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Pre-production Verification Trial. Throughtol1t the Asian

-Cropping Systems Network also known as Hultilocation Testinr

Trials. Sometimes :IP'pVT Ii is the acronym used· for Pvr •

= Rice

= Resource, Conservation and Utilization Project

= Village Panchayat

= Wheat

= As in Rice-Wheat represents a sequence crop in a cropping

pattern

= As in M/FM~W represents a relay crop in a cropping pattern'

= .As in 1'1 - Chickpea + Hustard represents a combined crop- in

a cropping pattern
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Pre-Production Ver ificationiT;rial.s.in Nepal*
;.-"

Foreword

There are many approaches and programs for agricultural development
. '. .

currently being used in Nepal.'The National' Cropping .systems Program

(CSP), whioh· has been working since 1977, has'dev~loped one approach
". '. ,~ . .

that has shown good sucoess;Dev€loping sets of reconimellded agricultural

technology*'*' for severa;L carefully selected environments in the TeTai

and mid-hills of Nepal, was CSP's :initial priority. These technologies,
are now ready and available for more widespread extension to similar

environments in Nepal.
.-

One of the methods used by C.::iP to extend these recommended technoJogi:s

is the Pre-Produgtio~Verification Trial {PVT) ... This .report includes

the curnul.l!.t.iv8J',~ul.t}L9Lj:,hel2~4L$.l.Pvrs. andal.so provides some 'Of

the l'tools il negessary for proper conduct of fVl's ;i.e. ,. detailed outline

.f PVI HethQ.Q9.1qGY_:J'n?:.inJ.l::tK.D'.ogril:ID" J)at~ to b..e_ ,9,Q.l..le..9j,.e..d f£.9m PVl's

form, modified ~~tUE?Sc.:r.ip..t.~OI:L.~u;estio.rm~ir.~blank dat~_§..1J.~.:Y_sheeb

and overall explanations designed to assist agricultural development

officers and others to better understand the "why, where and how to

conduct PVTs H.

Three other major .C~opp:i,.ngSyste,m's reports on fVI's :in Nepal have

already been written. This report basically fbllows the format and

recommendations of thes~, plus heightens' "the modifications and

problems that have. occurred while actually conduct:ingPVrs in Nepal.

For an analysis of tqo results. of previous FVI's which 'started from

* Report pr;pared for tho 11th SummorCrops \~orkshop held at Parwanipur
Agricultural Farm from January 30 to February 5, 1984..

** l'1any repo~ts have already been ,mitten on the Cropping Systems Program
and Approach in Nepal. For more information, please refer to these '
reports available from the National Cropping Systems Program at
Khumaltar Agronomy Farm. However, the reader should note here that
the research to develop cropping ,systems technology occurs on farmers'
'fields with farmers full involvement, and on a cr9PPirig pattern basis.
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1980/81, please refer to "Pre-production Verification Trials, 1981

Spring and Su.'ll!ller Crops if and ;'Pre-production Verification Trials,

1981/82 Winter, Spring and Surmner Crops if; and for the most in-depth

presentation on how to conduct PVrs,rcad the i'Guidelines for

Pre-production Verification Trials of Cropping .systems Recommendations ~i

all jointly written by CSf staff. Also, presently CSP is conducting a

PVT_ E~E!1b!.CtliQn, :Er.QKri!:ill, scheduled to be completed by 1'1&rch .of this year.s±x:

sitJs arc geing evaluatod to determine how successful or unsuccessful?

PVTs have beon. Evaludtion will focus priBarily on the ievel of

adoption by farmers of recommended technology.

Stated brief~y, PVTs are a form of result demonstration trials

used by' . SSP to extend researched cropping systems technology into

suitable areas. They are essentially PL§..-production, meaning they are

used Qe1Q!:~. promoting larger area production programs. Their primary

purpose is to introduce and then test recormnended technology'* in -~')

appropriately selected areas where little, if any adoption of improved

technology has already occurred. Because these trials are conducted in

farmer_!.9_J.i~lgp.aJ,.ongs iq.fL..f..2!:.LIA9.I'.~.§..j~:r.ad.i.t:lQ.!]..§l.J~_'p'rac.t.i..ces. one of the

major benefits of PVTs ;Ls the ability to determine and compare by how

much and why the recomrcended technology is agronomically and economically

superior, or not superior, to farmers' practices.

It is important to note hero that PV'I's are designed to be flexible

enough to accomodnte and a.bsorb the r8alitios of local conditions. For

instance, if a particul~r site is far enough awny from easy access to

chemical fertilizer, then in .').11 likolihood it may 00 prudent to reduco

_._---':-'---~-_.._ ...'~ .

