegu et al. (2018) conducted a study in the west Tripura and Gomati districts of
Tripura, focusing on members' involvement in fish seed production activities. They
found that the highest proportion of members (53.79%) did not participate at all,
followed by those who participated regularly (20.60%), occasionally (18.28%), and
rarely (7.24%). The weaknesses identified in cooperative societies included
unsatisfactory economic performance, reluctance towards collective decision-making
based on collective wisdom for future growth and development, insufficient reserve
funds, and a lackadaisical approach towards timely distribution of dividends/profits to
members. Overall, the performance of fishermen's cooperative societies in Tripura

fell short of expectations.

Wasave et al. (2020) examined the organizational roles undertaken by 39 marine
fisheries cooperatives in Maharashtra. The findings indicated that 70% of these
cooperatives were actively engaged in providing Social Services, while 66% were
involved in Facilitating Services, and 30% participated in delivering Government
Schemes. However, the study highlighted that the extent of roles performed by the

cooperatives was constrained by administrative, financial, and infrastructural factors.

Kumari and Sharma (2021) studied the performance of fisheries cooperatives
engaging in cage culture in Chandil reservoir, Jharkhand. The study found that a
Cost- Benefit ratio of 1.46 was attained attributing to a viable and profitable cage
culture project, suggesting good performance of the cooperatives.

Mahanayak and Panigrahi (2021) assessed the sustainable management practices
of fishermen cooperative societies in India. They emphasized the pivotal role of
sustainable administration in these cooperatives for enhancing fish production and
fostering socio-economic development among fishermen. However, they also
observed regional disparities in the operation of fishermen cooperatives. Their
recommendations included leveraging modern technology for fish production,
enhancing storage and marketing facilities within cooperatives, fostering
transparency in administration and management practices, promoting participatory
decision-making processes, improving access to credit, and mitigating threats posed

by environmental pollution and climate change to enhance cooperative management.

Sajesh (2023) studied linkage between research institute and cooperatives as an

approach for transferring fisheries technologies and suggested that cooperatives can
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act as the platform for technology dissemination by forging linkage with research
institutes and creating an enabling environment by converging with various
governmental and non-governmental organizations. He emphasized that
cooperatives could facilitate access to technologies in the fisheries sector by small-
scale fishers and other stakeholders, with research institutes' role in the linkage
include conducting need- based research while cooperatives' role include providing

feedback to research system in addition to facilitating technology dissemination.

Sanyal et al. (2023) reviewed the roles and activities of fisheries co-operative
societies in India for resource optimization and economy of farmers and concluded
that the socioeconomic development of fishermen and an increase in fishing
production depend on the efficient management of fisherman's cooperatives and skill
development. Cooperatives can satisfy financial needs while simultaneously
increasing productivity, processing, storage, and transportation capabilities. Their
recommendationsincludedto conduct a national study on many aspects of fisheries
cooperatives and noted that proper policy implications are required for sustainable
management of fisheries cooperatives in line with recent technological developments
in the aquaculture industry, environmental deterioration, and global warming.
Solomon (2023) studied cooperatives’ role, contribution, and challenges for poverty
reduction among small-scale fisher communities using the social capital approach.
The study finds the significance of cooperatives as a supplier of material and non-
material resources, namely livelihood opportunities, credit support, protection from
middlemen exploitation, awareness creation, and development of savings habits to
cope with everyday challenges. At the same time, political authoritarianism, pre-
conditioned criteria for cooperative membership, and power structures within the
cooperatives mediated fisher's access to and utilization of cooperative services.
Bachu and Eunice (2024) studied fisherwomen's cooperative societies in
Visakhapatnam, Andhra Pradesh, emphasizing their role in empowering marginalized
women and fostering sustainable fishing practices. The research highlighted several
challenges, including reliance on middlemen, lack of technical expertise, financial
struggles, and insufficient infrastructure. While these cooperatives currently offer
limited direct employment opportunities, they hold significant potential in areas such
as marketing and exports. Addressing these issues through policy interventions could

enhance the resilience and sustainability of fisherwomen's cooperatives, driving
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socio-economic progress.

2.3 FISHERIES COOPERATIVE STUDIES IN ASSAM

Chandra (2009) discovered that interpersonal communication sources, such as
consultations with Fisheries Extension Officers, Beel managers, and scientists, were
the most important channels for cooperative societies to obtain information on new
and improved practices. Demonstrations and consultations with progressive farmers
ranked second and third, respectively. The study emphasizes the vital role of

interpersonal communication among floodplain wetland fishers in Assam.

Das (2016) highlighted the success story of Nagshankar cooperative in promoting
sustainable livelihood based on the principle of co-operation and observed that the
cooperative society demonstrated a robust advantage, experiencing minimal member
turnover. However, shortcomings were identified in terms of inadequate distribution
channels and promotional facilities. Despite having the opportunity to leverage the
latest technology for maintenance, a potential threat loomed if the society failed to
adopt it effectively.

Borah (2017) studied producers’ cooperatives in Assam. Functional cooperative
societies of Assam were observed to be continuously decreasing from 2005-06
(10134 nos) to 2012-13 (8422 nos) and members’ registration is observed to be
almost stagnant throughout the period. During the period from 2005-06 to 2012-13
working capital contribution was observed to be increasing while share capital
contribution was found to be stagnant and sometimes it is observed to be decreasing.
Concluded that this is due to continuous Govt. funding towards functional cooperative
societies increasing the value of working capital while with decrease registration of

members in the cooperative societies share capital was found to be decreasing.

Chandra and Das (2019) examined the management regimes and institutional
frameworks governing stakeholder access to floodplain wetland resources in Assam
and Bihar. They found that decisions regarding the use and management of these
waterbodies are shaped by a legal and institutional context where welfare and
revenue governance models are intertwined. The study emphasized that
understanding the roles and involvement of various stakeholders is essential for

integrating them into the governance process. Moreover, the inclusion of all relevant
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actors and the establishment of strong linkages within and between them are key to

enhancing governance effectiveness.

Kashyap and Argade (2019) conducted a study on gender disparities within fisheries
cooperatives in the Nagaon District of Assam, employing the 4 R method of gender
analysis. The findings indicated that a mere 12.50% of the executive body members
were women, with men exclusively holding top positions. Women faced challenges in
terms of priority to voice their opinions in meetings, indicating limited access to
resources. The study also highlighted that women invested an additional 3.5 hours in
combined productive and reproductive work compared to men, as per the daily
activity clock of both male and female fishermen. The research shed light on issues

concerning women's representation and resource allocation.

Kaiyum (2023) explored the problems and constraints of non-credit cooperative
societies in Assam and listed that lack of awareness about cooperative principals;
rules and benefits of cooperatives; absence of active member participation;
inadequate financial resources; lack of adequate trained and efficient personnels in
the department; lack of publicity of success stories in cooperatives; ignorance and
illiteracy of the rural people and reluctant attitude of financial institutions as the main

issues.

2.4 GOVERNANCE STUDIES IN FISHERIES COOPERATIVE SOCIETIES

Njaya (2007) examined the governance challenges faced in the implementation of
co-management programmes, focusing on experiences from Malawi. They found that
unclear roles, unequal power dynamics between government and resource users,
weaknesses in district authorities, and financial resource constraints were key
obstacles hindering the effectiveness of co-management initiatives. The study
emphasized the importance of creating an enabling environment that empowers both
government and resource users at the community and district levels for successful

fisheries co-management.

Unal et al. (2009) discovered that factors such as the longevity of cooperatives,
government policies on fisheries cooperatives, and internal conflicts among members
negatively impacted membership rates. However, they also noted that regular

changes in the management board had a notably positive effect.
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Thomson (2013) discussed the difficulties of involving local communities and
cooperatives in fisheries governance, noting significant variation in performance
across countries. In India, particularly in Kerala, cooperatives faced challenges in
formal management due to the diversity of resources, ecological services, and
political interference. Although cooperatives contributed through informal involvement
and indigenous knowledge, they lacked formal recognition. The study emphasized
the need for robust informal networks involving civil society, political parties, and state

actors to enhance fisheries governance.

Novak and Axelrod (2015) examined the impact of multi-level governance on
fishermen’s adaptive strategies in Tamil Nadu, India. Their research found that in the
absence of restrictions, fishermen freely adjust their fishing efforts. When regional
and local rules conflict, fishermen tend to prioritize community institutions over state
regulations. However, district-level governance can introduce effective constraints on
behavior. Additionally, local conflicts arising from village-level heterogeneity can

create opportunities for external governance to be accepted.

Tripathy et al. (2021) investigated the connection between good governance and
competitiveness in Kerala’s Primary Agricultural Credit Societies (PACS). Their
research emphasized that the competitive dynamics driven by effective governance
play a crucial role in the development and success of cooperatives. The study further
underscored that the implementation of good governance practices in PACS helps

improve the cooperatives' reputation and stakeholder value over time.

Dinesh (2023) assessed governance in Inland Primary Fisheries Cooperative
Societies in Tamil Nadu. The governance quality index revealed that 80% of Tiruvallur
Fishermen Cooperative Societies scored in the medium range, while 75% of
Cuddalore FCS showed low governance quality. These findings suggest that Inland
Fisheries Cooperatives across different locations have yet to fully realize their

potential and the objectives for which they were established.

Jamaluddin et al. (2023) identified four main categories of cooperative governance
linked to performance: board characteristics, policy compliance, management
strategies, and social capital. While good governance was associated with improved
monitoring and performance, the specific impact on cooperatives remained unclear.

The study highlighted the need for further research to clarify these relationships and
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enhance cooperative governance practices and performance assessment.

Rujan (2023) analyzed governance in Marine Primary Fisheries Cooperative
Societies in Tamil Nadu. The Fishermen Cooperative Governance Quality Index
(FCGQI) ranged predominantly from medium (66.67%) to high (19.05%), whereas
fisherwomen's cooperatives were largely categorized as low (23.81%) to medium
(71.43%). Notably, the governance quality was higher in fishermen’s cooperatives

compared to fisherwomen’.

Thavai (2023) evaluated governance within Inland Primary Fisheries Cooperative
Societies in Maharashtra. According to the governance quality index, the majority of
societies (51.2%) scored in the medium range. However, strong leadership was found
to improve governance quality, as evidenced by poor governance in 82.93% of
societies, which corresponded to low leadership levels.

2.5STUDIES ON EASE OF DOING BUSINESS

Nair et al. (2007) conducted research in the Vasai taluka of Thane district,
Maharashtra, to evaluate the performance and role of fishery cooperatives in their
business activities. Using ratio analysis techniques, they assessed the business
performance of primary fishery cooperatives. The findings showed that while most
societies had unsatisfactory gross profit and operating ratios, indicating inefficiencies
in their operations, the net profit and efficiency ratios were generally satisfactory. This
mixed performance underscores both strengths and areas for improvement within
these cooperatives.

Groeneveld (2016) studied the enabling environment for co-operatives in 33
countries around the world. The study concludes that a favorable general business
environment (e.g. a higher General Doing Business Indicator according to the World
Bank) is associated with better co-operative performance. Good governance
conditions were also found to be positively correlated with co-operative performance.
Handoyo (2017) studied the relationship of good public governance and ease of
doing business performance. The study was intended to reveal whether the country
that applies the good practice of public governance will also lead to good performance
in terms of ease of doing business. The results showed that all public governance
attributes were positively and significantly associated with ease of doing a business

performance.
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Krishnan et al. (2021) developed the Ease of Doing Research Framework under
ICAR-NAARM, aimed at improving the research environment through key
dimensions. The study emphasized the importance of Human Resource Strategy,
including the need for competency, timely career progression, and recognition
through awards. Additionally, research infrastructure, such as laboratory and field
facilities, was essential for productivity. Leadership played a critical role, where
inspiring teams and enhancing institutional visibility contributed to success.
Governance factors, such as delegated powers and access to funding, were also
important in streamlining research processes. The framework noted that fostering a
positive research culture with peer support and mentoring further enhanced the
research environment. This framework could also be adapted to study the Ease of
Doing Business in Cooperatives by emphasizing similar factors such as human

resources, infrastructure, leadership, and governance for cooperative success.

Shah et al. (2023) reviewed the impact of Ease of doing Business Perception (EBP)
on growth motivation of small and medium enterprises to explore perception about
ease of doing business in a developing country. Findings of the study suggest that
there is a significant association between perceived ease of doing business and
growth motivation of SME’s. Perception about ease of getting electricity, ease of
paying taxes, ease of registering property, and ease of getting credit positively

influences business growth motivation of business owners and managers.

2.6 CONSTRAINTS AND STRATEGIES FOR STRENGTHENING FISHERIES
COOPERATIVES

Thakur (2015) found the constraints as poaching of fishes, law and order problem
related to lease of water bodies, lengthy loan procedure by the financial institutions,
heavy weed infestation in the water bodies, unavailability of suitable fish transport
facility, dominance of some particular persons in decision making and intrinsic caste
system, prevailed in the fishermen cooperative societies, SHGs and Fishermen

Groups of Bastar district of Chhattisgarh.

Pongener and Sharma (2018) used SWOC analysis to examine the challenges
faced by fishery enterprises. The analysis showed that the primary production

challenge was a lack of knowledge about pest control, while price fluctuation was the
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main marketing issue. Market intermediaries also highlighted the lack of proper
storage facilities as a serious concern. The study recommended measures to improve

the sustainability and efficiency of fishery enterprises in the region.

Sharma et al. (2018) examined the main obstacles that fishermen cooperatives in
Southern Rajasthan faced. They discovered that the main obstacles that fishermen
in the study area faced included the lack of floating nurseries, inconsistent feed
supplies, inadequate preservation and curing facilities, poor financial standing of the
fishermen, ignorance of the rules and regulations that they faced, and a lack of up-

to-date price information.

Kalidas and Mehendran (2020) analyzed constraints in coconut production and
marketing using the Response Priority Index. Pest and disease outbreaks were
identified as the top production issue, with an RPI of 2.69, requiring interventions from
agricultural authorities. In marketing, the main challenge was high price fluctuation
(RPI: 2.39), reflecting market instability. The authors recommended establishing an
institutional body to predict price movements and ensure market stability. These
findings have implications beyond the study area and suggest nationwide measures
to improve coconut production and marketing, benefiting growers and contributing to

India's economy.

Nasar et al. (2021) investigated the need matrix of Primary Fishermen’s Cooperative
Societies in the district of North 24 Parganas, West Bengal. The study's findings
showed that, for the majority of PFCSs in the district, infrastructure support was the
most critical kind of support. Most of the PFCSs considered welfare measures and
financial support to be the second significant expected assistance. Also, there was a
need for technical support as well as policy interventions.
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2.7 LESSONS LEARNT FROM REVIEWS

Previous research on fisheries cooperatives has primarily concentrated on aspects
such as performance evaluation, management practices, the socio-economic status
of members, financial viability, marketing strategies, member participation,
perceptions of cooperatives, successes and failures, and challenges encountered.
Strategic leadership, managerial proficiency, gender inclusivity, enabling business
environment and diversification of economic activities have been identified as crucial
elements for cooperative success. However, there has been insufficient literature
focusing on assessing governance and the ease of doing business within the
cooperatives. Additionally, from the studies, it was found that there is a lack of
standardized tools available to evaluate the governance quality and the ease of doing
cooperative business at the different levels of cooperative structure specifically

tailored for fisheries cooperatives.
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3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The methodology and processes used in the study are briefly described in this
chapter. The blueprint of a research architect is the research methodology, which
allows the reader to critically evaluate the overall validity and reliability of the study. It
describes the research technique adopted for the present investigation, which
includes research design, sampling procedure, empirical measurement of variables,
data collection and statistical tools used. The research methodology followed is
presented under the following headings.

3.1 Research Design

3.2 Locale of the Study

3.3 Sampling Procedure

3.4 Selection of Variables and Their Measurements
3.5 Tools and Technigues Used for Data Collection

3.6 Statistical Tools Used for the Analysis of Data

3.1RESEARCH DESIGN

Ex post facto research design is a systematic empirical inquiry in which the
scientist does not have direct control on independent variables because their
manifestations have already occurred (Kerlinger, 1983). Depending upon the nature
of study and to provide answers to selected research questions, an Ex post facto
research design was followed to carry out the study since the variables chosen for
the study already occurred and there was no scope for manipulation of any variable.

3.2 LOCALE OF THE STUDY

Assam State has been selected purposively for this study (Fig. 3.1). Assam is
situated in the North-East of India and is the largest northeastern state in terms of
population while second in terms of area. The state is bordered by Bhutan and the
state of Arunachal Pradesh to the north; Nagaland, Arunachal Pradesh and Manipur
to the east; Meghalaya, Tripura, Mizoram, and Bangladesh to the south; and West

Bengal to the west. Thus, being at the center of the NE states. The state has a total
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of 35 districts. The overall fish production of Assam is 44.32 lakh tonnes and ranks
the highest among the Northeastern states (Handbook on Fisheries Statistics, 2023).
Assam has a total of 1 state level federation, 2 district level federation (Morigaon
District & Nagaon District), 604 primary fisheries cooperative societies from 33
districts with 65,691 memberships. Out of the 604 PFCS, 304 (50%) are empanelled
with the state level federation, Assam Apex Cooperative Fish Marketing and
Processing Federation Ltd. (FISHFED), while 300 (50%) are not affiliated. Among the
district federations, Nagaon District Federation of Fishermen Cooperative Societies
is empanelled (Annual Report, DoF Assam, 2023). Empanelled societies refer to
those primary and district level societies that are officially affiliated with FISHFED and
hold shareholder status within the state cooperative federation. While non-
empanelled societies refer to those societies which are not affiliated to FISHFED nor
hold any shareholder status. This study is exclusively focused on Multi-level Fisheries
Cooperatives which includes the State Apex Federation, District Federation and

Primary Fisheries Cooperative Societies.

Assam

Fig. 3.1 Map of Assam State
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3.3 SAMPLING PROCEDURE

3.3.1 Selection of State Fisheries Cooperative Federation
At the state level, Assam Apex Cooperative Fish Marketing and Processing
Federation Limited (FISHFED) was purposively selected as it is the only fisheries

cooperative federation operating at the state level.

3.3.2 Selection of District Fisheries Cooperative Federation

At the district level, the sample was drawn from total i.e., both Nagaon District
Federation of Fishermen Cooperative Societies Limited (NDFFCSL) and Morigaon
District Federation of Fishermen Cooperative Societies Limited (MDFFCSL) was

selected.

3.3.3 Selection of Primary Fisheries Cooperative Societies

At the primary level, 40 functional PFCS were selected from empanelled and
non- empanelled PFCS across the State using convenience sampling due to time,
financial, and resource constraints. 20 functional PFCSs from both the categories
were selected. Thus, a total of 43 cooperative societies across the three levels were
considered for the study (Fig. 3.2). Two Focus Group Discussions (one with executive
body members and one with general body members) was conducted in each selected
PFCS, district and state federation to collect quality information about selected
variables for the study. Empanelled societies refer to those primary and district level
societies that are officially affiliated with FISHFED and hold shareholder status within
the state cooperative federation. While non-empanelled societies are those that are

not affiliated nor hold any shareholder status.

Non - empanelled Empanelled
Assam
(FISHFED) State Level

I L I
I Morigaon District Nagaon District S Lzl
: Cooperative Federation (1)| | [Cooperative Federation (1)
' i

]
PFCS (20) 2 PFCS (20) Primary Level

Fig. 3.2 Sampling plan
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* State Apex Federation * District Federations

Empanelled PFCSs A Non-empanelled PFCSs
Fig. 3.3 Selected cooperatives at the state, district and primary level
3.4 SELECTION OF VARIABLES AND THEIR EMPIRICAL MEASUREMENTS

Relevant variables were chosen for the current study after a thorough
evaluation of relevant research and expert consultation, considering the theoretical
framework and the objectives of the study. The first set of variables was related to
profile characteristics of primary fisheries cooperative societies, district and state
fisheries cooperative federation, followed by variables reflecting governance, ease
of doing cooperative business and constraints of fisheries cooperative societies at

multiple levels. The variables and their measurements are presented in Table 3.1.
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Table 3.1 List of selected variables and their measurements

Variables

Measurements

Society registration status

Structured interview schedule

Bye-laws

Staff position in society

Membership status & fee

Total & authorized share capital

Working capital & Business turnover

Net profit and debt

Audit grade of society

Society meeting pattern

Profile of executive members

Extent of contact

Infrastructure facilities of society

Welfare & income generating activities of society

Women empowerment

Governance

Ease of doing business

Fisheries Cooperative
Governance Quality Index was
followed with suitable

modification

Constraints

Ease of doing business Index

was developed

Strategies

Constraint Analysis Index

Content analysis of all selected

variables

3.4.1 Operationalization and Measurement of Profile Variables

3.4.1.1 Bye-laws

In operational terms, it is referred to the written rules that govern the internal

operations, decision making and management structure of the cooperative, ensuring




transparency, member rights and legal compliance.
3.4.1.2 Society registration status

In operational terms, it is referred to the specific date of official registration
and the allocation of a registration number to the cooperative society. The relevant
staff members of these societies were approached to provide the accurate

registration date and number for their respective cooperative societies.

3.4.1.3 Staff position in society

In operational terms, it is referred to the number of individuals formally hired
or involved by the cooperative society to oversee daily operations. Staff members of
the cooperative society were requested to provide the present count of individuals

employed in either permanent or temporary roles.

3.4.1.4 Membership status & fee

Operationally, it was defined as the overall count of full-time registered
members, comprising both fishermen and fisherwomen, in the multi-level fisheries
cooperative societies. The membership fee denotes the predetermined amount set
by the society for individuals to become registered members of a specific cooperative

society.

3.4.1.5 Total share capital & authorised share capital

Operationally, total share capital was defined as the collective sum generated
from the accumulated share money contributed by each registered member.
Authorised share capital is referred to the number of shares that a cooperative society

can issue as stated in its memorandum of association or its articles of incorporation.

3.4.1.6 Working capital and business turnover

Working capital is referred to the total funds available for the day-to-day
operations of a cooperative society. This includes the liquid assets and short-term
liabilities necessary to meet its current obligations. Business turnover is referred to
the total revenue or sales generated by the cooperative society through its operations

over a specific period, typically a financial year.
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3.4.1.7 Net profit and debt

Net profit in cooperatives is the surplus remaining after all expenses are
deducted from total income. This profit is often distributed to members based on their
percentage of shares purchased in the cooperative, reserved for future use, or
invested in community development. Debt represents the amount borrowed by the
respective cooperative society from government lending agencies for the welfare of

its members or for the functioning of the cooperative society.

3.4.1.8 Audit grade of society

It is referred to the specific criteria or standards utilized to assess and
evaluate the financial records, processes, and internal controls of an organization
during financial audit. Cooperative societies are graded A, B, C or D based on their

financial performance and income-generating activities.

3.4.1.9 Society meeting pattern

It was operationalized to determine the frequency and conduct of executive
and general body meetings, including their scheduling (fortnightly, monthly, quarterly,
half yearly, and yearly), timing (morning/afternoon/evening), and venue (society
office, temple, school, etc.). The average attendance percentage at these meetings

held by cooperative societies over the past year was documented.

3.4.10 Profile of executive body members

It was assessed based on factors such as the chronological age (population
census categories), educational attainment, training/skill level, occupational status,
and membership experience of the executive body members of Multi-level Fisheries

Cooperative Society during the investigation period.

3.4.1.11 Extent of contact with other organizations
Extent of contact was characterized as the level of engagement of
cooperative societies in the meetings or activities of other institutions such as the
Department of Fisheries, research and training centres, KVKs, state and district
cooperative federations, other primary cooperatives, etc. The extent of contact of

Multi-level Fisheries Cooperative Society was assessed across three levels: Always,
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Sometime, and Never, with corresponding scores of 2, 1, and 0, respectively. Based
on the index score, cooperative societies were classified into low (<0.55), medium
(0.55-0.70), high (>0.70) categories.

3.4.1.12 Infrastructure facilities of society

Operationally, it was defined as the level of facilities and services provided by
cooperative societies, including office buildings, water and electricity supply,
computer systems, sanitation facilities, fish storage and transportation facilities, fish
marketing facilities, emergency services, etc., for the benefit of its members. The
extent of infrastructure facilities of the society was assessed across two levels:
Available and Not available, with scores of 1 and 0, respectively. Based on the index
score, cooperative societies were classified into low (<0.55), medium (0.55-0.70) and

high (>0.70) categories.

3.4.1.13 Welfare & income generating activities of society

The welfare activities and services provided by the cooperative society were
assessed based on factors such as organized training sessions, the number of
members benefiting from these activities, credit supply, insurance, welfare schemes,
and the amount of expenditure allocated through these schemes. Additionally, the
income-generating activities of the cooperative society were documented and
described. The extent of welfare and income-generating activities of the society was
evaluated across two levels: Available and Not available, with scores of 1 and O,
respectively. Cooperative societies were then categorized into low (<0.55), medium
(0.55-0.70), high (>0.70) categories.

3.4.1.14 Women empowerment

Empowerment is an evolving process aimed at enabling individuals to think
and act autonomously, access resources, exercise choices, and unlock their potential
to enhance their overall wellbeing. The indicators and statements pertaining to
empowerment were derived from available literature and evaluated using a three-
point scale: always, sometime, and never (with scores of 2, 1, and O, respectively).
Using the index score, cooperative societies were classified into low (<0.55), medium

(0.55-0.70), high (>0.70) categories levels of empowerment.
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Some other terminologies

1.

Executive Body: In a cooperative society, the executive body comprises
members who are elected or selected by the general body members through an
election process, which takes place once every five years. These individuals hold

executive powers and are responsible for making key decisions within the society.

General Body: The general body includes all the members of the cooperative
society who do not have executive powers. These members are responsible for
electing the executive body members during elections held periodically, ensuring

the democratic functioning of the cooperative.

. Empanelled Cooperative Society: This refers to primary and district level

fisheries cooperative societies that are directly affiliated with the state apex
cooperative federation and hold shareholder status within the state cooperative

federation.

Non-empanelled Cooperative Society: This refers to primary and district level
fisheries cooperative societies that are not affiliated with the state apex
cooperative federation and does not hold any shareholder status within the state

cooperative federation.

3.4.4 Fisheries Cooperative Governance

Fisheries Cooperative Governance is the system by which fisheries
cooperatives are managed, ensuring democratic participation, accountable
empowerment, and strong leadership. It promotes teamwork and collaboration
while integrating activities and resources through effective convergence and

linkages for cooperative success.

A)Selection of dimensions: Cooperative governance provides answers to critical

business problems, defines roles and responsibilities, sets mechanisms for setting
expectations and ensuring responsibility, and guides community-owned
businesses towards socioeconomic and cultural success. Good cooperative
governance promotes long-term cooperative growth and competitive advantage,

provides opportunity to minimize risks, and adds value to successful business
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monitoring (Tripathy et al., 2021). The cooperative governance has
multidimensional aspects. It includes democratic control, accountable
empowerment, leadership, teaming, convergence and linkage. Therefore, it was
important to select dimensions, which were representative indicators of all these
dimensions of governance. The availability of authenticated literature and through
discussion with experts in relevant fields played an important role in the
identification of these dimensions. The identified dimensions were operationalised
as given below:

a) Democratic control: It was enacted by how well cooperative societies practice,
protect, promote, and maintain members' participation. Members make sure their
representatives make good decisions by choosing and supporting elected officials
who collaborate to serve the members' needs.

b) Accountable empowerment: |t was defined by the degree to which members are
effectively empowered while also being held accountable for the authority they're
given. It involves establishing an environment of trust and transparency in which
members are at ease taking risks and making decisions.

c) Leadership: It was defined by how well the cooperative articulates its direction
and purpose and prepares the organization to move in that direction. The
cooperative is responsible for setting the direction and enabling progress towards
it by selecting management, ensuring sufficient resources, and monitoring
advancement.

d) Teaming: 1t was defined by the degree of successful collaboration towards a
shared goal. The cooperative society must collaborate effectively, which involves
reaching common agreement on tasks, setting clear expectations for members and
the group, establishing an efficient decision-making process, and providing
effective leadership for the group.

e) Convergence and Linkages: It encompasses the integration of cooperative
activities, facilitating the flow of information among members, efficient allocation of
resources, establishing market linkages, and coordinating various cooperative
activities. This dimension emphasizes the interconnectedness and alignment of
cooperative efforts towards common goals, ensuring effective collaboration and

coordination among stakeholders.
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B) Collection, editing and selection of indicators: By referring to the available
literature on relevant subjects, a total of 110 indicators/statements were collected.
The researchers consulted with cooperative and extension experts for the
selection of indicators. The indicators were edited according to 14 informal criteria
suggested by Edwards (1957), resulting in the elimination of 60 indicators. From
this, 50 indicators were retained after editing and considered for further
assessment of governance quality in fisheries cooperatives. Thus, a total of 50
indicators were selected for index construction. The final dimensions of the
Fisheries Cooperative Governance Quality Index (FCGQI) and their respective
indicators are presented in Annexure - |.

C) Computation of the Composite Index: Each dimension of FCGQI consists of an
equal number of indicators. The final index consisting of 50 statements was
administered to the group of executive body members and general body members
by conducting focus group discussions in each fisheries cooperative society
separately on a three continuum scale viz., To great extent, To some extent and
Not at all with a score of 2, 1 and 0, respectively. The overall possible maximum
and minimum score ranges between 100 to 0. Scores were summed up to get the
total score for governance quality for each cooperative society at different levels.
The obtained score was converted into unit index score using following formula;

Y;; — Min Y
Y = Max ¥, — Miny,

Where,

Ui = Unit score of the it" cooperative society on j" dimension

Yi = Obtained score of the i" cooperative society on the jt" dimension
Max Y; = Maximum possible score on the jt" dimension

Min Y; = Minimum possible score on the j" dimension

Thus, the governance quality index score ranges from 0 to 1 i.e. when Uj; is minimum,
the score is 0 and when Uj is maximum the score is 1. Based on index score
cooperative societies were categorized into low (< 0.55), medium (0.55-0.70), high

(>0.70) extent of quality of governance. The range values of low, medium and high
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categories were followed from human development index categorical range

values.

3.4.3 Ease of Doing Business

Ease of doing business pertains to the degree of challenge or simplicity
associated with initiating and managing a business within a specific entity. It involves
a range of elements including regulatory conditions, legal structures, administrative
processes, infrastructure, financial accessibility, and the overall business
environment. A greater ease of doing business generally suggests that entrepreneurs
and businesses encounter fewer hurdles in establishing, running, and growing their

enterprises, thereby stimulating economic progress and advancement.

A. Selection of dimensions: The ease of doing business was assessed using the
Ease of Doing Research framework (Krishnan et al., 2021). From this framework,
four dimensions were selected and adjusted to focus on cooperative business
aspects, i.e., Business human capital, Business infrastructure, Business
leadership, and Business governance which are essential for cooperative success.

The identified dimensions were operationalized as follows:

a) Business Human Capital: This parameter measures the cooperative's ability to
maintain a skilled workforce, provide training, promote members' well-being, and
recognize contributions. Effective human capital is key to fostering a motivated
team that drives business success.

b) Business Infrastructure: This parameter assesses the cooperative's access to
essential facilities and resources, such as office space, utilities, and supply
sources. Adequate infrastructure is crucial for efficient business operations and
income generation.

c) Business Leadership: This parameter focuses on the cooperative's ability to
articulate a clear vision, seize business opportunities, and maintain an active
online presence. It also includes supporting members in starting business
ventures, fostering a culture of entrepreneurship.

d) Business Governance: This parameter evaluates the cooperative's effectiveness
in establishing linkages with institutions, managing political challenges, and
ensuring proper budget allocation. It also includes monitoring mechanisms to

maintain accountability and quality.
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B. Collection, editing and selection of indicators: By referring the available
literature on relevant subjects, a total of 65 indicators/statements were collected.
The researchers consulted with cooperative and extension experts for the
selection of indicators. The indicators were edited according to 14 informal criteria
suggested by Edwards (1957), resulting in the elimination of 48 indicators. From
this, 17 indicators were retained after editing and considered for further
assessment of ease of doing business in fisheries cooperatives. Consequently, a
total of 17 indicators were selected under four dimensions for index construction.
The final dimensions of the Ease of Doing Business in Cooperatives and their

respective indicators are presented in Annexure - I.

C. Computation of the Composite Index: The final index consisting of 17
statements was administered to the group of executive body members and general
body members by conducting focus group discussions in each fisheries
cooperative society separately on a three continuums viz., To great extent, To
some extent and Not at all with a score of 2, 1 and 0, respectively. The overall
possible maximum and minimum score ranges between 34 to 0. Scores were
summed up to get the total score for Ease of doing business for each level of
cooperative society. The obtained score was converted into unit index score using
following formula;

U = Yij — MinY;;
Y MaxY; — MinY,

Where,
Ui = Unit score of the i cooperative society on jt" dimension
Yij = Obtained score of the i" cooperative society on the jt" dimension
Max Y; = Maximum possible score on the jt" dimension

Min Y; = Minimum possible score on the j dimension

Thus, the Ease of doing cooperative business score ranges from 0 to 1 j.e. when
Ujj is minimum, the score is 0 and when Uj; is maximum the score is 1. Based on unit
index score cooperative societies were categorized into low (< 0.55), medium (0.55-
0.70), high (>0.70) extent of ease of doing business.
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3.4.4 Constraints

In the context of fisheries cooperatives, constraints refer to the various
challenges or limitations faced by cooperatives in their operations. These may include
financial, technical, infrastructural, and governance-related difficulties that hinder the
effective functioning and growth of the cooperatives. The Constraint Analysis Index
(CAIl) was primarily used to quantify the constraints experienced by members of
fisheries cooperatives. While Patil and Kokate (2011) originally applied this formula
for assessing training needs, it has been adapted here to evaluate cooperative
constraints. Based on a pilot study, 20 constraints were identified and administered
to both executive members and general body members through focus group
discussions, which were conducted separately for each fisheries cooperative society.
Responses were rated on a three-point scale: Severe (3), Moderate (2), and Minor
(1). The possible score for each society ranged from a minimum of 20 to a maximum
of 60. The scores were summed to calculate the total score for the Constraint Analysis
Index for each cooperative society. The total score was then converted into an index
score using the following formula:

Sum Score of constraint

CAl = * 100
Total Number of Samples*Maximum Score

3.5 TOOLS AND TECHNIQUES USED FOR DATA COLLECTION

Primary data were collected using the following procedures / methods.

3.5.1 Pilot Study

After locating the area of the study and based on the nature of objectives prior
to preparation of information collecting device, pilot study was conducted at fisheries
cooperatives in Assam to find out relevant information about the tract pertaining to
study. The interview schedule was developed in the light of experiences and
information gained out of the pilot study conducted in sampled areas, i.e., 2 PFCSs
from upper Assam, 2 from central Assam and 1 from lower Assam regions were

included in the pilot study.
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3.5.2 Instrument and Techniques Used for Collecting Data

Instrument is the device used to collect the data. The instrument used for
collecting data in the present study was a structured interview schedule. Based on
the understanding of facts, related reviews and expert consultations, a structured
interview schedule was developed to investigate selected variables. Data collection
tools were prepared by giving due consideration to selected objectives, variables and
respondents. The developed interview schedule pre testing was done in non-
sampling areas with 10% of sample size of fisheries cooperatives (5). Based on pre-
testing experiences the necessary modifications were made in the interview

schedule.

The final interview schedule consists of three parts (ANNEXURE-I). The first
part dealt with profile variables of the selected cooperative societies. The second part
contains the Fisheries Cooperative Governance Quality Index (FCGQI) with the
dimensions measuring governance quality of multi-level fisheries cooperative
societies. Third part dealt with variables measuring Ease of Doing Business (EODB)
in multi - level fisheries cooperative societies. Fourth part dealt with constraints
analysis with the help of Constraints Analysis Index (CAl) for multi-level fisheries

cooperative societies.

Using the developed interview schedule, data were collected from multi-level,
i.e., the state apex federation (n=1), district level federations (n=2), empanelled
(n=20) and non-empanelled (n=20) primary fisheries cooperative societies. Thus,
data were collected from a total of 43 fisheries cooperatives from three levels in the
month of June and July 2024 by personal interview and focus group discussion (FGD)
methods using interview schedule. Two focus group discussions in each cooperative
society were conducted to gather information on different aspects of governance
quality in cooperative management, ease of doing business within cooperatives and
the constraints faced by the fisheries cooperatives at multi-level. First FGD was
conducted with the executive body members, while the second FGD was conducted
with the general body members of selected cooperative societies to reduce personal
biases and ensure quality information. Thus, a total of 86 FGDs including 188
executive body members and 211 general body members, were conducted.
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3.6 STATISTICAL TOOLS USED FOR ANALYSIS OF DATA

The data collected from the executive body and the general body members from
selected cooperative societies were tabulated item wise with respect to each variable
of the study. Master sheets containing the pooled scores of all variables were
prepared separately for various objectives to be studied in multi-level fisheries
cooperative societies. The collected data was subjected to various appropriate
statistical tools to draw meaningful results and logical interpretations. The statistical
techniques used in this study include average, frequency, percentage, mean,
standard deviation, independent t-test, etc. The statistical analysis was done with the
help of computer software, namely MS-Excel Spreadsheet and Statistical Package
for the Social Sciences (SPSS).
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4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The present study was aimed to assess the profile, extent of governance
quality, extent of ease of doing business and constraints faced by Multi-level
Fisheries Cooperative Societies in Assam. The empirical evidence obtained in the
form of factual data, was subjected to suitable statistical and analytical tests in light
of the study's objectives. The results are presented and discussed under the following

headings:

4.1 Profile of Selected Multi-level Fisheries Cooperative Societies

4.2 Status of Existing Fisheries Resources in Multi-level Fisheries Cooperatives
4.3 Extent of Governance Quality in Multi-level Fisheries Cooperative Societies

4.4 Extent of Ease of Doing Business in Multi-level Fisheries Cooperative Societies
4.5 Constraints faced by Multi-level Fisheries Cooperative Societies

4.6 Strategies for Strengthening Multi-level Fisheries Cooperative Societies

41 PROFILE OF SELECTED MULTI-LEVEL FISHERIES COOPERATIVE
SOCIETIES

4.1.1 Profile of State Federation of Fisheries Cooperatives

4.1.1.1 Society Registration Status
Assam Apex Cooperative Fish Marketing and Processing Federation Ltd.
(FISHFED) is a state level cooperative federation registered under the Assam

Cooperative Societies Act, 1949, dated 1 June 1978, headquartered at Guwahati.

4.1.1.2 Byelaws of FISHFED

The by-laws are established for the functioning of the Fisheries Cooperative
Federation and in accordance with the Assam Cooperative Societies Act, 1949 and
approved by the Registrar of Cooperative Societies Primary cooperatives,
cooperative federations at the district level, and people engaged in fishing operations
are eligible to become members. FISHFED ensures the coordinated development of
primary fishery cooperative societies, covering aspects such as fish production,
marketing, and processing, along with providing technical assistance to its member

societies. Membership at FISHFED is categorized into four classes. The "A" class

40



consists of primary fishery cooperative societies, such as fish marketing
cooperatives. The "B" class consists of district-level fishery cooperative federations
and sub-divisional level cooperative federations. The "C" class includes state-level
government or financing agencies. The "D" class includes individuals or societies not
covered under "A" and "B" classes, with whom FISHFED is likely to do business. “D”
class members are admitted as nominal members. However, these nominal members
will not carry the right to vote, participate in the management of FISHFED nor in the

sharing of its profits or liabilities.

4.1.1.3 Staff Positions in FISHFED

It was noted that FISHFED is staffed with 11 permanent and 11 temporary
staffs, responsible for ensuring the operation and management of the state apex
federation. However, posts are filled as per requirement of the federation and as per
the approval of the Board of Directors (BODs). Fig. 4.1 highlights the organisational
structure of FISHFED.