* In most cases the pack.J.gc of "recommended tochnology;; for PVTs in
Nepal mdinly consists of a new vdriGt3~ rates of chemical fertilizer
and seed applicution, all on a crapping pattorn basis.
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the Ire commende d dose of chemical fertilizer a.nd, in s cme cases, we have

done this, after. consultcJ.tion with DADO and CS?resoarch staff. Further,

PVTs co~ductedespecially in remote areas, should not be considered

as a substitute for cm,lponent technology studies an~ in fact, are

complementary. Variety and fertilivJrtrial results, .in particular,

from the same ureas cJ.n tB most useful 'in developiLng sets of integrated.

or cropping systems rl,;;.cQm:,-nond<1tions for·· a targeted FYI or pilot.

production program Sit8.

C.::iP production canrp.::dgn work &lready completed in hill areas has'

clearly demonstrated the difficulty of relying' on and moving chemical

f~rtilizer: into even moderately remoi?eareas of Nepal.* ~1here and why

PVTs have proven..particul9.I'ly useful for Nopal's conditions, is related

to this continuous problem of remoteness: Pvrs,' 1eing small-s~ but

integrated,' and midway betwecm research and' extension, offer a dynamic,

workable avenue for roaching many remote areas of Nepal with a pack.9.ge

oi' improved technology at relativoly little expenses. At the same time,

they allow ADOs and others involvod in agricultur.:l.l developmont, an

opportunity to learn how to. manago and develop technologies to recommend

for future larger scale produo-t-ion programs in theirarGa:t. Questions

such as "who is responsiblE: for arranging inputs availability, and at

what time?" are not easy to address. SinCG the technology to recormnend,

research or develop for remote areas is diroctlyt:elated. to these
. .

questions, initial small-scale local .:lpproaches to development like

PVTs are more appropriate' and feasible.

--------_•..-_ .._---
* Soe the recent, November IS83 re?ort by Ineconcio C. Bolo, "Cropping

Systems Pilot froduction Progr<:lm in l'Jc:p8.l," esp. PP, 14':"16. One of
CSP's staff based in Chauri Jah£lri, Rukum.Dis.trict..acltu6:J.J.y· ". ~'... '

. ci.llculated that it would t.:lkehundreds of DUllos ha~iing • bags of
chemic:4 fertilizer every d~y of the dry season just to lllGet· a part
of the requirements ne8ded for conducting a SOO hectare, double crop
production program based on C3f's r8commended rc..tElS of chemical
f0rtilizer ap?licction.
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However, admittedly from the p8.sttwo years exPerience,· the utility

~f PVTs in Nepal has boe.n clearly demonstrClted only in arGas wh~re there

has boen, 1) a soriouscom:!littmont to ilse .pvr as a targ6ted part of

adaptivG research work, 2) the methodology o,s developed by CSP has been

followed' in a stopwiso m...l.nner, 3) perm-lnent people h<:tvc been assigned to

f.ollow through the tri.:ols, and 4)a perst>ectivothut fre__produc1:.ion

verifio.::l.tion trials waro being used to develop suitable recommendations

for a ld.rg0r sCd10 production progr::un. in a. numb&r of situations some

or all of thesG four points were missing, and as (.J. result, 'unsuccessful

PVTs wore conducted. The usefulness of p-~s, in these areas, as expected,

has been very neDrly nil.

This past year has seen a major modification in the manner by which
\

CSP has been il1volved in PVTs. Initially,CSP actually conducted the

trials in the potential ar8D.S for extending and verifying cropping' systems

technology. Now the emphasis is being placed in assisting ADOs ~ certD.in.

districts or other defined development projects in developing their own

abilities to conduct PVTs in their ~~rcas.

For this more +-9.g§i)J.~~.Q .P-.RDroach, CSP has streanlised the PYr

process to enable- aDOs to more easily and Il'!ore directly u~ilize the

cropping systems research and extonsion approach. For instance, where

before contrJ..l IC.P-C3P staff conducted fa~ly deta.iled site description

repOrts, we now havG doveJpped'a.shortenod site d8scr!bption questionnaire

for pri:l.cticable use by JillO staff, dOsigned primarily to gather the

nece.ssury_ dlt<:l. for completing D. dtlta summ:.J.ry sheot; where befqre we _

relied.on the PVJ: instructions, training program sche~le, questionnaires,

etc. to be in English, thoy have all been translated into Nepilli;where

we initially required two sets of forms to be completed per ~rial, there

is only one now; where wo more or less insistGd on local superimposed

treatments based on site description findings, we now believe that local
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yield samples will be sufficient for comparison, where we previously

conducted large tr~L~ing sessions at a central point, we now provide

training at the particular district center sites;' and so forth and .

. so on.

Currently, the HLl.t,~(m,a).~.Pr.QP.2iDR_-?.Y§lj;,§.gl;S h:9~,~m. ..;i:IL\:'l9r..k:H!K.jlOO
the follo\o[ing grQ!:!P-~ ,:i:r.J.. !-VI's; 1) Kaski .&DO, 2) RCUP in Hyagdi end

Gorkha Districts, J) Rapti nmp, 4) il.&f:tP, 5) Pakbrcbas - KH1illDEP,

6) Lumbini Groundws.ter,froject, 7) i'lorang - Sunsuri Irrigation Project,

$) Sag<;.Lrmatha Rural Development Project, 9) liahakc:li Irrigation Project,

10) Hanusmara 'Water utilization Project, and 11) Kailali Farm Water

Irrigation Project. Several other projects are interested and plan to

utilize PVTs in their adapi.iye~e_~chprograms. \

During the last year, the Integrated Cereals froject socio-ecortomi.

group wrote "initialsi.t.e dE) scriptioR repor.t&..for 'pre-production

~rifi9at:holL.:trialsif. for 1) The Semari, ~undi and BelhiyaTubewell .

Command Area - Rupandehi'Deistrict, 2) 1'1ohammadpur Panchayat - Rautahat

District, 3) LipiniBirta Panchayat ~ Parsa District,4) Raniswara

Panchayclt - Gorkha 'Distr ict, 5) Jhee and Patlikhet Panchaynts - 1'1yagdi!·

District, and 6) Narayanpur, Chailnhi and Sishaniyn Panchaynts -

Dang - Deukhuri District. Trials are now ongoing in each ofthGs~ areas.

In 19$3 about 100 JT/.tl.s, AADOs and ADOs ,from all the' districts of&pti

Lone', ~p-iu:s GjJ"kha -ano.-1'iyag,:i Districts received tra:!:pin.,g given by a team

of a (;$P a~ronomist and 6conomist. The trc:i:in~ng' s main emphasis is to

build individual technical skills to insUre effective ADO and JT/A level

field supervision of the trials.\~G8 appendix four for a detailed

outline of the PIlr methodology trnining program.) "In addition to the

training, repe.:lt8d vlliits to ongoing lJVl' sitos arc -also nude by the

c;~i' toam to help further supervise tho tri2.ls to correct any problems

and thereby reini'orc8 tho methodology. From these visits and trainings,

BEST AVAILABLE COpy



II 6 II'

'12re1:i,m;tnary w-'~L~ I21all.§. and fieldct:r:'i12.!:.§l'port~are drafted to help

provide continuity and better man.:lgomont of the respective trials.

'Many of :lJ1is ...:Y.§!~r.!_s._,naw MiS have been concentra.ted in the more

remote hillare-J.s of Nepal where. only a small amqunt ':)f inproved

practiees have previously ,been adopted or observed by ~armers.

BeG<.1.Use these ,types ofarc,'ls are, ideally suited fot' PVTs, rn.ther

striking success is usunlly d,t"hievod. In sever.:cl sites where after

only one year of' conduc:ting FVTs, most of the f.Jl'mers in the area

and even in neighboring panch~~~ts have started using the recanmended

varieties and s cxn0 chemici.:Ll fertilizer.

However, in some instances, while 'discussing the results' of the

trials, we have 6.:iso found farmers to -be still reluctant t,o adopt new

varieties and recanmended rates of ch~.ilical fertilizer upplication,

even in cases where the rG com:nendo d to chnology is Gluch more pr oductive.
. .. . \

Some reasons given include the l:.::.te maturity of new varieties such as

Khumal Yellow maize, which causes disruption of Ponch2yut-wide traditions

of ope'n 1:;'l"azingj adverse affects by Khwnal Yallow's thick lC:lV6s on

relayed finger millet; a preferrod taste for 1')c111 varietiosj and fear

that f'hemic.J.l fertilizer will ruin the soil. Another constant reminder

learned while working in Hill PVT areas has been the need for conducting

f' millet d' 1 h' h hill' f' t resear chth 'ulger ," ,an 1.n ',genera, log or S arm1.ng sys ems~S1.nce ere

are few, if any recommendations for this iTIlparto.nt $ljor crops and

area of Nepal.

also, many ADOs this yec:r h:lVe used PVTs as part 'of their adaptive

, reSearch programs and have arranged their extension activ-ities to mc.ke

better use of PVTs' results. These .hDOs t::lrgeted and conducted farmers'

field days in,fVT, p.J.nchc..",::lts and n.re encouraging tho stor~1ge and exchange

or sale of .l?V'l'" produced s8ed. One ~J)O has strntigically pbced fairly

la.rge information sign brords at e..:tch PVT plot, prosent~ 'in Nepali

,
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. the·variety used, the chemical fertili,zer ap'~lication and seed rate

per ropani,et'c. Combining such extension tOJls for demonstrating Ms'

results measureably enh.J.nces the spr~ad of improved technology.