Board of Directors

|

Chairperson

I

Vice-Chairperson

I
Managing Director (MD)

Fisheries Development Officer | Asstt. Engineer
(FDO) |
J Accountant
UDA [
Asstt. Accountant

LDA l Sales persons

Fig. 4.1 Organisational structure of FISHFED
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4.1.1.4 Membership Status and Fee

FISHFED has a membership of 305 empanelled PFCSs out of the total state
strength of 604 PFCSs, indicating that only 50% of the total PFCSs are affiliated with
the state apex federation. Empanelled societies refer to those primary and district
level societies that are officially affiliated with FISHFED and hold shareholder status
within the state cooperative federation. The member societies consist of 229 fishery
cooperatives, 76 pisciculture cooperatives and 1 district level federation with a total
membership of 43,435 individuals. The membership fees to be considered as an
empanelled society vary depending on the classification type of the society (Table
4.1). The membership fee of “A” class member is fixed at ¥ 25/- and value of each
share is fixed at ¥ 100/- The membership fee of “B” and “D” class member is fixed at
¥100/- and value of each share is fixed at ¥ 1000/-. “A” class and “B” class member
should subscribe at least one share. “C” class member need not to pay any

application fee.

Table 4.1 Membership Fee of FISHFED

Society Class Membership fee Value of share
(in¥) (in %)

A (PFCS) 25 100

B (District & Sub- divisional level 100 1000

cooperative federations)

C (State government/ financing agencies) Not required

D (Nominal members) 100 1000

4.1.1.5 Total Share Capital

The total paid up share capital of FISHFED amounts to ¥ 3.43 Crore,
comprising of contributions from the member PFCSs, NCDC, ICDP and the state
government. Table 4.2 reveals that the state government has the highest percentage
of shares, i.e., 77%, while member PFCS has 15%, NCDC has 7% and ICDP at 1%
share. This suggests that the government has a strong foothold and plays a crucial
role in the financial and management aspects of the state federation. However, almost
14% of shares are unpurchased and still available for member cooperatives,
indicating the scope of more societies to be a member of the federation or to increase

their shares.
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Table 4.2 Total share capital and number of shares of FISHFED

Share capital Paid up share | No of Shares No of shares
capital (in lakh) purchased available
Members Shares 0.38 (15%) 380 59620
Government 310.53 (77%) 308000 0
NCDC 28.42 (7%) 28000 0
ICDP 3.80(1%) 4000 0

4.1.1.6 Total Authorised Share Capital and Reserve Fund
FISHFED has a total authorised share capital of ¥ 4 Crore with 4 Lakh equity
shares. The federation maintains a reserve fund of ¥ 1.17 Crore allocated for

cooperative development and unexpected emergency expenses.

4.1.1.7 Working Capital & Business Turnover
The working capital of FISHFED is % 1.15 Crore while the business turnover
from various income generating activities amounts to ¥ 44.11 Lakh, indicating

potential growth in operations to improve financial efficiency.

4.1.1.8 Net Profit and Debt
FISHFED currently reports net profits of ¥ 15.67 lakh and has no debts,
indicating financial health and stability. This debt-free status provides a solid

foundation for reinvestment and expansion opportunities.

4.1.1.9 Audit Grade of Society
The audit grade of FISHFED is B. This grade indicates the financial and
operational status of the organization, while also highlighting the opportunities for

improvement in the overall performance.

4.1.1.10 Society Meeting Pattern

FISHFED holds its general body meeting annually, while the executive body
meetings are held monthly and as per the needs and requirements of the federation.
The average attendance for both the meetings are 75-100%, which usually starts at
10:00 am. The executive body meetings take place either at FISHFED office or the
Directorate of Fisheries office while the general body meetings are held in conference
halls.
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4.1.1.11 Profile of Executive Body Members

The executive members of FISHFED consists of 12 Board of Directors
(BODs), headed by the Chairperson and Vice-Chairperson, both nominated by the
Government of Assam. The Managing Director serves as an ex-officio member from
the Department of Fisheries (DoF). Other executive members include the Director of
Fisheries, representatives from the Department of Cooperation, the Registrar of
Cooperative Societies (RCS), the regional head of National Cooperative
Development Corporation (NCDC) and 5 elected representatives from the member
societies. The average age of the executive members is 50, with most holding a
graduate degree and possessing 5-10 years of experience with the cooperative

federation.

4.1.1.12 Extent of Contact with Other Organizations

FISHFED has a high (0.85) extent of contact with other organizations (Table
4.3). This is attributed to consistent contact with the State Department of Fisheries,
State Department of Cooperation, Fisheries College & other institutions like National
Fisheries Development Board (NFDB), PFCS and district federations, NGOs and
Financial institutions like NABARD and World Bank through projects like Assam
Agribusiness & Rural Transformation Project (APART) for financial as well as

technical assistance.

Table 4.3 Organization wise contact unit score of cooperative societies

Organizations Unit Score
State Department of Fisheries 1
State Department of Cooperatives 1
Fisheries College & other institutions (NFDB) 1
Primary cooperatives 1
District Cooperative Federation 1
Kalong Kapili (NGO) 1
Financial Institutions 1
Other State Cooperative Federation 0.5
FISHCOPFED 0.5
KVK 0.5
Mean Extent of Contact Score 0.85
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4.1.1.13 Infrastructure Facilities

FISHFED is equipped with a well-furnished society office, meeting hall, and
essential utilities such as water and electricity supply, along with toilet facilities. It has
modern infrastructure including computers and related accessories, fish
transportation facilities, cold storage units and retail outlets through which the
member societies are able to sell their fish and fishery products. The retail outlets are
equipped with tanks and aerators to support sale of fish in live condition. FISHFED
also operates a wholesale fish market and a food outlet in Guwahati, contributing to

revenue generation and promotion of fish consumption.

4.1.1.14 Extent of Women Empowerment

The mean score for extent of women empowerment at the state level is
0.83 which is high. This suggests that women are empowered and given equal
opportunity in the cooperative decision making and functioning while also indicating

room for improvement.

4.1.2 Profile of District Federation of Fisheries Cooperative Societies (DFFCSs)

4.1.2.1 Society Registration Status of Selected DFFCSs

There are only two registered district cooperative federations in Assam. These
are the Nagaon District Federation of Fishermen Cooperative Society Limited
(NDFFCSL), established in 2013 and the Morigaon District Federation of Fishermen
Cooperative Society Limited (MDFFCSL), established in 2016. Both federations were
registered under the Assam Cooperative Societies Act 2007. While the Nagaon
federation is empanelled with FISHFED and in functional status, the Morigaon

federation is not empanelled with FISHFED and currently in non-functioning status.

4.1.2.2 Bye-laws of DFFCSs

These federations act as a coordinator between the PFCS and FISHFED.
They assist in coordinating the activities of PFCS to enhance their efficiency and
collaboration among members, while also facilitating collective market platform, fish

transport facilities and input distribution to the member societies at lower rates.
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4.1.2.2 Staff Positions in Selected DFFCSs
The NDFFCSL employs one permanent staff member to overlook the
waterbody under the federation. While MDFFCSL does not employ anybody

currently.

4.1.2.3 Membership status and Fee

NDFFCSL has a total membership of 10 PFCS from Nagaon District with a
membership fee of ¥ 4000/- per share. While, MDFFCSL has a total membership of
21 PFCS from Morigaon District with a membership fee of ¥ 2000/- per share.

4.1.2.4 Total share capital and number of shares

Table 4.4 depicts that NDFFCSL has a total share capital of ¥ 40000/- with
ten purchased shares by PFCS. While, MDFFCSL has a total share capital of
342000/- with twenty-one purchased shares.

Table 4.4 Total share capital and number of shares of DFFCSs

Shares from Total share capital (%) No of Shares
Nagaon DFFCS 40000 10
Morigaon DFFCS 42000 21

4.1.2.5 Working Capital and Business Turnover
Currently, NDFFCSL has a net working capital of ¥ 47,856/- and was able to
achieve a turnover of ¥ 1.24 Lakh through sale of fish. However, MDFFCSL did not

carry out their annual audit and therefore these details were not furnished.

4.1.2.6 Audit Grade of Society

NDFFCSL has received an audit grade of 'C,' reflecting its overall score in
financial and operational management based on an audit conducted by the
Department of Cooperation. In contrast, the audit grade for MDFFCSL was not
provided due to the lack of an audit, which reflects the cooperative's level of interest

and seriousness in adhering to auditing requirements.

4.1.2.7 Society Meeting Pattern
Both NDFFCSL and MDFFCSL holds their executive body meetings at the
Secretary’s home while the annual general meetings are held at the temple or in

community halls. Attendance at these meetings typically ranges between 75% and

46



100%. General body meetings of both federations are held annually and the
executive body meetings of NDFFCSL are held monthly while the executive body

meetings of MDFFCSL are held half yearly. The meetings usually start at 10 am.

4.1.2.8 Profile of Executive Body Members

The majority (63%) of the executive body members of district level federations
are above 50 years old, with the rest (37%) between 35-50 years (Table 4.5). In terms
of education, most members have completed at least higher secondary education,
with a notable portion (37.5%) having only middle school education. All executive
members have over 10 years of membership experience, indicating involvement and
continuity in the cooperative. The primary occupation of 75% of the members is
fisheries and fish marketing, with a small group (25%) involved in both agriculture and

fisheries.

Table 4.5 Profile of Executive Body Members of DFFCSs

Profile Categories Chairman | Vice Members
Variables (n=2) Chairman | Secretary | (n=8)
(n=2) (n=2)
Age Below 35
0 0 0 0
years
35-50 years 0 0 1| 3(37%)
Above 50
2 2 1| 5(63%)
years
Education Primary
0 0 0 2(25%)
school
Middle school 0 0 0| 3(37.5%)
Higher
2 2 1| 3(37.5%)
Secondary
Graduation 0 0 1 0
Membership | Above 10
_ 2 2 2| 8(100%)
Experience | years
Major Fisheries
occupation | +Fish 2 2 2 6 (75%)
Marketing
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Fisheries +
Fish
Marketing +
Agriculture

0| 2(25%)

4.1.2.9 Extent of Contact with Other Organizations

The overall extent of contact with other organizations at the district level is low
with a mean score of 0.52 (Table 4.6). The district federations have an excellent
contact with primary societies, and good contact with the Department of Fisheries,
Fisheries college & other institutions while there is no contact with KVKs and NGOs.
However, the extent of contact of NDFFCSL (0.60) is better than the extent of contact
of MDFFCSL (0.45). This may be attributed to its empanelment with FISHFED

through which interconnectedness, bi-directional communication and seamless flow

of technical assistance is achieved.

Table 4.6 Organization-wise extent of contact of DFFCS

Organizations Unit Score
Primary Societies 1.00
Department of Fisheries 0.75
Fisheries college & other institutions 0.75
Department of Cooperation 0.50
FISHFED 0.50
Other District Federations 0.50
FISHCOPFED 0.25
KVKs 0

NGOs 0

Mean Extent of Contact Score 0.52

4.1.2.10 Extent of Infrastructure Facilities

Both the DFFCS lack basic infrastructure facilities such as a society office,
meeting hall, water and electricity supply, computer related accessories, fish

transportation vehicles, etc. and hence the scores for infrastructure at the district level

is at zero.
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4.1.3 Profile of Selected PFCSs
4.1.3.1 Society Registration Status

The year 1978 was considered a benchmark year for categorization as Assam
Apex Cooperative Fish Marketing and Processing Federation Limited (FISHFED) was
established in 1978. Table 4.7 depicts the society registration status. For empanelled
societies, 70% were established before 1978 while 30% were established after 1978.
In contrast, for non-empanelled societies, 30% were established after 1978 while 70%
were established after 1978. This indicates that most of the non-empanelled PFCS

were registered later than empanelled PFCS.

Table 4.7 Society Registration Status of PFCSs

Society Registration Average year of | Frequency (percentage)

registration

Empanelled (n=20) Before 1978 14 (70%)
After 1978 6 (30%)
Non empanelled (n=20) Before 1978 6 (30%)
After 1978 14 (70%)

4.1.3.2 Bylaws of Selected PFCSs

In Assam, the Primary Fisheries Cooperative Societies (PFCSs) registered
prior to 2007 are registered under the Assam Cooperative Societies Act, 1949 while
PFCSs registered after 2007 are under the Assam Cooperative Societies Act, 2007.
However, all the PFCSs operate under byelaws as per the Assam Cooperative
Societies Act, 2007, approved by the Registrar of Cooperative Societies (RCS). Each
society frames their own bye-laws and the affairs of the cooperative society is
managed according to the terms, conditions and procedure specified on the bye-laws.
This may include the name of the cooperative society, area of operation, address of
the head office, aims and services provided by the society, eligibility and ineligibility
of obtaining membership, procedure for obtaining, withdrawing and termination of
membership, members’ rights and obligations. The bye-laws also contain the roles of
general body and the Board of Directors (BODs). The number of BODs of a society
as per the Act is to be 15, while the minimum age to be a member of the society is 18

years.
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4.1.3.3 Staff Positions in Selected PFCSs

Out of 20 empanelled societies, only 6 societies had permanent staffs and 2
societies had temporary staffs to support the cooperative’s functions. Similarly, out of
20 non-empanelled societies, only 6 societies had permanent staffs and 3 societies
had temporary staffs. The lack of staffing may affect the routine activities and proper
record keeping of the activities of the society. It is recommended that these

cooperatives establish essential staff positions to improve their operational efficiency.

4.1.3.4 Membership Status and Fee

Both types of PFCS have a similar number of total membership with 3071
members from selected empanelled PFCS and 3093 members from selected non-
empanelled PFCS (Table 4.8). The proportion of women members in empanelled
PFCS is lower (8.50%) as compared to non-empanelled PFCS (40.41%). This may
be attributed to lesser number of women members in empanelled PFCS as compared
to non-empanelled PFCS. The general body members also comprise of higher
percentage of men to that of women in both types of PFCS. The average membership
fee for empanelled PFCS is % 98/-, ranging from % 11/-to ¥ 500/-. While the average
membership fee for non-empanelled PFCS is higher at ¥ 186/-, ranging from % 11/-
to ¥ 1000/-.

Table 4.8 Membership status of selected PFCS

PFCS Members Executive Body General Body
Empanelled Male 269 (91.50%) 2070 (74.54%)
Female 25 (8.50%) 707 (25.46%)
Non- Male 174 (59.59%) 1512 (53.98%)
empanelled Female
118 (40.41%) 1289 (46.02%)
PFCS
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4.1.3.5 Total Share Capital

Table 4.9 depicts that empanelled PFCSs have higher total share capital, with 85%
having over % 20,000/- and an average share capital of ¥ 91,009/-. In contrast,
non-empanelled PFCS largely fall in the lower total share capital category, with 70%
holding less than ¥ 10,000/- and an average share capital of ¥ 30,546/-. These
findings imply that empanelled PFCSs are more established, financially stronger, and
have better access to funding or resources compared to their non-empanelled
counterparts. The difference may be attributed to the earlier establishment of
empanelled PFCSs and the higher percentage of the government’s share in the

empanelled PFCSs.

Table 4.9 Distribution of PFCSs based on Total Share Capital

Cooperative Total Share Capital | Frequency Average Share
system ® (percentage) Capital ()
Empanelled PFCS <10000 2(10%) 91009
(n=20) 10000-20000 1(5%)

>20000 17(85%)
Non empanelled <10000 14(70%) 30546
PFCS (n=20) 10000-20000 2(10%)

>20000 4(20%)

4.1.3.6 Working Capital and Business Turnover

Table 4.10 shows that empanelled PFCS have a higher working capital, with
45% below % 1 lakh, 35% between % 1-5 lakh, and 20% above X 5 lakh, compared to
non-empanelled PFCS, where 55% have less than %1 lakh. The higher working
capital in empanelled PFCS is due to government share in the PFCS and timely
grants-in-aid, providing them with greater financial flexibility and operational capacity.
In contrast, non-empanelled PFCS, with less external support, may struggle to

expand and handle financial challenges.
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Table 4.10 Distribution of PFCSs based on Working Capital

Cooperative Working capital

. Frequency

system capital
Empanelled PFCS | <1 lakh 9

1-5 lakh 7

>5 lakh 4
Non empanelled <1 lakh 11
PFCS 1-5 lakh 6

>5 lakh 3

Table 4.11 depicts that empanelled PFCSs have higher business turnover, with
40% exceeding X 5 lakh, while 60% of non-empanelled PFCSs report turnover below
% 1 lakh. This suggests that empanelled PFCSs generally achieve higher business
turnover, due to better financial support, efficient management, and possibly larger
market access which can be attributed to their access to FISHFED's retail outlets,
which sell their fish and link them directly with customers, enhancing their market
reach. In contrast, non-empanelled PFCSs, lacks these advantages and face lower
turnover, indicating a need for better market access and support to improve their

business performance.

Table 4.11 Distribution of PFCSs based on Business Turnover

Cooperative system Business turnover frequency
Empanelled PFCS <1 lakh 7
1-5 lakh 5
>5 lakh 8
Non empanelled PFCS <1 lakh 12
1-5 lakh
>5 lakh

4.1.3.7 Audit Grade of Society

Both empanelled and non-empanelled PFCSs exhibit similar audit results, with
95% of societies in each category receiving a "C" grade and 5% receiving a "B" grade.
No societies from either group earned an "A" or "D" grade (Table 4.12). This indicates
that the overall financial and operational performance of both empanelled and non-
empanelled PFCS is average, as reflected by the predominant "C" grade. The lack of

"A" grades suggests that none of the societies are performing at the highest standard,
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pointing to inefficiencies or areas where management, governance, and financial
practices can be improved. On the other hand, the absence of "D" grades implies that
none of the societies are critically underperforming. To enhance their audit
performance, targeted interventions and support in areas such as financial

management and governance is necessary.

Table 4.12 Audit grade of Selected PFCSs

Cooperative system Audit Grade | Frequency | Percentage
Empanelled PFCS A 0
B 1 5
C 19 95
D 0
Non empanelled PFCS A 0
B 5
C 19 95
D 0

4.1.3.8 Society Meeting Pattern

Table 4.13 outlines the meeting patterns of empanelled and non-empanelled
PFCSs. For empanelled PFCSs, executive body meetings are mostly held monthly
(40%) and quarterly (45%), while general body meetings are exclusively annual
(100%). While for non-empanelled PFCSs, executive body meetings are mostly held
guarterly (70%), while general body meetings are exclusively annual (100%). For
empanelled PFCSs, attendance at executive body meetings is mostly 75-100%
(60%) and attendance at general body meetings is mostly 50-75% (75%). For non-
empanelled PFCSs, attendance at executive and general body meetings is lower than
empanelled PFCSs at 50-75%. Most meetings for both groups occur in the morning,

with secretary’s home, temples or society offices being the preferred venues.
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Table 4.13 Society Meeting Pattern of Selected PFCSs

Society Meeting | Cooperative Categories Executive General
Pattern Societies Body Body
Frequency Empanelled Fortnightly 1 (5%) 0
PFCS (n=20) Monthly 8 (40%) 0
Quarterly 9 (45%) 0
Half yearly 2 (10%) 0
Yearly 0 20(100%)
Non-empanelled Fortnightly 0 0
PFCS (n=20) Monthly 1 (5%) 0
Quarterly 14(70%) 0
Half yearly 5 (25%) 0
Yearly 0 20(100%)
Attendance Empanelled 25-50% 0 2 (10%)
PFCS (n=20) 50-75% 8 (40%) 15(75%)
75-100% 12(60%) 8 (15%)
Non-empanelled 25-50% 0 1 (5%)
PFCS (n=20) 50-75% 11 (55%) 10 (50%)
75-100% 9 (45%) 9 (45%)
Time session Empanelled Morning 11 (55%) 15 (75%)
PFCS (n=20) Afternoon 7 (35%) 4 (20%)
Evening 2 (10%) 1 (5%)
Non-empanelled Morning 18 (90%) 16 (80%)
PFCS (n=20) Afternoon 1 (5%) 2 (10%)
Evening 1 (5%) 2 (10%)
Place Empanelled Society office 5 (25%) 5 (25%)
PFCS (n=20) Community Hall 0 1 (5%)
Temple 3 (15%) 4 (20%)
Secretary’s home 12 (60%) 10 (50%)
Non-empanelled Society office 5 (25%) 4 (20%)
PFCS (n=20) Community Hall 3 (15%) 4 (20&)
Temple 3 (15%) 5 (25%)
Secretary’s home 9 (45%) 7 (35%)
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4.1.3.9 Profile of Executive Body Members of PFCSs

Among empanelled PFCSs, most executives are above 50 years of age, with
70-80% falling in this category. In contrast, non-empanelled PFCSs have a younger
leadership, with the majority (60-70%) between 35-50 years old. Regarding
education, empanelled PFCSs show a significant proportion of executives (65%) with
a middle school education, while non-empanelled PFCS display a more balanced
distribution, with 55% of their executives having completed higher secondary
education or above. In terms of membership experience, empanelled PFCSs
executives are split between those with more than 10 years (50%) and 5-10 years
(35%), while non-empanelled PFCSs has 65% of executive members having 5-10
years of experience and only 25% having more than 10 years of experience.
Regarding occupations, empanelled PFCSs leaders are predominantly engaged in
fishing and fish marketing (40%), with some involved in agriculture and aquaculture.
Non-empanelled PFCSs show a more diversified occupational profile, with 45%

involved in both fishing and agriculture, and others engaged in aquaculture or

livestock.