If you were to ask various st<:l:ff engag<:::d in agr:icultui'.:11 d.::weloprnont

in Nepal "what are the major probloms til, two rccurrant nnSw8rs would

probably emerge :1) A gencra.l· abSence of effective coordinetion/

man:lgem~nt/administr3.tirm/communic_l.tion;and 2) Unavailnbility of

quality inputs on time. Both of these nre understandable especially

given the terrain dnd history of N8I>.J.l.And PVTs, being a small part

of agricultural development in Nepal, nre no exception, sice they too

are plagged with the. S<1.mG problems. Specifically, major adiministrative

problems - many of which arc concomitant and historic.21-encountored ...
while conducting PVTs arc: 0

- Continuous trnnst9~r5ng of ~~~~§d personnel

-.Lack of~eryj£t_Qn of trials at tho ,central Qnd field levels

- klclLO_L.traJnil1R .ciIl(tj~r_aille.qQer.§..oJlp.e~resulting in l1ck following

the prescribcdID§'th.Q.ci.9.l0.u.

- Prerl;lJlu,ct.s;i.to_.illtJia)._.s511f:.:",_s ur_v.:~-Y9_ .P_o:t...q.Q!!.duq,te d

- Difficulty in collecting th8 req'.lired data

- ?VTs considered an additi.~:m-,'}]..J[9.!'_~~()[ldund/or chtefly rep-csp's

'work

- PVTs .!tf}..t•.J.b1-As..h,9.A.iq.J.rg:tJ?.nr_qp~i.~1j..§_ areas

- wck of c,omplementaryc amp 211ent...,."te.ch.ngJogystudics

- Lack of development in finger millot

- Too many PVTs lacated in one 2I'ea

PVI's not initic.)"l..Y.,tnr,goteQ by ADOs, but still being conducted

Many of thes\3 problems a.re n% new, and numerous suggostions have

already been offered im m<J.ny rl~ports, including W.H. Frecman's appendix

to the "Hopal Integru.ted Cere2.ls17~jcetEvc.luation Report it (April'1983)

BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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entitled, it Improvii1g the Effectivanoss of.hgriculturllI ReseU!'ch in Nep2..1 1l •

But in po.rticulc.r, for fVTs to be run propE:rly~ .

1) Marc .trained· roscW'ch and oxtons;ion personnel nrc heeded, both

at the CGntr~l and field level,

2) Financial and ad~inistrQtivo arrnngemGnts like official targoting

should bo dono prior to the fisc.::l yo"''.:!',

.3). A solid mO,nag01!lGnt .inforl1lat"ion s;ystuffi, c::>ordinatcd botwc6n field

and central st.~f, would be TI1)st helpful t,) devolop ::lnd munagc

tho trc.nsfer and feedb3.ck of tochnology<lnd rGsults,

4) Reducing transforsof train0d personnel w~uld greatly assist

the progru,m in providing <l U0cossary eloffi0nt of. continuity,

5) Local sitE; surveys and oVGrnll r0sponsibility of the trials

should bo conducted with thB full inv::>lvGillcrrt of laMl staff, .

6) Arra.ngements hould b0 mad\3 to rC'WcJ.rd th~s0 JT/.ci.s in p-.::.rticular

who do g)od work,

7) Joint efforts with the cai..'lffiodity stations would be most helpful

in doveloping appropri<J.to T.0chnologies, especially in r81ntion

to joint compon(:Jllt tc chnology studies,

8) Flexibility.cspeci,j,lly at the district centt.:rs, should be
/

built into tho targot-making process. For instance, if a target

was found to be som0whclteI'roncously established, thcm the iillO .~

should be delogated tho responsibility to corr0_ct it, and

9) P.l7T s should not be c ::mducte d in areas whore. high lev?Is of

improved tcchn·')logy have alr,:::ndy baen o.dopted by tho .far:nars.

For the seccmd sot of pr.oblems. - the; unavaihbility of quality

inputs on timo - Qne of tv:o things C::ln be dan8 ~ 1) Continue to try to

improve tho eXisting Ale dulivery syst8m; or 2) Focus on devoloping

l-Q.9.'2:.l. capacitios for ill£:;.jJr inputs like sood a.nd biological sources of

fertili~Gr. The facts are that thG technology exists for gro8n m~nurcs

but little research and extension w·ork ~lrG re..!hng d0no ~:m th0sC crops;

ftirmers have beon applying cc:rnp';:)st for cGnturies, but 0ffarts should

BEST AVAILABLE COpy



11911

. bemado to increase the efficiency, nutrient value and quantity of it;

local homo socd storage systems should 913 pramotod throughout the

vilJ.nges of Nepal; and noglected crops l~e finger millet deserve mare

research and development attention. l'Jwnorous other suggcstir;ns could

be offored, a]~ dealing with the typo of ngriculturo which has roc0ntly

bccnt8rmed liregGneritivo o.griclllturo;; • .:l.ndf')r8r:lCst speci.:l;Lists. for

this type of c.gr iculturG uro obviollsly the farm0rs in the hills of

Nepal. f •
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.l1.t harvost timG for ()J.ch PVT,Cl i1d<:,ta to be collected fromPVTs"

forn (c.ppcmdix three) should be properly' completed in order to perform

econor.1:ic and agronomic analyses of the trials. Information on both

recommendad and farmerspr;J.cticGs is nL:(.ded for c~mparing the results

to d0termine which practti.c(3s are. superior, why end by how ouch.
, .

Undoubtedly, participant farIaGrs t acceptance of the recollli'lendGd

technology should be considered ample justificlltion no::;dod to rccommond

a certain technology teether fnrm0rs in the area under similar land

conditions. However, when recommendi..'1.g -new technology, farmers want

to know why the new technology is considered superior to what their

forefathers had beon doing for decad,os. If proper analyses of the trial

had been performed, them extension and r,Psoarch warkerscan canfidently

tell tr.il f!lrmers i1that after testing the technology here in this ward,

such and such practices (either reco::nP1Gnded, :)I' farmers, or a combinatio~)

are bettor because ••• il Also, by intervio\-ling the f::trmers and noting

test specificntions and cormnonts of b)th recotlF!lendod and farmers

practices, the e?dension worker hioself groa,tly txmGfits through a J

better understanding 0f the agricultural pract1.ces in his panchnyntJ

and thClSG of national levol reseC1I'chcrs.

Tho thirty or so tablos presented with this section of'the report

list tho averaged results of this ~"k"".st your1s PVTs., and where completed,'

.. of the total cropping patter.n. ROC:')TJ':londod practicGs are canpared with

farmers'-practices to calculitc gross returns; gross illcxgins and ill:.<rginal

benefit costr.:::.tios;;

Q:L.o.s§ returns are tho prico of output \RsIY~.) times the yield in

kgs.
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Qr_oss margin is the gross returns minus fertilizer and insecticide

costs.

= 11BCR
FPRP--_ _ -.- ._---

TVC . I'VC
RP-FP"

Where TVC (total variable costs) ure tho costs of chemical fertilizer,

insecticides (and::>thers where appllccJ.ble)*

* Note that all ::>ther factors besideS chemical fertilizer and variety
are usually considerGd equal whm assessingiJepo.l's PVTs. These other,
factors l like labor and power C,)sts are not included in the total
.vlJ.!'iable costs because the recomncnded land preparation practices
follow the farmer's practices; thus l they c2ncel each other out in
thcecan'omic .analysis. Only' the eXtr:l l.:lbor involvodinapplying the
i'ortilizermorits c:msideratianl albej:tminimal. See H.G. Zandstra'
ct. ale , .Li:Het'p.ad:>logy for Q~-fE:rP,~...J~T_9£.P-i.lliL~.Y.~.te!1s_~Gse.:lrch( 1981)
lRRI, el?p.pp.62-68, f0I' a more detailed presentation on the
economic oV~luationafcroppingperform.:lnco.

Also an obviously import::nt cansidero.tion not mentic)ned in~our

very simplified E:xample on i1iCR is. the risk to the farmer for .investing
.resources in a new technology.
RP = ReCDlTIEWnded practices
)'p = Farmors practicos

I,h<;LJ1?.rg.:i;..!E1-.,-B,S'-l19Jii;...Q.ol3.:L!t;.}0·) forN'epJ.l' s PVTs is a relative

moo.sure ")fhow 'm~nyrupl3es of incrcn.sod productLn C:ln be expected by

a fe.:rIDer wh·;) i.l'1vests inthu reconl'11endud t8chnology canp;J.red to what

he n ;rm~lly d00S. Forinstunce I if il. farmor c..ppliGd 500 rup~es v~h

of chc:;d_ciJ.l~fGrtili~QrtagcthGrwithan improvud vJrit>ty to one

hectd.re Of, JD.nd und r~,ceived 80CDrupe0s in gross returus l while on his

othor hect6l:ru of L:lnd he used c. l·;)Cil.l v.:.;.ri~ty and n::> cheraical fertilizer,

and collected 5000 rupees in gross returns, his r·ffiCRwould be 6.··.",

Simplified, .this meons thlA.t at planting t.iiTIo, if' 100 rupees of chemical

fertilizer are awliE:d with an ii"lprOved v[iXicty, 600 rupees worth of

increased production are. realized at harvest til'Ile.