Table 4.14 Profile of Executive Body Members of PFCSs

Profile Coopera- Categories | Chairman | Vice Secretary | Members
Variables tive Type (n=40) Chairman | (n=40) (n=160)
(n=40)
Age Empanelled Below 35
0 0 1(5%) 6
PFCS years
(n=20) 35-50 years 4(20%) 5(25%) 5(25%) 37
Above 50
16(80%) 15(75%) 14(70%) 37
years
Non- Below 35
0 0 0 5
empanelled years
PFCS 35-50 years 12(60%) 14(70%) 14(70%) 48
(n=20) Above 50
8(40%) 6(30%) 6(30%) 27
years
Education Empanelled llliterate 0 0 0 8
PFCS Primary
3 (15%) 3(15%) 1(5%) 15
(n=20) school
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Middle

school 13 (65%) 13(65%) 4(20%) 31
Secohnd‘i‘ry o| 200%)| 3(15%) 7
schoo
Higher 3(15%) | 2(10%) |  9(45%) 14
Secondary
Graduation 1(5%) 0 3(15%) 4
Non- llliterate 0 0 0
empanelled Primary
0 0 0 8
PFCS school
(n=20) Middle
school 4(20%) 8(40%) 1(5%) 29
Secondary 4(20%) | 2(10%) 0 10
school
S;‘g:g;ry 10(50%) 5(25%) |  11(55%) 23
Graduation 2(10%) 3(15%) 8(40%) 9
Membership | Empanelled < 5years 3(15%) 2(10%) 6(30%) 6
Experience | PFCS 5to 10
7(35%) 8(40%) 10(50%) 35
(n=20) years
Above 10
10(50%) 9(45%) 4(20%) 39
years
Non- < 5years 5(25%) 4(20%) 1(5%) 11
empanelled 5to 10
PECS 13(65%) 13(65%) 14(70%) 67
years
(n=20) Above 10
2(10%) 2(10%) 5(25%) 2
years
Major Empanelled Fishing
_ +Fi 8(40%) 4(20%) 8(40%) 33
Fish
occupation PFCS Marketing
(n=20) Fishing+
Fish 8(40%) 4(20%) 3(15%) 20
Marketing
+Agriculture
Aquaculture
+Fish 2(10%) 2(10%) 3(15%) 11
Marketing
Fishing
+Fish
Marketing 0 3(15%) 1(5%) 9
+Aquacultur
e
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Fishing
+Fish
Marketing 0 4(20%) 2(10%)
+Daily
wage

Fishing +
Fish 5(25%) 5(25%) 5(25%)

Non- Marketing

22

empanelled | Aquaculture
PFCS +Fish 15%) | 3(15%) |  5(25%)
Marketing
(n=20) +Livestock

22

Fishing

+F|sh 9(45%) 8(40%) 3(15%)
Marketing

+Agriculture

17

Fishing+

Fish 0 1(5%) | 3(15%)
Marketing

+Agriculture

10

Fishing

+Fish

Marketing 2(10%) 2(10%) 2(10%)

+Aquacultur
e

Aquaculture
+Fish 3(15%) 1(5%) 2(10%)

Marketing

The average age of the executive body is higher in empanelled PFCSs (53
years) compared to non-empanelled PFCSs (49 years), with similar trends in the
general body. Literacy levels show that both executives of empanelled and non-
empanelled PFCSs mostly have middle or secondary education. However, training
status is generally low across both types of societies, with non-empanelled PFCSs
having no trained members in the general body. Membership experience is higher for
empanelled PFCSs (23 years in the executive body) compared to non-empanelled
PFCSs (18 years), and the major occupation for both groups is fishing and fish
marketing (Table 4.15).The implies that empanelled PFCSs have more experienced
and older members, which might indicate stability but also a potential need for
leadership renewal. Non-empanelled PFCSs have younger members but lack formal
training, which could hinder their efficiency and growth. Both types of PFCSs could
benefit from increased training to enhance management and operational
effectiveness, and non-empanelled PFCSs might also focus on improving member

experience to match the longer-term involvement seen in empanelled societies.
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Table 4.15 Profile Summary of Executive and General Body Members

Empanelled PFCSs

Non empanelled PFCSs

Profile Executive General Body | Executive General
Variables Body (n=90) (n=109) Body (n=98) Body
(n=102)
Average Age
53 years 50 years 49 years 43 years
Average . . Middle - ,
. Middle - Primary - Middle -
Literacy level Higher
Secondary Secondary Secondary
Secondary
Average . . )
o Few Trained Few Trained Few Trained No
Training o
(26%) (10%) (23%) training
Status
Average
Membership 23 years 16 years 18 years 10 years
Experience
Major o Fishing and o Fishing
_ Fishing and ) Fishing and _
Occupation _ . Fish _ . and Fish
Fish Marketing . Fish Marketing .
Marketing Marketing

4.1.3.10 Extent of Contact of PFCSs with Other Organizations

Among empanelled PFCS, 50% have low contact, 30% have medium

contact, and 20% have high contact with other organizations. In contrast, 85% of non-

empanelled PFCS have low contact, 15% have medium contact, and none have high

contact (Table 4.16). This indicates that empanelled PFCSs are more engaged with

external organizations, which could provide them with better access to resources,

support, and market opportunities. Non-empanelled PFCSs, with predominantly low

contact, may face isolation, limiting their growth potential and access to critical

resources. Increasing the extent of contact for non-empanelled PFCSs could improve

their integration into broader networks, facilitating better development outcomes.
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Table 4.16 Distribution of PFCSs based on Extent of Contact

Cooperative channel Extent of Contact Frequency
(percentage)
Empanelled PFCSs (n=20) Low (<0.55) 10 (50%)
Medium (0.55-0.70) 6 (30%)
High(> 0.71) 4 (20%)
Non empanelled PFCSs Low (<0.55) 17 (85%)
(n=20) Medium (0.55-0.70) 3 (15%)
High(> 0.71) 0

Empanelled PFCSs have higher contact scores across all organizations, with
the highest contact being with other primary fisheries cooperatives (0.90), followed
by the Department of Fisheries (0.87) and the Department of Cooperation (0.85).
Non-empanelled PFCSs have generally lower contact scores, with the highest
contact being with other primary fisheries cooperatives (0.75) and the Department of
Fisheries (0.70). The contact with FISHFED and the District Cooperative Federation
is minimal for non-empanelled PFCSs, with scores of 0.10 and 0.00, respectively.
Thus, the mean contact score for empanelled PFCSs is 0.58, while for non-

empanelled PFCSs it is significantly lower at 0.39 (Table 4.17).

Table 4.17 Organization-wise extent of infrastructure facilities unit score of
selected PFCS

Organizations Empanelled Non-empanelled
PFCSs PFCSs
Other primary fisheries cooperatives 0.90 0.75
District Department of Fisheries 0.87 0.70
Department of Cooperation 0.85 0.65
FISHFED 0.65 0.10
District Cooperative Federation 0.55 0.00
CoF & Other institutions 0.45 0.27
NGOs 0.22 0.22
KVKs 0.17 0.20
Mean Extent of Contact Score 0.58 0.39
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4.1.3.11 Extent of Infrastructure Facilities

Among empanelled PFCSs, 80% have low infrastructure facilities, 15% have
medium, and 5% have high. In contrast, 90% of non-empanelled PFCSs have low
infrastructure facilities, and only 10% have medium, with none having high
infrastructure facilities (Table 4.18). This indicates that both empanelled and non-
empanelled PFCSs face significant limitations in terms of infrastructure, with non-
empanelled PFCSs being slightly more disadvantaged. There is a clear need for
investment in infrastructure development across both types of societies to enhance

their capacity and long-term sustainability.

Table 4.18 Distribution of PFCSs based on Extent of Infrastructure Facilities

Cooperative type Extent of Infrastructure | Frequency
Facilities (percentage)
Empanelled PFCS Low (<0.55) 16(80%)
(n=20) Medium (0.55-0.70) 3(15%)
High (>0.70) 1(5%)
Non-empanelled PFCS Low (<0.55) 18(90%)
(n=20) Medium (0.55-0.70) 2(10%)
High (>0.70) 0

Table 4.19 Extent of infrastructure facilities with PFCSs

Infrastructure Facilities Empanelled Non-
PFCSs empanelled
PFCSs
Society office 0.35 0.35
Water supply 0.25 0.10
Meeting hall 0.35 0.20
Electricity supply 0.20 0.15
Computer & related accessories 0.15 0.15
Toilet facilities 0.10 0.25
Fish transportation vehicle 0.10 0.25
Fish storage 0.10 0.05
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Furnished Landing centre 0.00

0.30
Hatchery 0.10 0.05
Mean Score 0.20 0.16

4.1.3.12 Extent of Welfare & Income Generating Activities

Empanelled PFCSs operate 17 retail/wholesale shops, 2 fishing
accessories shops, and 1 cage culture operation, but have no businesses involved in
value-added fish products. On the other hand, non-empanelled PFCS operate 13
retail/wholesale shops and 3 value-added fish product businesses but do not engage
in fishing accessories shops or cage culture. This suggests that empanelled PFCSs
focus more on retail/wholesale operations and fishing accessories/input shop, while
non-empanelled PFCSs are more involved in value-added fish products, offering
potential for higher profitability. The absence of cage culture in non-empanelled
PFCSs and the lack of value-added products in empanelled PFCSs indicate missed
opportunities for diversification in both groups. Expanding into these areas could
enhance revenue generation and market presence, contributing to the long-term

sustainability and growth of these cooperatives.

Over the past 5 years, 11 empanelled PFCSs received a total of 6.23 lakhs as
grant-in-aid through the Department of Fisheries and Department for Cooperation for
the development of Fisheries and Cooperatives. While 9 non-empanelled PFCS
received a total of ¥ 69.59 lakhs as grant-in-aid through the Department of
Cooperation, National Bank for Agriculture and Rural Development (NABARD) as
well as through external fundings from organizations like German Agency for
International Cooperation (G1Z) for implementing projects in the cooperatives.

4.1.3.13 Extent of Women Empowerment

A total of 16 societies, 8 societies each from empanelled PFCS and non-
empanelled PFCS with both men and women members were chosen for the study.
Results show that, among empanelled PFCS, 62.5% of societies report a low level of
women's empowerment, while 37.5% report a medium level, with none reporting high
empowerment. In contrast, non-empanelled PFCS show more diversity, with 25%
having low empowerment, 50% at a medium level, and 25% reporting high

empowerment (Table 4.20). This suggests that non-empanelled PFCS demonstrate
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greater progress in women's empowerment, with some achieving high levels,
whereas empanelled PFCS primarily remain at low to medium levels. This may be
attributed to non-empanelled societies working in association with NGOs, such as
Naduar Min Palan Samabai Samiti, which ensures that women are empowered

through their capacity building programs.

Table 4.20 Distribution of PFCSs based on Extent of Women empowerment

Cooperative channel Extent of Women Frequency
Empowerment (percentage)
Empanelled (n=20) Low (<0.55) 5 (62.5%)
Medium (0.55-0.70) 3 (37.5%)
High(> 0.70) 0
Non empanelled (n=20) Low (<0.55) 2 (25%)
Medium (0.55-0.70) 4 (50%)
High(> 0.70) 2(25%)

Table 4.21 depicts that non-empanelled PFCS generally score higher,
particularly in areas like allowing women to speak during meetings (0.75 vs. 0.63),
accessing cooperative federation resources (0.63 vs. 0.50), and benefiting from equal
opportunities and benefit sharing (0.63 vs. 0.50). Both types of PFCSs have equal
scores (0.56) regarding women having equal say in cooperative decisions and
providing women-friendly meeting times. The overall mean score for non-empanelled
PFCSs is higher (0.60) compared to empanelled PFCSs (0.53). This suggests that
non-empanelled PFCS are performing better in empowering women across several
indicators, while empanelled PFCSs lag behind in terms of equal access to resources
and opportunities. This may be attributed to higher number of women membership in
non-empanelled PFCSs with higher women members holding positions in the

executive body as compared to empanelled PFCSs with lower women membership.
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Table 4.21 Indicator-wise unit score of Women Empowerment of selected
PFCSs

Women Empowerment Empanelled | Non-
PFCSs empanelled
PFCSs

Women members are allowed to speak during 0.63 0.75
meeting ' '
Women have equal say in all the cooperative 0.56 0.56
decisions ' |
Women have access to cooperative federation 0.50 0.63
resources and assets. ' ’
Women members get equal opportunities and benefit
sharing 0.50 0.63
Cooperative federation meetings are held at women

: . 0.50 0.56
friendly time and place
Women members are given preference to attend skill
development trainings 0.50 0.50
Mean Score

0.53 0.60

4.2 STATUS OF EXISTING FISHERIES RESOURCES

In Assam, most of the beels and community ponds are managed by
cooperatives, providing income-generating activities for the fisher community.
Members of cooperatives also pool their resources such as individual ponds to carry
out income generating activity. Table 4.22 illustrates the fishery resource utilization
pattern. The leasing of water bodies such as beels and parts of rivers is managed by
the state government through the Department of Fisheries, Assam Fisheries
Development Corporation (AFDC), Deputy Commissioners, Sub-divisional Officers
and Panchayats through cooperative leases acquired through auctions. These
societies have agreements ranging from 5 to 7 years, allowing them to utilize the
water bodies and existing fisheries resources through culture and capture fisheries.
Empanelled PFCSs show a strong reliance on leased water bodies, with 15 societies
leasing and only 5 owning their water resources. These societies generally operate
under higher lease amounts, with 6 paying over ¥ 5 lakh. On the other hand, non-

empanelled PFCSs display a similar pattern, although more of them own their
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resources (7 societies) and tend to lease for lower amounts, with 6 societies leasing
for less than % 1 lakh. This suggests that non-empanelled PFCS might be more
constrained by financial limitations, which impacts their ability to invest in higher-
quality or larger water bodies. Empanelled PFCSs have better access to perennial
water bodies (11 societies), which are more sustainable and productive compared to
the 9 societies that rely on seasonal water bodies. Non-empanelled PFCSs, however,
show a heavier reliance on seasonal water bodies (13 societies), which could limit
their year-round productivity. In terms of operational area, both types of societies
predominantly operate on small water bodies (<100 hectares). However, empanelled
PFCS manage larger areas more frequently, with 4 societies working on water bodies

over 500 hectares compared to only 1 non-empanelled society.

Empanelled PFCSs lean towards more productive and controlled methods,
with 8 societies practicing semi-intensive culture and 5 engaged in intensive culture.
Only 4 societies rely on traditional catch fishing. Non-empanelled PFCSs also
primarily use semi-intensive culture (11 societies) and have similar numbers (5

societies) engaging in intensive culture.

Empanelled PFCSs have better access to consistent, high-quality fish seeds,
with 8 societies always using quality seeds and 3 sourcing from government
hatcheries, while 10 rely on private farms. In contrast, non-empanelled PFCSs face
more inconsistency, with only 5 societies always using quality seeds and 14 relying
on private farms, while only 2 source from government hatcheries. This suggests that
empanelled PFCSs are better positioned for sustainable production due to higher
seed quality, whereas non-empanelled PFCSs could benefit from improved access
to government resources and more consistent seed quality to enhance their

productivity.

Fishing gear and craft usage also differ between the two types of societies.
Empanelled PFCSs use a broader range of fishing gear, with 10 societies using
combinations of cast nets, gill nets, drag nets, and dip nets. Non-empanelled PFCSs,
however, heavily rely on drag nets, which might limit their flexibility in fishing
techniques. Both groups primarily use plank boats, but empanelled PFCSs have more
diverse craft usage, including FRP boats and canoes. In terms of production,

empanelled PFCSs are more productive, with 6 societies producing more than 10
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tonnes annually, whereas the majority of non-empanelled PFCSs (11 societies)

produce less than 5 tonnes.

Table 4.22 Fisheries Resources of Selected PFCSs

Fishery Resource Categories EPFCSs | NEPFCSs
Variables (n=20) (n=20)
Type of ownership Owned 5 7
Leased 15 12
Lease Amount (in lakhs) <1 4 6
l1to5 5 4
>5 6 1
Type of Water Body Seasonal 9 13
Perennial 11 7
Area (Ha) <100 14 16
100-500 2 1
>500 4 1
Type of Fishing practice Catch 4 3
Semi-intensive culture 8 11
Intensive culture 5 5
Quality of Fish seeds for Always 3 5
culture
Sometimes 5 11
Source of Fish seed Government Hatchery 3 2
Private Farms 10 14
Type of gear used Cast net, Gill net, Drag 10 4
net, Dip net
Cast net, Drag net 5 4
Drag net 2 11
Type of craft used Plank boat, FRP Boat 2 0
Plank boat, Canoe 5 3
Plank boat 10 5
Fish  Production  (in <5 6 11
tonnes / Annum) 5-10 5 3
>10 6 2

Both empanelled and non-empanelled PFCSs majorly (100%) cultivate Catla
(Catla catla), Rohu (Labeo rohita), Mrigal (Cirrhinus mrigala). However, differences
emerge in the cultivation of other species. Common Carp (Cyprinus carpio) is more
prevalent among empanelled PFCS (82.35%) compared to non-empanelled PFCS
(61.11%). Similarly, Grass Carp (Ctenopharyngodon idella) cultivation is slightly
higher in empanelled societies (47.06%) than non-empanelled ones (44.44%).
Catfishes (Wallago attu, Ompok pabda, Ompok pabo ) and Chital (Notopterus chitala)

are captured more frequently by empanelled societies (23.53% and 11.76%,
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respectively), while non-empanelled societies show lower figures (16.67% for both

species).

Conversely, non-empanelled PFCSs have a greater focus on Silver Carp
(Hypopthalmichthys molitrix) (38.89% compared to 29.41% in empanelled societies)
and Bighead Carp (Hypopthalmichthys nobilis) (27.78% compared to 17.65%).
Indigenous species (Puntius species, Amblypharyngodon mola, Anabas testudineus)
are more commonly captured by empanelled PFCS (29.41%), while only 11.11% of
non-empanelled societies capture these species. Additionally, Jayanti Rohu, a
genetically improved strain of Rohu, is absent from empanelled societies but present
in 11.11% of non-empanelled PFCS.
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Fig. 4.2. Fisheries resources of selected PFCS
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4.3 EXTENT OF GOVERNANCE QUALITY IN MULTI-LEVEL FISHERIES

COOPERATIVE SOCIETIES

4.3.1 Dimension-wise Extent of Governance Quality of FISHFED

The study shows that FISHFED achieved a high Fisheries Cooperative
Governance Quality Index (FCGQI) score of 0.77 (Table 4.23), indicating high
governance. Democratic Control scored 0.90, reflecting active member participation
and a well-functioning democratic process. Leadership scored 0.67, showing that
leadership is moderately effective but has room for improvement. Teaming scored
0.62, indicating that while collaboration is present, it could be further strengthened.
Convergence & Linkage scored the highest at 0.96, demonstrating FISHFED’s strong
coordination and networking capabilities. Accountable Empowerment scored 0.75,
reflecting a moderately balanced environment of empowerment and accountability.
Overall, these scores indicate that FISHFED's governance is strong, with
convergence and linkage being key strengths, though leadership and teamwork are

areas that could benefit from improvement.