The formuLsL used to ca:1pute an I,mCR is:

Gross Returns - gross ruturns
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The MBCR for each PVT .in Nepal has been c~lculated and is'

proS$~)d at the bottom of ulch tJ.ble.Generally, any!'lBCR greater

than threc* is c,)hsiderod as c. solid GIlough indic:ltor to suggest that

tho recoffinondGQ tc;chn')logy is suporior to farmers' for -a particular

area. But, as already alludod t.), tho rOQder. is cautioned to r0cognize

thu.t many othorfc.ctors :tr0 inv:Jlv8d in farming systems of Nepal

~likc/tasto .of grain, length of. strJ.w, qua.ntity <.md quality of com1j()st,

disp.::>sa.ble :l..'1.c:)me, livestock gr::Ldng, even religious and other traditional

cJnsiderations,etc~)which li1fluonce f~rmer's decisions on which

technology t,) adopt. an HbCR is /anly an economic indicJ.tor, and it

alone is not sufficient proof t:> recomm8nd new technologies to 'farmers;

along with the HBCR; tho IIother factors" must be considered. '

This year we collected d;;1tn on PVTs fron over 500 .farmers from

diverse areas throughout Nopal. One hundred and thirty BBCRs are

calcula.ted in this rep::>rt: 70% are three Llnd .:lbove, ll% are below three,

and the'remaining are und0torminablo or negative. Of the 70% three

and above, about 17% border three, 55% are between four ::nd ten, and

the remaining28"/b are greatorthan ten. Obviously, the greater the

HBCR, the more assurance thoro is thQt the recommended technology is

superior to farmers' prc,cticos, and that tho farmer can and will adopt

the recof:l::wndod technology. However, HBCRs that approach 15 or more

can lo.2vu thE:) ros83.I'char skoptical T suspicious that the data was

improperly collected, or the methxlology was net followed. (About

fifteen of tho .UBCHs are· gro&tcr them 15.)

The roasons why S(),:J0 I-ffiCrlscould not be calculated or nre negative

or infinite, arc OOC3.USG the figures collocted _for variable C0StS cr

gross roturns for loc'::l pr.:.:.ctic"s, ares o:aeti.::1.Gs the same Or greator

* L.anc1stra ot.o.l, c::l.lrt;2cly menti')~l.Ol1, "(Throe) is Q. rule of thu.'11b based
on the experience of cropping systems resG[;.I'chors. lip. 63.
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. tha.n recommended practices ; or, SOIDe qf the necessary infcrma.tion was

not collected. For the former cases, PVT methodology evidently was

not properly followed, since PVTsaro designed for wards a.nd' panchnyats

where little, if any, ndoption of ij"!lprove(~ ve.rietics, chemica.l fertilizer,

etc., .has already taken place •

. .

With. the· informe.ti,)n we have' collected and amlyzed, and from'

the experience gnined through supervis:Jry site; visits, over the past

two J70a:bs, we. can reason:lbly assert that YSP-re..Q.9!m!1cnded technologies

on a natj~onal.1:.e.Y.§].J__h.s,y.§_,s igni:tica.rU-J..:v.._and con§istent.l:x outpc.]'forme d

10Cl.?-1...l2r.!.J.ctice.£,; ..£..!lc;Ltllat tho to cpn-:>lgg"i.§..§.._q.re_ 1Pw ready t:or m:Jre

ng~l?:re~_cl,1l:r.Q.lA').:t..~Ol.l_'p"'I]..~.~.g,opJ,.i9.I1_in_j:.J10.:?~., ~~.€-:_-b'h~r_~.§_.h£v..£..IE oven

llQ..Q.9..§.§..ful._J::.n.Jact t .tho 1'liJ,t_iono.l lcye.l.9:y'e,L.:J.go HBCR _i s_.£bol,l.:L..7....5.•

. The following brief swnm1lriGs are clistrict specific analysas of

the agronomic and socio-e9cmanic results of tb3 1982/83 PVTs. * also

included is some dJ.ta. from the 1981 PV1's which had not previously been

reported. For more det.1iled informc.tiol1 on e.:.ch replication and l'VT

the reader is asked to fefer to the originul ;(data t,) be collected from

PVTs" forms, c::.ncl v.J.rious field tr ip reports by DuvidLipinski and

* Some researchers conservatively cl2.im that tW0 to three full ;years of
monitoriq.g per:M 9.r~ nece~sa:ry bo£ore safely recoIl!Wcp,ding tl;w
t.ochnology for marc widcsprcad extensic)U' through" pilof,'''p:r<:icucti'm
programs. Given the food dc~icit conditions facing Nep::l.l's more