Table 4.23 Dimension-wise mean governance index score of FISHFED

Dimensions Index score
Democratic Control 0.90
Accountable empowerment 0.75
Leadership 0.67
Teaming 0.62
Convergence & Linkage 0.96
Overall Governance 0.77

4.3.2 Dimension-wise Extent of Governance Quality of DFFCSs

The overall governance score at the district level is 0.57, which falls under the
medium category (0.55-0.70) (Table 4.24). However, there is a noticeable difference
between the two: Nagaon DFFCS scores significantly higher with a governance score
of 0.77, placing it in the high category, whereas Morigaon DFFCS scores only 0.37,
indicating weaker governance. Nagaon excels in Accountable Empowerment (0.83),
Teaming (0.80), and Democratic Control (0.75), highlighting effective collaboration,

strong accountability, and active member participation. In contrast, Morigaon
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struggles across all dimensions, particularly in Accountable Empowerment (0.25) and
Leadership (0.30), reflecting a need for improvement in leadership and accountability
structures. Morigaon DFFCS could benefit from adopting Nagaon DFFCS’ best

practices to strengthen its governance.

Table 4.24 Dimension-wise mean governance index score of DFFCSs

Dimension Nagaon Morigaon Mean Unit
DFFCS DFFCS Score
Democratic control 0.75 0.48 0.61
Accountable empowerment 0.83 0.25 0.54
Leadership 0.73 0.30 0.51
Teaming 0.80 0.40 0.60
Convergence & Linkage 0.75 0.42 0.58
Overall Governance 0.77 0.37 0.57

4.3.3 Dimension-wise Extent of Governance Quality of selected PFCSs

Table 4.25 and Fig. 4.3 depicts that for democratic control, both empanelled
and non-empanelled PFCSs show similar patterns, with 50% of empanelled and 65%
of non-empanelled societies achieving medium scores. However, 40% of empanelled
PFCSs score high, compared to only 25% of non-empanelled ones, indicating better
democratic engagement among empanelled PFCSs. In terms of accountable
empowerment, empanelled PFCSs demonstrate stronger performance, with 45%
achieving medium scores and 20% scoring high, while non-empanelled PFCSs lag
behind with 60% scoring low and only 10% achieving high accountability. This points
to a governance gap in non-empanelled societies regarding transparency and
decision-making empowerment. The leadership dimension shows significant
disparity: 80% of non-empanelled PFCSs scored low, while only 50% of empanelled
societies fall into this category, with 30% of empanelled PFCSs reaching high scores.
This suggests that empanelled PFCSs benefit from more effective leadership

structures and strategies.

Teaming dimension shows that 65% of non-empanelled PFCSs scored low,
while empanelled PFCSs demonstrated more balanced performance with 35%
scoring low and 65% in the medium category. This highlights that non-empanelled
PFCSs struggle with teamwork and internal cohesion. Convergence and linkages, a
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crucial factor in cooperative success, are weak across both societies, with 80% of
non-empanelled PFCSs and 50% of empanelled PFCSs scoring low. This indicates

a significant area for improvement in networking and collaborative opportunities.

Finally, governance quality is notably higher in empanelled PFCSs, with 20%
scoring high and 35% medium, compared to 75% of non-empanelled PFCS showing
low governance scores. This overall analysis indicates that empanelled PFCSs are
generally better governed, benefiting from stronger leadership, teamwork, greater
accountability, better linkage and convergence achieved through affiliation with a
larger state federation. Non-empanelled PFCSs need targeted interventions to
enhance their governance structures, particularly in leadership and convergence

areas, to improve their overall effectiveness and sustainability.

Table 4.25 Distribution of PFCSs based on Extent of Governance Quality

Dimensions Categories Empanelled Non-empanelled
PFCSs (n=20) PFCSs (n=20)
Democratic Low (<0.55) 2 (10%) 2 (10%)
Control Medium (0.55- 0 0
0.70) 10 (50%) 13 (65%)
High (>0.70) 8 (40%) 5 (25%)
Accountable Low (< 0.55) 7 (35%) 12 (60%)
E t [ .56-
mpowermen Medium (0.56 9 (45%) 6 (30%)
0.70)
High (>0.70) 4 (20%) 2 (10%)
Leadership Low (<0.55) 10 (50%) 16 (80%)
Medium (0.55- 0 0
0.70) 4 (20%) 2 (10%)
High (>0.70) 6 (30%) 2 (10%)
Teaming Low (<0.55) 7 (35%) 13 (65%)
Medium (0.55- 0 0
0.70) 13 (65%) 6 (30%)
High (>0.70) 0 (0%) 1 (5%)
Convergence & | Low (<0.55) 10 (50%) 16 (80%)
Linkages Medium (0.55- 0 0
0.70) 6 (30%) 2 (10%)
High (>0.70) 4 (20%) 2 (10%)
Governance Low (<0.55) 9 (45%) 15 (75%)
Medium (0.55- 0 0
0.70) 7 (35%) 3 (15%)
High (>0.70) 4 (20%) 2 (10%)
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Fig. 4.3. Dimension-wise extent of governance quality of PFCSs

Table 4.26 presents the mean governance index scores between empanelled
and non-empanelled PFCSs across the dimensions. Overall, empanelled PFCSs
outperform non-empanelled PFCSs in governance across all dimensions with varying
degrees of significance. For democratic control, empanelled PFCS scored slightly
higher (0.69) than non-empanelled PFCSs (0.66), but with a p-value of 0.22, the
difference is not statistically significant. This suggests that both types of PFCSs
maintain relatively similar levels of democratic engagement and member participation
in decision-making processes. Accountable empowerment shows a more notable
difference, with empanelled PFCSs scoring 0.57 compared to 0.47 for non-
empanelled PFCSs. The p-value of 0.04 indicates a statistically significant gap,
suggesting that empanelled societies tend to have stronger accountability
mechanisms and better practices that empower members to contribute meaningfully

to governance. This may be attributed to FISHFED’s efforts to maintain accountability

of the member empanelled PFCSs.

In the leadership dimension, empanelled PFCSs once again have a higher
score (0.52) compared to non-empanelled PFCSs (0.46), though the p-value of 0.30

indicates that this difference is not statistically significant. However, the trend
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suggests that empanelled PFCSs benefit from more effective leadership structures.
The teaming dimension is where both types of societies show nearly identical
performance, with empanelled PFCSs scoring 0.57 and non-empanelled PFCSs
scoring 0.50, and a non-significant p-value of 0.10. This suggests that internal
collaboration and teamwork are similar across both categories, though empanelled

PFCSs may have a slightly higher score.

Convergence and linkage, a crucial indicator of how well cooperatives network
and collaborate with external stakeholders, shows a significant difference.
Empanelled PFCSs scored 0.56, while non-empanelled PFCSs scored 0.46, with a
statistically significant p-value of 0.02. This implies that empanelled PFCS are better
integrated into broader networks and have stronger external partnerships,
contributing to their overall effectiveness. This may be attributed to FISHFED’s efforts
to link and converge with empanelled societies through training and capacity building
programs. Finally, the overall FCGQI score further reinforces the pattern, with
empanelled PFCSs achieving a higher score (0.58) than non-empanelled PFCSs
(0.51), with a significant p-value of 0.04. This suggests that PFCSs empanelled with
FISHFED are supported by better accountability, convergence, and leadership,

demonstrate stronger governance structures and practices.

Table 4.26 Comparison of mean governance index score of PFCSs

Dimensions Empanelled | Non- ‘p’ value

PFCSs empanelled

(n=20) PFCSs

(n=20)

Democratic Control 0.69 0.66 0.22
Accountable empowerment 0.57 0.47 0.04
Leadership 0.52 0.46 0.30
Teaming 0.57 0.50 0.10
Convergence & Linkage 0.56 0.46 0.02
Governance 0.58 0.51 0.04
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Fig. 4.4 Comparison of governance quality among Empanelled and

Non-empanelled PFCSs

Table 4.27 reveals that among the 10 indicators for democratic control,
"Membership is open to all active fishers and voluntary" scores the highest in non-
empanelled PFCSs with a score of 0.83, while in empanelled PFCSs, "The
organizational structure of a cooperative society is well-designed" holds the top
position with a score of 0.89. On the other hand, the lowest-scoring indicator in non-
empanelled PFCSs is "All rights and responsibilities of members are defined," scoring
0.43, while in empanelled PFCSs, "All the executive body members are elected"
records the lowest score at 0.50. Overall, the mean democratic control index is slightly
higher for empanelled PFCSs (0.69) compared to non-empanelled PFCSs (0.66).
These findings suggest that empanelled cooperatives have a more structured
approach to governance, while non-empanelled cooperatives exhibit stronger

inclusivity in their membership practices.
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Table 4.27 Indicator-wise mean unit index score of democratic control

Democratic control indicators Empanelled | Non-

PFCS empanelled
PFCS

Thg organlzatlongl structure of a cooperative 0.89 0.70

society is well-designed

The reglstratlon procedure is transparent and 0.81 0.64

professionally managed

Membership is open to all active fishers and 0.78 0.83

voluntary

Members have equal rights to vote and participate

. . . 0.75 0.70

in the cooperative election

All the executive body members are elected 0.50 0.73

Regqlar conduct of executive/general body 0.79 0.70

meetings

All the decisions happen in the presence of a 0.70 059

quorum of members

AII.rlghts and responsibilities of members are 051 0.43

defined

Representation Qf yquth, marginalized and 0.50 055

vulnerable people in society

Free fIOV\{ qf mformatlon to each member without 0.70 073

any discrimination

Mean democratic control index score 0.69 0.66

Table 4.28 reveals the mean accountable empowerment index for empanelled
PFCSs at 0.57, while for non-empanelled PFCSs, it is lower at 0.47. The indicator "All
members are empowered to express their views/opinions" scores the highest in both
empanelled (0.84) and non-empanelled (0.86) PFCSs, suggesting that member
participation in decision-making is strong in both cooperative types. However, the
"Regular assessment of members’ technical and functional skills" shows the lowest
scores, particularly in non-empanelled PFCSs at 0.23, indicating a significant gap in
skill development initiatives. This is attributed to FISHFED’s regular training needs
assessment of empanelled PFCSs. Other notable differences include "Performance
benchmarking with local and regional cooperatives," where empanelled PFCSs score

0.41, compared to a much lower 0.08 in non-empanelled PFCSs, pointing to a lack

of competitive assessment among non-empanelled PFCSs.
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Table 4.28 Indicator-wise mean unit index score of Accountable

Empowerment

Accountable Empowerment indicators Empanelled | Non-
PFCS empanelled
PFCS

AII the members are empowered to express their 0.84 0.86
views/opinions
Delegation and distribution of authority among 055 0.51
executive body members to hold them accountable ' '
Regu_lar assgssment of member’s technical and 0.41 0.23
functional skills
Performqnce benchmarking with local and regional 0.41 0.08
cooperatives
Access to safety standards, healthcare, and social

: 0.56 0.28
welfare services for members
Following standard operating procedures for all 0.51 0.58
cooperative activities ' |
Regular maintenance of record books & statutory 0.60 0.55
registers
Cooperatlve performance & financial reports are 0.51 0.43
published regularly
Flnanc@ & social audits of society happen at 0.49 0.49
regular interval
A coope_zratlve society is free from debt and non- 0.83 0.68
performing assets
Mean accountable empowerment index score 0.57 0.47

Table 4.29 reveals that the mean leadership index score is 0.52 for empanelled
PFCSs and 0.46 for non-empanelled PFCSs, indicating a relatively stronger
leadership environment in empanelled PFCSs. Among the indicators, "Leaders are
actively listening to the problems of members" shows the highest score for
empanelled PFCSs at 0.73, and for non-empanelled PFCSs at 0.69, reflecting a
strong engagement in both cooperative types. Conversely, the indicator "Leaders
rehabilitate defunct operations and promote cooperative startups" registers the lowest

values, with 0.35 for empanelled and 0.25 for non-empanelled PFCSs, pointing to

challenges in revitalizing non-performing areas.
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Table 4.29 Indicator-wise mean unit index score of Leadership

Leadership indicators Empanelled | Non-
PFCS empanelled
PFCS

The Iegders are educated, trained, and responsible 0.36 043
for their work
Leaders are actively listening to the problems of 073 0.69
members
Leaders' haye good rapport-building and 051 0.50
networking skills
Leaders demonstrate transparency and fairness in

- . . . 0.63 0.58
decision-making and financial matters
Leader_s |dent|f_y .opportunltles and develop 043 0.38
strategies to capitalize on them
Leaders_ possess strategic thinking skills to 048 0.40
address issues and challenges
Leaders handle tlmgly grievances of members and 0.64 0.59
ensure accountability
Leaders strive hard to diversify the services and 043 0.21
income-generating activities of society ' '
Leaders keep informing members about the

o . . 0.69 0.56
society's functioning and welfare/subsidy schemes
Leaders rehablllltate defunct operations and 0.35 0.25
promote cooperative start-ups
Mean leadership index Score 0.52 0.46

Table 4.30 illustrates that the mean teaming index score is 0.57 for empanelled
PFCS and 0.50 for non-empanelled PFCSs, indicating a stronger teaming
environment in empanelled PFCSs. The highest scoring indicator is "The general
body members and executive body members have group harmony," with scores of
0.80 for empanelled and 0.75 for non-empanelled PFCSs. In contrast, the lowest
score is observed in the indicator "Society works in line with District and State level
cooperative bodies/federations," with 0.44 for empanelled PFCSs and 0.26 for non-
empanelled PFCSs. This suggests that while there is a reasonable level of internal
cooperation within societies, there is a significant gap in collaboration with district and
state cooperative federations, particularly in non-empanelled PFCSs. Additionally, the

relatively low scores in "Members are satisfied with the society's functional activities"
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further point to a need for improvements in functional efficiency and satisfaction

among members.

Table 4.30 Indicator-wise mean unit index score of Teaming

Teaming indicators Empanelled | Non-
PFCS empanelled
PFCS
The general body members and executive body
0.80 0.75
members have group harmony
All the cooperative members stand together to 0.69 0.71
resolve common issues ' '
Members show mutual support and cooperation
: : 0.59 0.61
when a task is to be performed for society
Members have confidence in each other and trust 043 0.51
among them
quperatlve m.embers maintain political and 0.64 0.60
religious neutrality
Coc.)per,atlve society members are committed to the 053 056
society’s welfare
Link with other societies and foster collaboration 0.51 0.23
Me_m_pers are satisfied with the society's functional 0.40 0.34
activities
Society shares financial and other benefits among 0.69 054
all members
Society works in line with District and State level
: . . 0.44 0.26
cooperative bodies/federations
Mean Teaming index score 0.57 0.50

Table 4.31 shows that the mean score for Convergence and Linkages is 0.56
for empanelled PFCSs and 0.46 for non-empanelled PFCSs, indicating better
connectedness in empanelled PFCSs. The highest-scoring indicator is "Cooperative
collaborates with other cooperatives/federations/KVK/other organizations to achieve
common goals," with scores of 0.80 for empanelled and 0.65 for non-empanelled
PFCSs. However, the indicator "Cooperative conducts training programs in
association with research institutes, DoF, KVK, NGOs, etc., for technology transfer"
scores the lowest, with 0.38 for empanelled and 0.23 for non-empanelled PFCSs.
These findings suggest that while empanelled PFCSs demonstrate stronger
convergence and linkages, both types of cooperatives show room for improvement,
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particularly in establishing external collaborations and conducting training programs
to enhance technology transfer. Improving linkages with research institutes and
funding agencies could significantly boost cooperative performance and governance

quality.

Table 4.31 Indicator-wise mean unit index score of Convergence & Linkages

sentence case

Convergence & Linkage indicators Empanelled | Non-
PFCS empanelled
PFCS
Cooperative collaborates with other
cooperatives/federations/ KVK/ other organizations 0.80 0.65

to achieve common goals

Cooperative conduct training programs in association
with research institutes, DoF, KVK, NGOs, etc. for 0.38 0.23
technology transfer

Cooperative collaboration with DoF to ensure

) . 0.70 0.55
effective resource management practices
Cooperative rgcelyes input resources through other 063 0.60
external organizations
Cooperative avail schemes/ subsidies through DoF / 0.70 0.60
DoC
Members convey suggestions and grievances at the 0.60 0.33

administrative level for policy implications

Officials/ project coordinators from the State
Federation, DoF, KVK, NGOs, etc. visit the 0.60 0.58
cooperative society regularly

Cooperative facilitates bi-directional communication

: : 0.53 0.50

among multi-level cooperatives
Cooperative link with funding agencies (NABARD, 055 055
NCDC, DCB, etc.) for facilitating business activities ' '
Cooperative has tie-ups with Traders/Business

o . 0.13 0.00
Organizations for market linkage
Mean Convergence & Linkage Index Score 0.56 0.46

Table 4.32 exhibit the correlation analysis between governance and profile attributes
of cooperative societies. It indicates that training status, education of EB,
infrastructure facilities, income generating activities and extent of contact with other

organizations were found positively correlated with cooperative governance quality in
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empanelled and non-empanelled PFCSs. Kyazze et al. (2017) also reported

cooperative governance positively correlated with welfare performances (0.671).

Table 4.32 Correlation between governance and profile attributes of

Cooperatives

Variables EPFCS NEPFCS
Membership fee 0.270 0.606
Total share capital 0.273 0.154
Attendance in meetings 0.416 0.133
Age of executive body members 0.237 -0.029
Experience of executive body members 0.303 0.290
Education of executive body members 0.754 0.364
Training status of executive body members 0.529 0.698
Infrastructure facilities 0.498 0.745
Income generation activities 0.534 0.750
Extent of contact with other organizations 0.555 0.775

4.3.4 Cooperative wise FCGQI Score

Table 4.33 presents the overall ranking of FCGQI for selected empanelled
PFCSs. The top-ranked society, No. 48 Thekera Min Samabai Samiti Limited,
achieved the highest governance quality score of 0.76, reflecting high governance
quality. Other societies, such as Bhai Bhai Min Plan Samabai Samiti Ltd. and No. 10
No Kolong Nadi Part-IV Min SS Ltd., follow closely with FCGQI scores of 0.73, also
categorized under high governance quality. This is attributed to strong member
interest and participation with its members being active fishers and also due to the
close interconnectedness with the state federation through which technical and
financial assistance flows out. Eight PFCSs show medium level of governance and
eight PFCSs show low level of governance.
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Table 4.33 Empanelled PFCS-wise governance unit index score

Rank | Empanelled PFCSs FCGQI | Governance
Quality

1 No. 48 Thekera Min SS Ltd. 0.76 High
Bhai Bhai Min Plan Samabai Samiti Ltd.

2 10 No Kolong Nadi Part-IV Min SS Ltd. 0.73

3 No. 1,1 (A) and 2 Upper Part Brahmaputra FCS 0.71
Ltd.

4 Satgaon Jalgutha Matsyajibi SS Ltd. 0.69 Medium

5 141/142 Baralimari Sitalmari Min SS Ltd. 0.66

6 Kalai Khuwa Pachim Khaloibandha Min SS Ltd. 0.64

7 Ouijari Malputa Matsyajibi Min SS LTD. 0.63

8 Rupahi Union Fishing and Farming SS Ltd. 0.60

9 Agragati Min SS Ltd. 0.59

10 | Naduar Kaibatra Massmora Fishery Coop. SS 0.56
Ltd.

11 14/15 No Nisari Haria Min SS Ltd. 0.55

12 No.3(C) Lower Part Brahmaputra Min Samabai 0.54 |Low
Samiti Ltd.
Satanguri Fishery SS Ltd.

13 ——— . . 0.52
Langsoliet Pisciculture Cooperative Society Ltd.

14 | 147 Manipur Fishery Cooperative SS Ltd. 0.51

15 | Durimari Anchalik Matchyajibi SS LTD. 0.47
Pub-Nasatra Baradi F.C.S. Ltd.

16 Dongarkuchi Pakabetbari Min C.S. Ltd. 0.46

17 | Hajo Panipara Namasudra MashMoria Besa 0.39
Kina Samabai Samiti Ltd.

Table 4.34 presents the overall ranking of FCGQI for selected non-empanelled
PFCSs. Naduar Min Palan Samabay Samiti Ltd ranks the highest with a score of 0.81,
reflecting high governance quality and Sampawati Meen Palan Samabay Samiti Ltd.
follow with score of 0.74. A total of three societies fall under medium governance,

while the remaining fifteen exhibit low governance quality. This suggests that majority
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of the empanelled PFCSs has a low governance quality while Naduar and Sampawati
has a high governance quality which may be attributed to its affiliation with NGOs and
other external organizations through various project implementation which may help
in the training and capacity building of the members while enhancing their technical
skills in fisheries. Also, it may be attributed to members’ interest and participation

coupled with diverse income generating activities.