. remote villages, and sooing the fc.rmers 0ftentime!.',enthusissticr..lly
accept the recommonded techn·)logies after only.Q!1Q. year of tric.ls,
demonstrc.tos th8.t in s o:ne c:.1.ses, PVTs can b0 gr2.(l.un.toc1 into pilot
pr:xlucti'Jn:3progrn.ms even nfter only ono ;year of test:Lng. This is·
especially true in 3X0Q.S where considGr,:.blG c;:re wa.s given to
describe the pre-P'VT conditions so th~t appropria.te cropping systems
technologies could be recommended.

Also, note thJ.t wmy ')f tho PVTs in N0p~1 have boen on-going
for at loa.st one to two yG.Jrs.

\

BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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P.H. Shrestha, most of which are withCS? at Khumo.lta.r, or with the
I

respective ADOs.

.;

i

•

BEST AVAILABLE COpy

** Host of Ra.pti mDP PVT analyses and. data como from &lnc.y SL1ith,
cropping systems spGcialist far tho project. For marc :lotailed
information on Dang,. Salyv.n, Pyuthan,'Rplpa and Ruku.r:l District
Ms, please conte.et the project or the respective .ADOs.

Same two p<J.ttorns teste'c as. above, R-W ·:lnd H..:Hust:lrcl +

Chickpea.. All of the whe.:.tdataw3.s not collected, but Ch::.nd.:i.n<l rice

yielded well at 4 HT/ha, with n 60:30:.30 \.lfPK kg/ha) 'dose. Also, the

days fron pli:1nting to hiJrVGst for Ch:mcIin:l [md the locals w:ere both

1. Dang Distr ict

i}A>nr.:i:tpur VXJT-'~J?l.()l'_l &-?J.
Two c:l~plet0d cropping p·J.tterns, R-W c:.nd i·t-Mustard, plus

a H-Chickpo:l + Bustard P3.ttc!lJ. Improv()d v.3ricties of rice performed I

especially well. Even though K2..nch:m and K39 toak 126 end 99 d:lYS .:~

respectively from planting toharvost, while local varieties took 133,

they'both outyielded the local vc.riotyby 1~2 HI' ,lha..J"lBCRs ,4.5 and 7.0

for total cropping pattern results of the R-W pattern arc strong enough.

to recoffiiClend over local praciiices.

l-1-Hustn.rd pattern did nat perform 8.S well, ohe reason bGir.g the

poor gorminc'1.tion of ~:.J:CRa.:n.pur Composite se0d which contributed to a

poor pla.nt population. l1ustard crop was basically a. fortilizur trial,

demonstrating the cost effectivoness/:Jf 0.20:20;0 rate of chemical

fertilizer application per hectare. The very high I~ose of chemical

fertilizer, including potash, on the uaize crop in tho M-Chickpoa +

Hustard pattern, yielded comparitively little as the BBCR is Qnly 1.1-. .. .
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143. Rampur X.with ~n 80:40:30 (NPK kg/ha) dose did:nt>t significantly

outperform Rumpur "Cqnposite;•.

. Two cropping patterns testod, R-W and H-Chickpea + Bustard,

with -the former having a solid 5.51IDCR.· UP262 yielded close to 3.5

HT/ha. at Bo~40:0 NPK/hu.Chandin:l, undorcontinuous :irrigation.conditions,

yilTdod 4. 25 i>1'l'/ha~ and took i4.feWGr days to m.:.:.ture (122) then tho

local variety. DUG mostly to Chandin::. , s superior yiold, the R-W pattern
.. . .. I.

has a recommenda.ble i·weft of 5.5. For. the second p.J.ttern, Rampur Compo

yielded close to 6 i'IT/ha, with only 84 days from planting to harV0st.

2. Salyun District

i) DadD. Gaon VP (Tabld)
, .

M-W and R-W tested for this hills panchayo.t. KhUtilal Y.

at 6O:~0:0 NPK kg/ha yieldcd only 2.8 MT/ha. But for R':'W, UP 262 a.nd

Kanchr..n both performed very well for a combined yield of 8.21 Nl'/ha

compored to locals at 5.14. As expected, the 118CR for R-W is a strong

8• .ii-lso, Kanchl.ln and thelocal.ricc, Tharuwa, both took 12.7 daYs from

pl::l.nting to harvest. Irrjgation was very good for both crops.