Table 4.34 Non-empanelled PFCSs-wise governance quality index score

Rank | Non-Empanelled PFCS FCGQl | Governance
Quality
1 Naduar Min Palan Samabay Samiti Ltd 0.81 High
2 Sampawati Meen Palan Samabay Samiti Ltd. 0.74
3 M/S Bidi Pisciculture Cooperative Society Ltd. 0.68 Medium
4 Chandrapur Anchalik Min Samabai Samiti Ltd. 0.65
5 Dawgafu Pisciculture Co-operative Society Ltd. 0.56
6 Diparbil Pachpara Min Samabai Samiti Ltd. 0.54 Low
7 Borhola Min Samabai Samiti Ltd. 0.53
M/S Matri Shakti Pisciculture Cooperative
8 Society Ltd. 0.51
M/s Asimbon Pisciculture Co-operative Society
Ltd.
9 M/s Pai-Pai Pisciculture Co-operative Society 0.49
Ltd.
10 Barpeta Fish Marketing C.S. Ltd. 0.48
11 | 19/20/22 No kapili Nodi Min SS Ltd. 0.47
Langvoku Pisciculture Cooperative Society
12 | Ltd. 0.43
Ruwe Pisciculture Cooperative Society Ltd.
13 | Khatowal Gaon Min Palan Samabay Samiti Ltd 0.42
Adarsha Min Palan Samabai Samiti Ltd.
M/S Nimso Fishery Farming Coop. Society Ltd.
14 M/s Natun Asha Pisciculture Co-operative 0-40
Society Ltd.
15 | Langkar-om Fishery Cooperative Society Ltd. 0.39
16 Pachigaon Samabay Mach Silpa Samiti Ltd 0.36
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Table 4.35 Mean Governance Quality Index Score at Multi-level Fisheries

Cooperatives

Dimensions State Apex District PFCSs
Federation

Democratic Control 0.90 0.61 0.68
Accountable

0.75 0.54 0.52
Empowerment
Leadership 0.67 0.51 0.49
Teaming 0.62 0.60 0.54
Convergence & Linkage 0.96 0.58 0.51
Overall Governance

0.77 0.57 0.55

Quality

The analysis suggests that the State Apex body exhibits the highest
governance score (0.77), indicating its strong institutional structure and effective
governance, followed by the District Federation with a score of 0.57. Similarly. the
Primary Fisheries Cooperative Societies (PFCSs) scores medium (0.55) governance
quality. To further strengthen governance at multi-levels, it is essential to empower
PFCSs and particularly the District Federations through affiliation with the state
federation. This connection can effectively bridge the gap between the higher and
lower levels, enhancing governance across the different levels and leading to more

resilient cooperative structures.

4.4 EXTENT OF EASE OF DOING BUSINESS IN MULTI-LEVEL FISHERIES
COOPERATIVES

4.4.1 EoDB at State Apex Federation

Table 4.36 presents the dimension-wise Ease of Doing Business (EoDB) index
score for FISHFED. The highest score is achieved in Business Leadership (0.93),
closely followed by both Business Human Capital and Business Infrastructure, each

scoring 0.87. Business Governance records a comparatively lower score of 0.70,
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indicating room for improvement in governance-related practices. The overall EODB

score of 0.85 suggests a strong potential for smooth business operations.

Table 4.36 Dimension-wise mean EoDB score for FISHFED

Dimensions Mean unit score
Business Human Capital 0.87
Business Infrastructure 0.87
Business Leadership 0.93
Business Governance 0.70
Overall EoDB 0.85

4.4.2 EoDB at DFFCSs

Table 4.37 compares the Ease of Doing Business (EoDB) index scores across
various dimensions for Nagaon and Morigaon District Federations of Fishermen
Cooperative Societies (DFFCSs). Nagaon DFFCS demonstrates higher overall
performance with an EoDB score of 0.42, while Morigaon DFFCS lags behind with a
score of 0.20, reflecting a significant disparity between the two federations. In
particular, Nagaon DFFCS performs better in Business Human Capital (0.56) and
Business Infrastructure (0.38), whereas Morigaon DFFCS scores notably lower in
both dimensions, with 0.25 in each. The Business Leadership and Business
Governance scores are also significantly lower for Morigaon, at 0.19 and 0.10
respectively, compared to Nagaon's 0.38 and 0.35. The overall EoDB index score for
both federations average out to 0.31, indicating a low level of ease of doing business

across the district federations.

Table 4.37 Dimension-wise EoDB score for DFFCS

Dimensions Nagaon Morigaon Mean Unit
DFFCS DFFCS Score

Business Human 0.56 0.25 0.41
Capital

Business Infrastructure 0.38 0.25 0.31
Business Leadership 0.38 0.19 0.28
Business Governance 0.35 0.10 0.23
Overall EODB 0.42 0.20 0.31
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4.4.3 EoDB of selected PFCSs

Table 4.38 highlights that in Business Human Capital, both categories reflect
a significant gap, with 80% of EPFCSs and 90% of NEPFCSs scoring low, highlighting
a lack of adequate skills and workforce capabilities. Addressing this gap through
focused training and development is crucial to enhancing operational performance.
In the Business Infrastructure dimension, EPFCSs perform better, with 20% achieving
medium to high scores, compared to just 15% in NEPFCSs. This suggests that
infrastructure improvements are more prevalent in empanelled societies, supporting
more effective operations. However, Business Leadership remains a key weakness,
especially in NEPFCSs, where 90% of societies score low, indicating the need for
leadership development initiatives. Business Governance shows a relatively better
performance in EPFCSs, with 15% achieving medium scores compared to only 5%
in NEPFCSs while 5% NEPFCSs scored high. This disparity suggests that
empanelled societies benefit from stronger governance structures, which promote
transparency and accountability. Finally, in terms of overall Ease of Doing Business
(EoDB), 80% of EPFCSs and 90% of NEPFCSs score low, highlighting the need for
significant improvements across all dimensions, particularly in leadership and

governance, to help cooperatives reach their full potential.

Table 4.38 Distribution of PFCSs based on Dimension-wise Extent of EODB

Dimensions Categories EPFCS NEPFCS
Business Human Capital Low (< 0.55) 16 (80%) 18 (90%)
Medium (0.55-0.70) 2 (10%) 0 (0%)
High (>0.70) 2 (10%) 2 (10%)
Business Infrastructure Low (< 0.55) 13 (65%) 15 (75%)
Medium (0.55-0.70) 4 (20%) 3 (15%)
High (>0.70) 3 (15%) 2 (10%)
Business Leadership Low (<0.55) 16 (80%) 18 (90%)
Medium (0.55-0.70) 2 (10%) 1 (5%)
High (>0.70) 2 (10%) 1 (5%)
Business Governance Low (<0.55) 17 (85%) 18 (90%)
Medium (0.55-0.70) 3 (15%) 1 (5%)
High (>0.70) 0 (0%) 1 (5%)
Ease of Doing Business Low (< 0.55) 16(80%) 17 (85%)
Medium (0.55-0.70) 2 (10%) 1 (5%)
High (>0.70) 2(10%) 2(10%)
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Fig. 4.5 Dimensions-wise Extent of Ease of Doing Business in selected PFCSs

Table 4.39 highlights that PFCS has a better score across most dimensions
compared to NEPFCS. In Business Human Capital, EPFCS score 0.38, slightly
higher than NEPFCS at 0.28, though with a p-value of 0.18, indicating no significant
difference as demonstrated by the independent sample t-test results. Business
Infrastructure shows a larger gap, with EPFCS scoring 0.49 and NEPFCS at 0.38,
but again, the p-value (0.11) suggests no significant difference statistically. For
Business Leadership, both EPFCS and NEPFCS score similarly at 0.31 and 0.28
respectively, with a non-significant p-value of 0.63. However, in Business
Governance, EPFCS outperform NEPFCS (0.38 vs. 0.24), and the p-value of 0.01
indicates a significant difference, highlighting better governance in empanelled
societies. The overall EoDB index shows EPFCS scoring 0.39 and NEPFCS at 0.31,
with a p-value of 0.09, indicating that although empanelled societies perform better,
the difference is not statistically significant. These findings suggest that while the
overall EoDB index score of both PFCS is low, empanelled societies generally

perform better with governance as the most distinct area of improvement between
the two groups.
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Table 4.39 Dimensions-wise mean Ease of Doing Business Scores for selected
PFCS

Dimensions EPFCS NEPFCS ‘p’ value
Business Human 0.38 0.28 0.18
Capital

Business 0.49 0.38 0.11
Infrastructure

Business Leadership 0.31 0.28 0.63
Business Governance 0.38 0.24 0.01
EoDB 0.39 0.31 0.09

EODB OF PFCS

—e—Empanelled

Business Human

Capital Non empanelled
0.38
0.49

0.39

EODB Business
Infrastructure
. 0.3 .
Business 0.38 Business

Governance Leadership

Fig. 4.6 Comparison of mean Ease of Doing Business index score among
EPFCSs and NEPFCSs

Table 4.40 highlights that EPFCS perform better in having competent and
skilled staff (0.55 vs. 0.32), indicating a stronger workforce. Both EPFCS and
NEPFCS score relatively low in assessing training needs (0.26 vs. 0.20), suggesting
an area for improvement in skill development for both. Additionally, both types of

cooperatives show a similar commitment to members' socioeconomic well-being
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(0.52 vs. 0.50), but EPFCS outperform NEPFCS in recognizing and rewarding
contributions (0.17 vs. 0.08). This may be attributed to inspiration from the state
federation which initiates such rewards for member PFCS. Overall, EPFCS have a
higher mean Business Human Capital score (0.38 vs. 0.28), indicating better
strategies for managing and supporting their human capital. However, both groups

have room to improve in training and recognition practices.

Table 4.40 Indicator-wise mean unit index score of Business Human Capital

Business Human Capital EPFCS | NEPFCS

The Cooperative society has an adequate number of
competent & skilled staff

0.55 0.32

The Cooperative society periodically assesses the training
needs of the stafffmembers and tries to improve their | (.26 0.20
competencies

The Cooperative society takes the initiative for the

socioeconomic well-being of its members/staff 0.52 0.50
The Cooperative society recognizes and rewards the 1

contribution of members/staff 0.17 0.08
Mean Business Human Capital Index Score 0.38 0.28

Table 4.41 highlights that EPFCS generally have better Business Infrastructure
compared to NEPFCS, with a mean score of 0.49 versus 0.38. EPFCS score higher
in having adequate supply sources for business activities (0.52 vs. 0.35), suggesting
they are better equipped with necessary resources such as fish seed and feed. Both
EPFCS and NEPFCS score low in access to basic infrastructure facilities like office
space and internet (0.23 vs. 0.16), pointing to a common challenge in this area.
Additionally, EPFCS slightly outperform NEPFCS in having accessible business
infrastructure (0.52 vs. 0.46) and more adequate fields for business activities (0.67
vs. 0.53). This may be attributed to EPFCS’ access to retail fish outlets of FISHFED
which is as an added advantage to market their products. These results indicate that
while EPFCS are generally better positioned in terms of infrastructure, both groups

face limitations in accessing basic facilities needed to run their operations effectively.
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Table 4.41 Indicator-wise mean unit index score of Business Infrastructure

Business Infrastructure EPFCS | NEPFCS
The Cooperative society has an adequate supply source of
critical inputs for business activities

The Cooperative society has access to basic infrastructure
facilities like office space, water & electricity, computers with | 0.23 0.16
high-speed internet connectivity, etc.

The Cooperative society has adequate and easily accessible

0.52 0.35

business infrastructure facilities to run income-generating | 0.52 0.46
activities

The Cooperative society has adequate fields/farms for 0.67 053
carrying out the business activities ' '
Mean Business Infrastructure Index Score 0.49 0.38

Table 4.42 indicates that both EPFCS and NEPFCS exhibit similar
performance in Business Leadership, with mean scores of 0.31 and 0.28,
respectively. EPFCS slightly outperform NEPFCS in proactive steps to harness
business or funding opportunities (0.50 vs. 0.45) and demonstrate a marginal
advantage in visionary leadership for promoting business activities (0.41 vs. 0.30).
However, both types of cooperatives score very low in having an online platform or
active social media presence (0.05 for EPFCS, 0.02 for NEPFCS), revealing a
significant gap in digital connectivity. Interestingly, NEPFCS score slightly higher in
encouraging members to start business ventures through financial and marketing
support (0.33 vs. 0.28). This may be attributed to NEPFCS’ interconnectedness with
NGOs. Overall, the results suggest that while both societies have low scores in
leadership activities, they have significant room for improvement, particularly in

leveraging online platforms to enhance connectivity and business growth.

Table 4.42 Indicator-wise unit index score of Business Leadership

Business Leadership EPFCS | NEPFCS
The Cooperative society always takes proactive steps to
. . . 0.50 0.45

harness the business/funding opportunities
The Cooperative society has visionary and proactive

. . . - 0.41 0.30
leadership for promoting business activities
The Cooperative society has an online platform/active social 0.05 0.02
media presence to connect people ' '
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The Cooperative society encourages its members to start

. , : . 0.28 0.33
business ventures through financial and marketing support
Mean Business Leadership Index Score 0.31 0.28

Table 4.43 highlights that EPFCS outperform NEPFCS in the Business
Governance dimension, with a mean score of 0.39 compared to 0.26 for NEPFCS.
The most significant difference lies in the linkage and convergence with institutions
at various levels (village, district, state, and national), where EPFCS score 0.56, far
higher than NEPFCS at 0.23. This suggests that empanelled societies have stronger
institutional networks, which could enhance their operational capacity. Both EPFCS
and NEPFCS show similar scores in facing political or bureaucratic hindrances (0.52
vs. 0.49), indicating that both group experiences significant interference in starting
business activities. However, both types of societies score low in having an adequate
budget for business start-ups and an internal monitoring mechanism for ensuring
quality of output, showing minimal difference between EPFCS (0.26, 0.17) and
NEPFCS (0.24, 0.16). The supportive, innovative business environment is also
stronger in EPFCS (0.37) compared to NEPFCS (0.20). These results highlight that
while EPFCS are better governed, both types of cooperatives need improvements in

financial resources and fostering a more innovative business environment.

Table 4.43 Indicator-wise mean unit index score of Business Governance

Business Governance EPFCS | NEPFCS
The Cooperative Society has good linkage and convergence 056 0.23
with village/district/state/national level Institutions ' ’
The Cooperative society has political/bureaucrat hindrances
. i _ 0.52 0.49
to start their business activities
The Cooperative society has an adequate budget for starting
i . 0.26 0.24
business activities
The Cooperative society has an internal mechanism for 017 016
monitoring to ensure the quality of output ' '
The business environment of the Cooperative society is
) . . . 0.37 0.20
supportive, and innovative and enables business excellence
Mean Business Governance Index Score 0.39 0.26

Table 4.44 exhibit the correlation analysis between EODB, governance and

profile attributes of cooperative societies. It was found that training status, education
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of EB, infrastructure facilities, income generating activities, extent of contact with
other organizations and governance were found positively correlated with the ease of

doing business.

Table 4.44 Correlation between EODB, governance and profile attributes of
cooperatives

Variables EPFCS NEPFCS

Membership fee 0.442 0.577
Total share capital 0.376 0.154
Attendance of GB in meetings 0.541 0.341
Age of executive body members 0.151 -0.194
Experience of executive body members 0.042 0.571
Education of executive body members 0.789 0.401
Training status of executive body members 0.529 0.718
Infrastructure facilities 0.684 0.868
Income generation activities 0.559 0.657
Extent of contact with other organizations 0.527 0.888
Governance 0.848 0.824

4.4.4 Cooperative wise EODB Unit Index Score

Table 4.45 highlights the Ease of Doing Business index scores for selected
Empanelled PFCS. Bhai Bhai Min Plan Samabai Samiti Ltd. ranks highest with a
score of 0.80, followed by No. 48 Thekera Min Samabai Samiti Ltd. (0.74) falling
under the high EODB quality category, indicating strong operational capacity and
business efficiency. While 10 No Kolong Nadi Part-IV Min SS Ltd. and No. 1,1 (A) and
2 Upper Part Brahmaputra FCS Ltd. falls in tme medium EoDB range. The remaining
16 societies fall in the low EoDB category with scores ranging from 0.51 to 0.13. This

suggests that while a few cooperatives are excelling in business performance, the
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majority still struggle with operational challenges, insufficient infrastructure, and

leadership issues. To improve the overall business environment, these cooperatives

must focus on enhancing their business infrastructure, governance, and leadership

capabilities to move toward higher operational effectiveness.

Table 4.45 EPFCS wise Ease of Doing Business Index Score

Rank | Empanelled Cooperative Societies EODB EODB
Score Quality
1 Bhai Bhai Min Plan Samabai Samiti Ltd. 0.80 High
2 No. 48 Thekera Min SS Ltd. 0.74
3 10 No Kolong Nadi Part-IV Min SS Ltd. 0.65 Medium
4 No. 1,1 (A) and 2 Upper Part Brahmaputra 0.64
FCS Ltd. )
5 Satgaon Jalgutha Matsyajibi SS Ltd. 0.51 Low
6 Rupahi Union Fishing and Farming SS Ltd. 0.48
7 141/142 Baralimari Sitalmari Min SS Ltd. 0.41
8 No.3(C) Lower Part Brahmaputra Min 0.39
Samabai Samiti Ltd. )
9 Naduar Kaibatra Massmora Fishery Coop. SS 0.37
Ltd. )
10 Dongarkuchi Pakabetbari Min C.S. Ltd. 0.33
11 Agragati Min SS Ltd. 0.32
12 14/15 No Nisari Haria Min SS Ltd.
0.29
Oujari Malputa Matsyaijibi Min SS LTD. 0.29
Satanguri Fishery SS Ltd. 0.29
13 147 Manipur Fishery Cooperative SS Ltd. 0.28
14 Langsoliet Pisciculture Cooperative Society 0.27
Ltd. ’
15 Kalai Khuwa Pachim Khaloibandha Min SS 0.26
Ltd. ’
16 Hajo Panipara Namasudra MashMoria Besa 0.21
Kina Samabai Samiti Ltd. )
17 Durimari Anchalik Matchyajibi SS LTD. 0.15
18 Pub-Nasatra Baradi F.C.S. Ltd. 0.13

Table 4.46 highlights the Ease of Doing Business index scores for selected

Non-empanelled PFCS. Naduar Min Palan Samabay Samiti Ltd ranks the highest
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with an EODB score of 0.76, categorized under high EODB quality, indicating its

relatively strong business operations and management capacity. Sampawati Meen

Palan Samabay Samiti Ltd follows closely with a score of 0.71 and Barpeta Fish
Marketing C.S. Ltd with medium score at 0.55. While the rest 17 societies fall in the

low EoDB category with scores ranging from 0.42 to 0.12. Overall, this ranking

suggests that while a few societies are performing well, most of the non-empanelled

cooperatives struggle with significant business inefficiencies, requiring attention to

leadership, governance, and business infrastructure to improve their business

outcomes.

Table 4.46 Ranking of NEPFCS based on Ease of Doing Business index score

Rank | Non-Empanelled Cooperative Societies EODB | EODB
Score | Quality

1 Naduar Min Palan Samabay Samiti Ltd 0.76 High

2 Sampawati Meen Palan Samabay Samiti Ltd. 0.71

3 Barpeta Fish Marketing C.S. Ltd. 0.55 | Medium

4 Chandrapur Anchalik Min Samabai Samiti Ltd. Low
M/S Bidi Pisciculture Cooperative Society Ltd. 0.42

5 Dawgafu Pisciculture Co-operative Society Ltd. 0.34

6 M/s Asimbon Pisciculture Co-operative Society Ltd. 0.33

7 Langvoku Pisciculture Cooperative Society Ltd. 0.32

8 M/s Pai-Pai Pisciculture Co-operative Society Ltd. 0.27

9 19/20/22 No kapili Nodi Min SS Ltd. 0.23

10 M/S Nimso Fishery Farming Coop. Society Ltd. 0.21
Langkar-om Fishery Cooperative Society Ltd.

1 M/S Matri Shakti Pisciculture Cooperative Society Ltd. 0.18

12 Borhola Min Samabai Samiti Ltd. 0.16

13 Ruwe Pisciculture Cooperative Society Ltd. 0.15

14 Adarsha Min Palan Samabai Samiti Ltd. 0.14
Diparbil Pachpara Min Samabai Samiti Ltd.

15 M/s Natun Asha Pisciculture Co-operative Society Ltd. | 0.13

16 Khatowal Gaon Min Palan Samabay Samiti Ltd
Pachigaon Samabay Mach Silpa Samiti Ltd 0.12
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Table 4.47 Mean unit score of EoDB in Multi-level Fisheries Cooperatives

Dimensions State Apex | DFFCSs PFCSs

Business Human Capital 0.87 0.41 0.33
Business Infrastructure 0.87 0.31 0.44
Business Leadership 0.93 0.28 0.30
Business Governance 0.70 0.23 0.31
Overall EoDB Index Score 0.85 0.31 0.35

The State Apex performs significantly better across all dimensions, with high
scores in Business Human Capital (0.87), Business Infrastructure (0.87), Business
Leadership (0.93), and Business Governance (0.70), leading to an overall EoDB
score of 0.85, indicating a high level of ease of doing business. In contrast, the District
Federation, EPFCS, and NEPFCS exhibit lower performance across these
dimensions, with all three categorized under "low" in terms of EoDB. EPFCS shows
better performance relative to NEPFCS, particularly in Business Infrastructure (0.49)
and Business Governance (0.38) which may be attributed to its affiliation with the
state federation but still remains in the "low" EoDB category with a score of 0.39. This
suggests that while the State Apex is well-equipped and performs efficiently, the
lower-level cooperatives, especially District Federations and NEPFCS, face
significant challenges in leadership, infrastructure, and governance, limiting their
operational efficiency and business potential. Improvements in these areas through
proper resource distribution and capacity building programs could enhance their

overall EoDB and strengthen cooperative performance across levels.

4.5 CONSTRAINTS FACED BY MULTI-LEVEL FISHERIES COOPERATIVES

4.5.1 Constraints of State Apex Federation

Table 4.48 categorizes constraints faced by FISHFED into governance-related
and business-oriented issues, each with varying levels of impact. Key governance
constraints like poor sensitization and participation among cooperatives, lack of
coordination, and favoritism during auctions indicate challenges in organizational
cohesion and leadership. Some of these, like poor sensitization, have a relatively high

CAl score of 66.67, highlighting their critical nature. Business-oriented constraints

92



such as weak financial status, shortage of technical resources, and low fish catch
pose significant operational hurdles, with financial constraints also scoring 66.67.
Other issues, like lack of credit facilities and inadequate transport, score lower but
still reflect notable barriers.

Table 4.48 Constraints faced by State Apex Federation

Sl. Constraints (FISHFED) CAIl Score
No

Governance Related
Poor sensitization among cooperatives 66.67
Poor participation of member cooperatives
Lack of coordination among member cooperatives
Limited welfare schemes
Lack of motivation
Lack of technical knowhow in accounting, record keeping 33.33
llliteracy
Favoritism during auction of water bodies
Political influence

OO NO|O|PRIWIN|F-

Business Oriented
Weak financial status 66.67
Shortage of technical human resources
Inadequate transport facilities
Low supply of seeds/ low fish catch
Inadequate fish storage facilities
Weed infestation in water bodies
Lack of credit facilities 33.33
Indebtedness
High cost of fishing equipment
Poaching of fishes
Natural calamity-flood
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4.5.2 Constraints of District Fisheries Cooperatives

Table 4.49 highlights the constraints of district level federations. Governance
issues such as poor member participation (100 CAI score) and lack of coordination
(83.33) are major obstacles, alongside challenges like illiteracy and poor
administrative awareness. Business constraints, notably weak financial status (100),
inadequate transport (83.33), and a shortage of technical resources (66.67), severely
impact operational efficiency. Additionally, recurring issues like poor marketing, high

equipment costs, and environmental factors like floods and poaching further strain
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the cooperative's effectiveness, emphasizing the need for stronger governance and

improved business resources.

Table 4.49 Constraints faced by DFFCSs

Sl. Constraints (DFFCSs) CAl Score
No
Governance Related
1 Poor member interest/participation 100
2 Lack of coordination in cooperatives
3 Lack of welfare schemes 83.33
4 llliteracy
5 Favoritism during auction of water bodies
6 Lack of motivation
7 Lack of technical knowhow in accounting, record 66.67
keeping

8 Poor awareness of cooperative administration

PPSE 33.33
9 Political influence

Business Oriented

1 Weak financial status
2 Poor marketing facilities
3 High cost of fishing equipment 100
4 Natural calamity-flood
5 Poor marketing facilities
6 Inadequate transport facilities 83.33
7 Lack of credit facilities '
8 Shortage of technical human resources 66.67
9 Low supply of seeds/ low fish catch '
10 Weed infestation in water bodies 50.00
11 Poaching of fishes 50.00

4.5.3 Constraints of Empanelled Primary Fisheries Cooperatives

Table 4.50 highlights key governance and business constraints faced by
EPFCS. Governance issues like illiteracy (91.67 CAIl score), political influence
(88.33), and lack of coordination (85.00) are major barriers to cooperative
management, alongside limited welfare schemes and poor administrative awareness.
On the business side, low fish catch (98.33), high equipment costs (93.33), and weak
financial status (83.33) significantly impact operations. Other challenges, such as

natural calamities, inadequate credit, and weed infestation, further strain resources.

94



These constraints underscore the need for improved governance, financial stability,

and technical resources to enhance cooperative performance.

Table 4.50 Constraints faced by EPFCSs

S. No Constraints (EPFCS) CAl Score
Governance Related

1 llliteracy 91.67
2 Political influence 88.33
3 Lack of coordination in cooperatives 85.00
4 Lack of welfare schemes 83.33
5 Poor awareness of cooperative administration 81.67
6 Lack of technical knowhow in accounting, record

: 70.00

keeping
7 Favoritism during auction of water bodies 65.00
8 Lack of motivation 63.33
9 Poor member interest/participation 55.00
Business Oriented

1 Low fish catch 98.33
2 High cost of fishing equipment 93.33
3 Weak financial status
4 Inadequate transport facilities 83.33
5 Shortage of technical human resources
6 Natural calamity-flood 80.00
7 Lack of credit facilities 76.67
8 Indebtedness
9 Weed infestation in water bodies 68.33
10 Poaching of fishes 66.67
11 Poor marketing facilities 45.00

4.5.4 Constraints of Non-empanelled Primary Fisheries Cooperatives

Table 4.51 highlights significant governance and business challenges faced by
EPFCS. Governance constraints such as lack of technical knowhow in accounting
(90.33 CAIl score), poor coordination (81.67), and political influence hinder
cooperative management. Additionally, limited welfare schemes, poor member
participation, and low motivation further weaken governance. On the business side,
major obstacles include a shortage of technical human resources (98.67), low fish
catch (96.33), and weak financial status (86.67). Other operational issues, such as
high equipment costs, inadequate transport, and indebtedness, compound
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difficulties. These constraints point to a need for stronger governance structures and

business resource enhancements for improved cooperative performance.

Table 4.51 Constraints faced by NEPFCSs

S. No Constraints (EPFCS) CAl Score
Governance Related
1 Lack of technical knowhow in accounting, record
: 90.33
keeping

2 Lack of coordination in cooperatives

—— 81.67
3 Political influence
4 Lack of welfare schemes 7333
5 Favoritism during auction of water bodies '
6 Poor awareness of cooperative administration 58.33
7 Poor member interest/participation 56.67
8 Lack of motivation 53.33
9 llliteracy 48.33

Business Oriented

1 Shortage of technical human resources 98.67
2 Low supply of seeds/ low fish catch 96.33
3 Weak financial status 86.67
4 High cost of fishing equipment 81.67
5 Inadequate transport facilities 80.00
6 Weed infestation in water bodies '
7 Natural calamity-flood 78.33
8 Indebtedness 75.00
9 Poaching of fishes 70.00
10 Lack of credit facilities 65.00
11 Poor marketing facilities 40.00

4.6 STRATEGIES FOR STRENGTHENING MULTI-LEVEL FISHERIES
COOPERATIVES

4.6.1 Strategies for Strengthening State Federation

At the state level, the focus should be on providing overarching support, policy
guidance, and access to resources that can trickle down to district and primary

cooperatives.

« Strengthen Financial Support and Credit Facilities: Weak financial status is a
pervasive issue across cooperatives. FISHFED should work with government
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financial institutions to create targeted financial products for cooperatives,

including low-interest loans, subsidies, and credit access schemes.

Enhance Technical Assistance Programs: The unavailability of technical
assistance is a top constraint. The State Federation should partner with
universities, research institutes, and the Department of Fisheries to provide
ongoing training in modern fishing techniques, equipment usage, and

cooperative management.

Promote Digital and Marketing Platforms: Many cooperatives lack online
presence and digital connectivity. State-level federations can establish an
online platform to market fish products, track cooperative performance, and

connect cooperatives to buyers and government schemes.

Policy Advocacy and Political Neutrality: Political influence is a critical issue.
FISHFED should advocate for a politically neutral environment, ensuring that
cooperatives can operate without external political interference. Transparency
during water body auctions is also essential to prevent favouritism. Reducing
the lease amount could help enhance the operational efficiency of

cooperatives.

4.6.2 Strategies for Strengthening District Federation

District Federations play a critical intermediary role between state and primary

cooperatives. Empowering them will ensure better coordination and resource

distribution.

Improve Coordination and Communication: Lack of coordination is a significant
issue. District Federations should create formalized communication channels
among primary cooperatives to promote resource sharing and knowledge
exchange. Regular meetings and district-level platforms can foster

coordination.

Build District-Level Technical Hubs: To address the unavailability of technical
assistance at the primary level, district-level technical support hubs should be
established to provide hands-on assistance. These hubs can offer advice on

sustainable fishing practices, market linkages, and financial management.
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Strengthen Infrastructure and Transport: District Federations should work with
local governments to improve transport infrastructure, ensuring that
cooperatives have easier access to markets. This could include creating cold

storage and transportation facilities to reduce post-harvest losses.

Disaster Preparedness Programs: With natural calamities, such as floods,
being a major constraint, district-level cooperatives should work closely with
government disaster management agencies to create flood resilience

programs, including early warning systems and insurance for fishery assets.

4.6.3 Strategies for Strengthening Primary Cooperatives

Primary cooperatives face the most operational challenges and require

targeted assistance to improve their daily functioning.

Improve Business Leadership and Governance: Many cooperatives suffer
from weak leadership and governance. Leadership training programs should
be initiated for cooperative managers, focusing on strategic planning,
transparency, and record-keeping. Training should include technical know-how

in accounting and business administration.

Enhance Access to Seeds and Technical Inputs: Given the constraint of low
fish seed supply and high input costs, primary cooperatives should be linked
with government hatcheries or private seed farms. Subsidized inputs, such as
fish seeds and equipment, should be provided to reduce operational costs.
River ranching programs are essential for boosting fish populations and
enhancing fish catches in rivers, ultimately leading to increased turnover for
cooperative societies. Through this, cooperatives can promote sustainable

practices while maximizing their economic returns.

Increase Member Engagement and Education: Poor member participation and
illiteracy affect primary cooperatives' success. A cooperative literacy program
should be introduced, targeting both financial literacy and cooperative
governance. Awareness programs should encourage member participation

and involvement in decision-making processes.

Capacity Building and Training: Regular workshops on cooperative

management, financial literacy, and leadership skills needs to be offered to
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PFCSs. Providing training in accounting, record keeping, and governance

practices can address issues like lack of technical knowhow.

Develop Market Linkages: Poor marketing facilities need to be addressed by
creating stronger ties with local traders, establishing fish markets, and
promoting cooperatives’ products. Digital marketing and branding efforts

should be supported at the primary level to increase visibility.

Fisheries Welfare Schemes and Social Security: Welfare schemes need to be
introduced, such as health insurance, pensions, and accident coverage for
members. These welfare schemes will improve member morale, participation,

and interest in cooperative activities.

Encouraging Women’s Participation and capacity building: To improve
women’s participation in cooperatives, targeted awareness campaigns,
incentivized membership, and gender-sensitive policies can encourage more
women to join and take leadership roles. Capacity building for women can be
strengthened through skill development programs focusing on leadership,
financial literacy, technical training on value added products, and vocational
education. Establishing partnerships with NGOs and government bodies can
bring additional resources and support, while promoting policy reforms

ensures women'’s long-term inclusion and advancement in cooperatives.
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5. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

Cooperatives are typically voluntary, democratically run business
organizations established to serve the mutual interests of their members. The
fisheries cooperative sector plays a vital role in improving the livelihoods, nutrition,
and social security of fishers. In Assam, while the state-level fisheries cooperative
sector is well-established, district federations lag behind. Primary and district-level
cooperatives focus primarily on accessing subsidies and grants, neglecting fish
production, marketing, and member development. Despite a structured state
federation, coordination and accountability across all levels, i.e., Primary Fisheries
Cooperative Societies (PFCS), District Federations, and the State Federation, are
lacking, hindering smooth operations and business activities. Governance is critical
for cooperative success, yet there has been little focus on assessing governance
quality and ease of doing business. Furthermore, standardized tools to evaluate these
factors at different levels, specifically for fisheries cooperatives, are lacking.
Considering these points, the study titled “Governance Assessment of Multi-level
Fisheries Cooperatives in Assam” was planned with the following specific

objectives.

+ To evaluate the governance quality of multi-level fisheries cooperatives in

Assam.
+ To assess the ease of doing business in multi-level fisheries cooperatives.

« To identify the constraints and suggest strategies for strengthening multi-

level fisheries cooperatives.
51 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The State of Assam was purposively selected for the present study due to its
substantial number of fisheries cooperatives (604), its central location among the
Northeastern states of India, and its leading position in fisheries within the region.
This study focuses on Multi-level Fisheries Cooperatives, including the State Apex
Federation, District Federations, and Primary Fisheries Cooperative Societies. At the
state level, FISHFED was selected as the sole fisheries cooperative federation, while
at the district level, both Nagaon and Morigaon District Federations were chosen. At

the primary level, 40 functional PFCS (20 empanelled and 20 non-empanelled) were
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selected through convenience sampling. In total, 43 cooperative societies across
these three levels were included in the study for assessing the cooperative
governance quality, ease of doing business, and constraints using the Fisheries
Cooperative Governance Quality Index, Ease of Doing Business Index for
Cooperatives, and the Constraint Analysis Index, respectively. Two Focus Group
Discussions (FGDs) were conducted for each selected PFCS, district, and state
federation, one with executive body members and the other with general body
members to collect comprehensive information on selected variables for the study to
minimize bias and ensure the collection of high-quality information from the
cooperatives. The statistical analysis was done with the help of computer software,
namely MS-Excel Spreadsheet and Statistical Package for the Social Sciences
(SPSS).

5.2 SALIENT FINDINGS

5.2.1 Profile of Multi-level Fisheries Cooperatives

At the state level, FISHFED has 305 empanelled PFCS out of 598,
representing 52% affiliation. With an authorized capital of rs.400 lakh, a working
capital of rs.115.66 lakh, and a net profit of rs.15.67 lakh, FISHFED is financially
stable. The federation also benefits from modern infrastructure, including well-
equipped offices, cold storage units, fish transportation vehicles, and retail outlets.
FISHFED maintains a high level of contact (0.85) with external organizations such as
the Department of Fisheries, the Department of Cooperation, and NGOs, which
enhances its operational capacity. Additionally, FISHFED generates revenue through
various income-generating activities, including retail and wholesale fish shops and
food outlets. However, the audit grade for FISHFED stands at a "B," suggesting areas
forimprovement. At the district level, Nagaon and Morigaon District Federations show
discrepancies in performance. Nagaon DFFCS, with 10 PFCS, has a working capital
of rs.47,856 and a turnover of rs.1.24 lakh. However, Morigaon DFFCS lacks audit
data and is non-functional. Both federations suffer from inadequate infrastructure,
with no office space or fish transportation vehicles. Nagaon maintains a moderate
contact score (0.60) with external organizations, while Morigaon's contact score is
lower (0.45). The lack of infrastructure and poor external engagement severely limit
the business potential of these federations. At the primary level, empanelled and non-

empanelled PFCS show distinct differences. Empanelled PFCS generally outperform
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non-empanelled PFCS in terms of financial health, with an average share capital of
rs.91,009 compared to rs.30,546 in non-empanelled PFCS. Empanelled PFCS also
report higher business turnover, with 40% achieving turnovers above rs.5 lakh, while
60% of non-empanelled PFCS report turnovers below rs.1 lakh. Both groups receive
predominantly "C" grades in audits, indicating similar operational challenges.
However, empanelled PFCS maintain better external contacts (0.58) compared to
non-empanelled PFCS (0.39), with stronger connections to the Department of
Fisheries and other cooperatives. In terms of infrastructure, 80% of empanelled PFCS
have limited facilities, while 90% of non-empanelled PFCS report inadequate
infrastructure. When it comes to welfare and income-generating activities,
empanelled PFCS focus on retail and wholesale fish shops and accessory shops,
while non-empanelled PFCS engage more in value-added fish product businesses.
Despite their lower infrastructure and external contact, non-empanelled PFCS show
diversity in income-generating activities, but they lack the support and resources
available to empanelled PFCS through FISHFED.PFCS have higher scores in
allowing women to speak in meetings, access resources, and receive equal
opportunities. The findings highlight the need for infrastructure investment, better
financial management, and enhanced women's empowerment to improve the

performance and sustainability of fisheries cooperatives in Assam.

5.2.2 Governance Quality of Multi-level Fisheries Cooperatives

FISHFED achieved a high FCGQI score of 0.77, reflecting robust governance
practices. Its highest performing dimension was Convergence and Linkages, with a
score of 0.96, indicating strong networking and partnerships with external
organizations such as NGOs, financial institutions, and government departments.
Democratic Control also scored well at 0.90, demonstrating active member
participation and a transparent decision-making process. However, Leadership
scored 0.67, and Teaming scored 0.62, both areas showing room for improvement in
leadership effectiveness and internal collaboration. Accountable Empowerment
scored a moderate 0.75, highlighting a balanced environment of empowerment and
accountability but indicating that further efforts are needed to enhance member
engagement. At the district level, the overall governance score was 0.57, falling into
the medium governance category. However, a notable disparity exists between the
two federations. Nagaon District Federation achieved a high governance score of
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0.77, performing strongly in Accountable Empowerment (0.83) and Teaming (0.80),
indicating effective collaboration and strong accountability mechanisms. Democratic
Control scored 0.75, showcasing active participation and well-functioning
governance. On the other hand, Morigaon District Federation performed poorly, with
a governance score of 0.37, struggling significantly in Accountable Empowerment
(0.25) and Leadership (0.30). This indicates the need for substantial improvements
in governance structures, particularly in accountability and leadership at the district
level. The governance assessment of PFCS highlights a clear gap between
empanelled and non-empanelled cooperatives. Empanelled PFCS demonstrated
stronger governance with a mean FCGQI score of 0.58, while non-empanelled PFCS
scored 0.51, reflecting weaker governance structures. In Democratic Control,
empanelled PFCS scored 0.69, slightly higher than non-empanelled PFCS at 0.66,
although the difference was not statistically significant (p-value 0.22). Accountable
Empowerment showed a more notable gap, with empanelled PFCS scoring 0.57,
compared to 0.47 for non-empanelled PFCS (p-value 0.04), suggesting that
empanelled societies benefit from stronger accountability mechanisms. In the
Leadership dimension, empanelled PFCS scored 0.52, while non-empanelled PFCS
scored 0.46, although this difference was not statistically significant (p-value 0.30).
The Teaming dimension showed near-equal performance between the two, with
empanelled PFCS scoring 0.57 and non-empanelled PFCS scoring 0.50 (p-value
0.10). Convergence and Linkages showed a significant gap, with empanelled PFCS
scoring 0.56 and non-empanelled PFCS scoring 0.46 (p-value 0.02), indicating that
empanelled PFCS are better integrated into networks and external partnerships.
Among the empanelled PFCS, No. 48 Thekera Min Samabai Samiti Ltd. scored the
highest governance quality rank with an FCGQI score of 0.76. This high rank is
attributed to strong member participation, active fishers, and its close affiliation with
FISHFED, which provided technical and financial assistance, enhancing the
cooperative's governance quality. Among the non-empanelled PFCS, Naduar Min
Palan Samabay Samiti Ltd. scored the highest governance quality rank with an
FCGQI score of 0.81. This high governance score is attributed to the society's strong
member interest, active participation, and affiliation with NGOs and external

organizations, which provided technical support and capacity-building programs.
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5.2.3 Ease of Doing Business in Multi-level Fisheries Cooperatives

At the state level, FISHFED, the apex cooperative federation, demonstrates
high ease of doing business with an overall EoODB score of 0.85. The federation excels
in Business Leadership with a score of 0.93, followed by Business Human Capital
and Business Infrastructure, both scoring 0.87. Business Governance, although still
relatively strong, is the lowest scoring dimension at 0.70, suggesting that governance
practices could still be improved. The district federations display significant disparity
in their ease of doing business. Nagaon DFFCS shows moderate efficiency with an
EoDB score of 0.42, while Morigaon DFFCS struggles with a low score of 0.20.
Nagaon DFFCS outperforms Morigaon in all dimensions, particularly in Business
Human Capital (0.56 vs. 0.25) and Business Infrastructure (0.38 vs. 0.25). This
reflects the stronger organizational and operational structure of Nagaon DFFCS
compared to Morigaon, which suffers from poor leadership and governance. At the
primary level, both Empanelled PFCS (EPFCS) and Non-Empanelled PFCS
(NEPFCS) face considerable challenges in their operations. The overall EODB scores
for EPFCS and NEPFCS are 0.39 and 0.31 respectively, indicating a low ease of
doing business for both categories. EPFCS perform slightly better in most
dimensions, particularly in Business Infrastructure (0.49) and Business Governance
(0.38). However, both groups struggle significantly with Business Leadership and
Human Capital, with 80% of EPFCS and 90% of NEPFCS scoring low in these
dimensions. Among the empanelled PFCS, Bhai Bhai Min Plan Samabai Samiti Ltd.
scored the highest Ease of Doing Business rank with a score of 0.80, attributed to
strong business infrastructure, leadership, and efficient management practices.
Among the non-empanelled PFCS, Naduar Min Palan Samabay Samiti Ltd. scored
the highest Ease of Doing Business rank with a score of 0.76, due to strong member

participation, effective resource management, and external support from NGOs.

5.2.4 Constraint faced by Multi-level Fisheries Cooperatives

State Apex Federation (FISHFED) struggles with weak financial status, lack of
technical assistance, and poor cooperative awareness, all with a high Constraint
Assessment Index (CAl) of 66.67. Additional issues include poor member
participation, inadequate transport, and poor marketing facilities. District Fisheries
Cooperatives face significant constraints like weak financial status, poor member
participation, and marketing issues (CAl 100). Other concerns include natural
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calamities, high equipment costs, and poor coordination. Empanelled Primary
Fisheries Cooperatives (EPFCS) report issues such as low fish catch (CAl 98.33),
high equipment costs, illiteracy, and political influence, as well as inadequate welfare
schemes and credit facilities. Non-Empanelled Primary Fisheries Cooperatives
(NEPFCS) have the most severe constraints, including lack of technical assistance
(CAI 98.67), low seed supply, and inadequate accounting skills. Other challenges
include weak financials, high equipment costs, and poor marketing. Addressing these
constraints is essential to improving the governance, operations, and sustainability of

fisheries cooperatives in Assam.

5.2.5 Strategies for strengthening Multi-level Fisheries Cooperatives

At the state level, the focus is on providing strong financial support and
improving credit facilities. FISHFED is encouraged to collaborate with financial
institutions to offer low-interest loans and targeted financial products. Enhancing
technical assistance through partnerships with research institutions and promoting
digital platforms for marketing and cooperative performance tracking are also crucial
strategies. Additionally, ensuring political neutrality and transparency, especially in
water body auctions, will help create a more favorable operational environment. At
the district level, strategies include improving coordination and communication
among primary cooperatives and establishing district-level technical hubs to provide
hands-on technical support. Strengthening infrastructure, especially transport
facilities, will ensure better market access for cooperatives. Introducing disaster
preparedness programs is essential for mitigating the risks of natural calamities like
floods. For primary cooperatives, leadership and governance improvement are key.
Leadership training, enhanced access to seeds and technical inputs, and developing
strong market linkages will help boost their performance. Increasing member
engagement, through education and welfare schemes, such as health insurance and
pensions, will enhance participation and ensure long-term sustainability of these

cooperatives .
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5.3 CONCLUSION

The study on multi-level fisheries cooperatives in Assam highlights several key
findings related to governance, ease of doing business (EoDB), constraints, and
areas for improvement. Governance scores indicate that the State Apex body,
FISHFED, has the strongest governance structure, with a high score of 0.77,
showcasing effective leadership, convergence, and member participation. District
federations, particularly Nagaon DFFCS, perform moderately with a governance
score of 0.57, but Morigaon DFFCS lags behind, revealing a need for better
leadership and accountable empowerment. Empanelled Primary Fisheries
Cooperative Societies (EPFCS) generally outperform non-empanelled societies
(NEPFCS), with medium governance quality (0.58) compared to the lower score of
NEPFCS (0.51). The affiliation with FISHFED plays a crucial role in supporting
empanelled societies, providing stronger governance and external linkages. The
highest-ranked empanelled society in governance is No. 48 Thekera Min Samabai
Samiti Ltd. with a score of 0.76, while among non-empanelled societies, Naduar Min
Palan Samabay Samiti Ltd. ranks highest with 0.81 which is attributed to its affiliation
with NGOs and other external organization for training and capacity building.
Regarding EoDB, the State Apex Federation exhibits the highest score (0.85), driven
by robust business leadership, infrastructure, and human capital. However, both
district federations and PFCS struggle, with most classified as low performing in
business operations. Among EPFCS, Bhai Bhai Min Plan Samabai Samiti Ltd. and
No. 48 Thekera Min Samabai Samiti Ltd. rank highest in EoDB, while Naduar Min
Palan Samabay Samiti Ltd. leads in non-empanelled cooperatives. Despite these top
performers, the majority of cooperatives face challenges, particularly in business
governance and leadership. The study reveals that improving governance and
business operations requires targeted strategies, such as enhancing leadership
development, strengthening convergence with external organizations, and investing
in business infrastructure and human capital. Addressing these areas will help
cooperatives reach their full potential, ensuring development and growth across all

levels of fisheries cooperatives in Assam.
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5.4

IMPLICATIONS OF THE STUDY

This study aimed to assess the current profile of multi-level fisheries
cooperatives in Assam, providing valuable insights for policymakers to develop
targeted interventions. These interventions could include training programs,
guidelines, and incentives to improve governance through democratic
decision-making, strategic leadership, teamwork, and accountable
empowerment.

The study introduced the 'Fisheries Cooperative Governance Quality Index’
(FCGAQI) and the ‘Ease of Doing Business Index for Cooperatives’ a novel
methodology that can be extended to other States to evaluate governance
quality and the ease of doing business. This would support the development
of broader strategies and policy interventions to strengthen fisheries
cooperatives throughout the state.

Ranking fisheries cooperatives based on governance quality and ease of
doing business will help the Department of Fisheries, Assam, in creating
strategic and targeted interventions aimed at enhancing the performance of
Primary Fisheries Cooperative Societies (PFCS) across the state.

The study also identified the key constraints in fisheries cooperatives in
Assam. These findings should guide the Department of Fisheries in promoting

the sustainable development of fisheries cooperatives in the State.

5.5 SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

>

Comprehensive study on governance in multi-level fisheries cooperative
societies in other States can be taken up.

Comprehensive study on ease of doing business in multi-level fisheries
cooperative societies in other States can be taken up.

A comparative study among agriculture, dairy and fisheries cooperative societies
can be taken up.

A case study on why fisheries cooperative societies are not performing at par
with dairy and agriculture cooperative societies can be taken up.
Standardization and further refinement of FCGQI and EoDB can be taken up by

using large scale sample size and involving experts rating.
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Plate 2- Focus Group Discussion with members of Nagaon District
Fisheries Cooperative Federation
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Plate 4- Discussion with Dr. Dhrubajyoti Sharma, Managing Director, FISHFED
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Plate 6- After FGD with members of Sampawati Meen Palan Samabay Samiti
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Plate 9- After FGD with members of Borhola Min Samabai Samiti Ltd.
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Plate 10 FGD with members of Barpeta Fish Marketing CS Ltd.
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ANNEXURE-I

Interview Schedule

Governance Assessment of Multi-level Fisheries Cooperatives in Assam

Part A: Profile of Multi-level Fisheries Cooperatives

1. Basic Information

i) State Federation

a. Name of fisheries cooperative federation
b. Date of registration
c. Registration number
d. Contact person
e. Mobile No.
f. Total number of PFCS empanelled
g. Total number of District Federation empanelled
h. Staff position Temporary Permanent
i. Membership fee
j- Audit grade of the cooperative federation (Average
of last 3 years)
k. Total number of PFCS member of the federation in
the beginning
[.  Total number of PFCS member of the federation at
present
m. Total number of male in administrative body
n. Total number of female in administrative body
0. Total no. of males in executive body
p. Total no. of females in executive body
g. Total no. of males in general body
r. Total no. of females in general body
ii) District Federation
a. Name of fisheries cooperative federation
b. Date of registration
c. Registration number
d. Contact person
e. Mobile No.
f. Area of operation
g. Empanelled with FISHFED Yes/ No
h. Staff position Temporary Permanent

Membership fee




-

Audit grade of the cooperative federation (Average

of last 3 years)

Total number of PFCS in the district

Total number of PFCS member of the federation in
the beginning

3

. Total number of PFCS member of the federation at

present

Total number of male in administrative body

Total number of female in administrative body

Total no. of males in executive body

Total no. of females in executive body

Total no. of males in general body

»|~lamo|o|s

Total no. of females in general body

iii) Primary Fisheries Cooperative Societies

a. Name of fisheries cooperative society
b. Date of registration
c. Registration number
d. Contact person
e. Mobile No.
f. Area of operation (No. of villages covered)
g. Empanelled with FISHFED
District
Cooperative
Federation
None
h. Staff position Temporary Permanent
i. Membership fee
j. Audit grade of the cooperative society (Average of
last 3 years)
k. Total number of fishers/fish farmers in the
operational area
[.  Total no. of active fishermen /fisherwomen in
cooperative society
m. Total members in society
n. Total no. of males in executive body
0. Total no. of females in executive body
p. Total no. of males in general body
g. Total no. of females in general body
r. Category of members
s. General OBC SC ST




2. Funding source of cooperative (average of last 3 years)

Organization

Share (%)

Year

Amount (in Rs..)

3. Schemes availed by cooperative federation

Name of the Funding pattern Government subsidy Amount
scheme(s) on (Craft/gear/others) | allocated
4. Financial status of cooperative/federation
Capital 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23
Authorised share capital
Present share capital
Debt
Working capital
Sales Turn over
Net Profit
Reserve Fund
Shares (%) Government
Member
Others (Specify)
5. Cooperative/federation meeting pattern

a. Frequency of conducting a meeting
Meeting Fortnightly Monthly Quarterly Half- Yearly
Interval yearly
Executive body
General body
b. Average attendance percentage during meetings
Attendance % Upto 25% - 50% - 75% -

25% 50% 75% 100%
Management Male
Body Female
Executive body | Male

Female

c. Time of conducting federation meeting

Morning (Hrs.)

| Afternoon (Hrs.)

| Evening (Hrs.)

d. Place for conducting meeting




Federation Office

DoF Office

Society Office

Secretary’s home

Temple

Community Hall

Other (Mention)

6. Profile of the executive body members

a.Age

Chairperson

Vice-
chairperson

Secretary

M1

M2 M3

M4

Below 35

35-50

Above 50

b. Education

llliterate

Primary school

Middle school

Secondary

Higher secondary

Diploma

Graduation

Post graduation

c. Experience of membership

Less than 5 years

5-10 years

More than 10
years

d. Occupation of executive body members

Only fisheries

Aquaculture

Fisheries +
Agriculture

Fisheries +
Livestock

Fisheries +
Labourer

Other (Mention)

e. Training attended

status of executive body members (in th

e last

3 years)

Yes

No

f. In which area training attended by Executive body members

No Training

Society
functioning
training

Value addition




Culture practice

Fish marketing

Fish health
management

Fish breeding

Others (Specify)

d. Role of Executive body members

Chairperson

Vice Chairperson

Secretary

Member 1

Member 2

Member 3

Member 4

7. Training organised by cooperative/ federation in the last 3 years

Total No. of members trained

(Male/Female)

Sl. Area of training programme Organisation
No.

1

2

3

8. Infrastructure facilities available with cooperative/ federation

Infrastructure

Yes

No

Federation office

Meeting hall/ Community service centre

Computer & related accessories

Fish transport vehicle

Fish retail outlet

Mobile fish retail van

Cold storage

Boat & gear repair facilities

Fish storage

Input supply & services (feed, seed, etc.)

Others (specify)

9. Income generating activities of the cooperative federation

10. Information about fishing business
a. Beel/river/pond

Beel/river/pond name




Beel/river/pond ownership

Nature of beel/river/pond Perennial/ Seasonal

Area (ha)

Lease amount

Lease period

Department/ organisation of the lessor

b. Type of fish culture:
i. Intensive
ii. Semi-intensive
iii. Extensive/traditional

c. Cultured/captured species:

i.

ii.
d. To what extent are you getting quality fish seed for stocking? (Mostly/Sometimes/
Never)

e. Source of fish seed used for stocking.
i. Government hatchery

ii. Private hatchery

iii. College of Fisheries

iv. Others

f. Fish seed stocked (Fry/fingerlings):
i. Annual fish production (Average of last 3 years):

j- Fishing gears & crafts

Type of gear used for harvesting Type of craft used in fishing

k. Marketing Details

Type of fish product (live/ value added)

Harvesting season

Quantity Sold last year (kg)

Purchasing price (Rs)

Selling price (Rs/kg)

Purchase from whom

Sold to whom
(Wholesaler/Retailer/Consumer)

Selling place (Farm/ landing centre/
market, etc)

Vi



11. Extent of contact with other organizations:

Organizations Always

Sometimes

Never

Department of Fisheries

Department of
Cooperation

Fisheries colleges and
other research Institutes

KVKs

NGOs

National cooperative
federation

District cooperative
federation

Primary cooperatives

Financial institutions
(NABARD, NCDC, DCB)

Industry association

Other organisations

12. Women empowerment

Statements/indicators

Always

Sometimes

Never

Women have access to cooperative/federation
resources and assets

Women members are allowed to speak during
meeting

Women have equal say in all the cooperative
decisions

Women members are given preference to
attend skill development trainings

Cooperative federation meetings are held at
women friendly time and place

Women members get equal opportunities and
benefit sharing

Vii




Part B: Fisheries Cooperative Governance Quality Index

Democratic Control To great | To some | Not
extent extent at all

1. The organizational structure of the

cooperative/federation is well designed
2. The registration procedure is transparent and

professionally managed
3. Membership is open to all cooperatives and voluntary
4. Members have equal right of voting and participating

in the cooperative election
5. All the executive body members are elected
6. Regular conduct of executive/general body meetings
7. All the decisions happen in the presence of quorum of

members
8. All rights and responsibilities of members are defined
9. Representation of youth, marginalized and vulnerable

people in society
10.Free flow of information to each member without any

discrimination

Accountable Empowerment To great | To some | Not
extent extent at all

1. All the members are empowered to express their
views/opinions

2. Delegation and distribution of authority among
executive body members to hold them accountable

3. Regular assessment of member’s technical and
functional skills

4. Performance benchmarking with other states’
federation and national federation.

5. Facilitating access to safety standards, healthcare,
and social welfare services for members.

6. Following standard operating procedures for all the
cooperative activities

7. Regular maintenance of record books & statutory
registers

8. Cooperative performance & financial reports are
published regularly

9. Financial & social audits of society happen at regular
interval

10. A cooperative society is free from debt and non-
performing assets

viii




Teaming

To
great
extent

To
some
extent

Not
at
all

. The general body members and executive body
members have group harmony

. All the cooperative/federation members stand together
to resolve common issues

. Members show mutual support and cooperation when a
task is to be performed for the federation

. Members have confidence on each other and trust

among them all the cooperative/federation members
stand together to resolve common issues

. Cooperative Federation members maintain political and
religious neutrality

. Cooperative federation members are committed to the
society’s welfare

. Link with other Primary societies, district federations and
other state federation and fostering collaboration

. Members are satisfied with the federation’s functional

activities

. Federation shares financial and other benefits among all
members

10.Federation works in line with Primary and District level

cooperative bodies/federations

Leadership

To great
extent

To some
extent

Not at
all

. Leaders are educated, trained and responsible for their
work

. Leaders are actively listening the problems of member

. Leaders have good rapport building and networking
skills

. Leaders demonstrate transparency and fairness in
decision-making and financial matters

. Leaders identify opportunities and develop strategies to
capitalize on them

. Leaders possess strategic thinking skills to address
issues and challenges

. Leaders handle timely grievances of members and
ensure accountability

. Leaders strive hard to diversify the services and income
generating activities of federation

. Leaders keep informing members about the federation
functioning and welfare/subsidy schemes

10.Leaders rehabilitate defunct operations and promote

cooperative start-ups




Convergence and Linkages

To
great
Extent

To
some
extent

Not
at
all

. Cooperative/federation collaborates with other

federation/DoF/ DoC/ KVK/ other organizations to
achieve common goals.

Cooperative/federation conduct training
programmes in association with research institutes,
DoF, KVK, NGOs, etc. for technology transfer.

Cooperative/federation collaborate with DoF to
ensure the effective resource management
practices.

Cooperative/federation provides input resources to
member societies through other external
organizations

Cooperative/federation avail schemes/ subsidies
through DoF/DoC.

Members convey suggestions and grievances at
administrative level for policy implications.

Officials/ project coordinators from State federation,
DoF, KVK, NGOs, etc. visits the cooperative society
regularly.

8.

Cooperative/federation facilitates bi-directional
communication among multi — level cooperatives.

9.

Cooperative link with funding agencies (NABARD,
NCDC,DCB) for facilitating business activities.

10. Cooperative/federation has tie up with

Traders/Business Organisation for market linkage.




Part C: Ease of Doing Business in Cooperatives

Statements

To
great
extent

To
some
extent

Not

all

Business Human Capital

1. The cooperative/federation has an adequate number of
competent & skilled staff

2. The cooperative/federation periodically assesses the
training needs of the stafffmembers and tries to improve
their competencies

3. The cooperative/federation takes initiatives for socio-
economic wellbeing of its members/staff

4. The cooperative/federation recognizes and rewards the
contribution of members/staff

Business Infrastructure

1. The cooperative/federation has access to basic infrastructure
facilities like office space, water & electricity, computers with
high-speed internet connectivity, etc.

2. The cooperative/federation has adequate and easily
accessible business infrastructure facilities to run the income
generating activities

3. The cooperative/federation has adequate field/farms for
carrying out the business activities

4. The cooperative/federation has adequate supply source of
critical inputs for business activities

Business Leadership

1. The cooperative/federation has visionary and proactive
leadership for promoting business activities

2. The cooperative/federation always takes proactive steps to
harness the business/funding opportunities

3. The cooperative/federation has online platform/active social
media presence to connect people

4. The cooperative/federation encourages its members for
starting business ventures through financial and marketing
support

Business Governance

1. The cooperative/federation has good linkage and
convergence with village/district/state/national levels
Institutions

2. The cooperative/federation has political/bureaucratic
hindrance to start their business activities

3. The cooperative/federation has adequate budget for starting
business activities

4. The cooperative/federation has internal mechanism for
monitoring to ensure the quality of output

5. The business environment of the cooperative/federation is
supportive, innovative and enabling business excellence

Xi




Part D: Constraints

Constraints

Severe

Moderate

Minor

Weak financial status

Indebtedness

High cost of fishing equipment

Bl@IN =

Lack of technical know-how in
accounting, record keeping

5. Poor awareness of cooperative
administration

. Unavailability of technical staff

6

7. Poor member interest/participation

8. Favouritism during auction of water
bodies

9. Lack of coordination in cooperatives

10.Poaching of fishes

11.Political influence

12.Lack of welfare schemes

13.Inadequate transport facilities

14.Low supply of seeds/ low fish catch

15. Lack of processing facilities

16. Poor marketing facilities

17.Weed infestation in water bodies

18.Natural calamity (flood)

19.Lack of motivation

20.Others (Specify)

Part E:

Suggestions for strengthening multi-level fisheries cooperatives.
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