.R-W With threo different rice varieties -an~ two d.ifferent .

fertilizer rates, was tGstedin 20 plots.-K39 we-s superinl'Oosed On ~S6m2
trial area. No major dif~erence iYl the rj~ce v.:.J'ieties D.s.:l.ll performed

.. reasonabiy welL However ,UP262 yielded more than '3.5 Mr /ha ccmpared

.to 2.16 I'IT/hafor aloC6\l y:::.riety 0'-' wheat. Note also the ni:ljor

difference incanpost 3.pplic·2tion for local vrs. recommended pructicos.

lv1-W, undar upland conditions, also tested, with !\h. Y.

again performing poorly. Improved wheat U,2262 c.nd Rl-i.21 at Ep:30~O

NPK/kg/ha outy.ielded local varioties by about, 1 l<IT/ha. Note also the

BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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vast differences in compost app1ic.J.tion, wit~ local receiving 24- MT/ha

more than recommended pr..lctices. Due to Khuma1's relatively lower

yield, the HBeR is not gre."t enough to rnerit recanmend,lti')n of the

!'1-W pattern.

3. Pyuthan District

:1.) Bi';ayalli$..o.r!IL~~~a,cth_Y!_I:.l.~b_12~_~).

R-W and J'il-Barleytosted. UP262r,1 'based on f:irmer's estimates

doub18d NL-30's yield of 1.9 Hr/ha, althaugh four times more chemical

fertilizer was ~pplied to U.P262. Both Khurn.J.l Yellow :ind Bonus Barley

yielded less than the. locn.ls, e.g:::.in ~sed on farmer,38stimates.

Poor seed quality and low vigor w.J.S noticed with Khumo.l

Yellow.

R-VJ on law1·1.nd, and H-BJ.rley on' upland W'0re tested.

Sabitri and JanJ,k.i (at 6 hT/ha) outyielded Harci by 2-3 HT/ha,usfug

.0:0:0 NPK. 'kg,!ha. again, l\h. Y. and Bonus Barley yielded less than

local v;J.rieties, even though a celTlbined r:lte of 65:20:0 was applied

to recommended practices.

4 •. RolpaDist;rict

i) Liba!lK. VP ITabJ,,o s 10 _§.:.,.ill

In the R-W pf.l.ttern, h:i..ghlev-:ls of sterility wore.

noticed in UP262, a problem th:.lt w,-~s not encountered the previous

ye<lr. K:mchanogain performed very well, yielding an average of 5.88

l'1T/hu with only 46:0:0 lJPK kg/ha applied; plus it rGcor.duQ the lO::lst

numoor of dclYS from~P1anting to harvest at 142, e,)mpm-ed to HiI1ali

with 159 and Loc.:ll l'Iarci at 156.

BEST AVAILABLE COpy



//17//

With s:)m8 compost Q.l1.c1 only ~O:O:O NPK kg/ha applied to

KhuIna.l Y., ityit31ded over 5 ivIT/ha. in the N-W PVT. RR21 perf'JI'med r.1uch

better than UP262, wielding almost 3 HT/h~)· one mor.::; than for the

latter variety which has sterility provlems in Libang VP. Rol~tively

low rates of chemical ferti~izer were appli~d t8 both crops, but RR21

combined with Rh. Y. yielded 8 H!£/hn. and r.::;corded over 30,.000 rupe0S

in gross margin and 12 in the HBeR.

R-W, with four differont v.::trieties of improved rice, and

threv rates. of chemic.:ll fcrtili~er, w.)s tested in 25 plots. The highest

f'fBCR l20) w~,s rl3cordocl for thG Ui262-K.J.nch.:ln cropping pnttern using

a combined 86:20;0 HPK kg/h::>. • .d.ll of tho improved c()ffibinutions CTG

recoIDmGndc..ble ov(,r the 10C:11 pr;J.ctie,::s. Also l'"\.U.nch.s.n maturt3d seven

days quicker. thu.n Thaichung, cnd yielduf} IT}'JI'O thcJ.n 5 HT/ha, alm'.)st

. twice as much as Tha.i. .il. pilot production prDgra.m is naw bein.g run

in H-W, since Kh. Y;. c.t only 30:0:0 I-J?K kg/ha yieldGd .J. solie. 3.83

I'liT/ha.. Boc.:luse. the prico f)f food grnins. is wry high in RolpJ., high

gr ass returns .:lnd ma.rgins C·"1.use the. l'fBCRs to 0.18 0 be 0.bnOI'l:lally high.

5. Rukum District

i) Chib,-lPg _Y..P._l'±.c.blef? 14. 15 &JQ)

Data. from 1981/82 PVTs is ...180 included here, R+l'1-W, and

R-W-t1ung are tho tosrted cropping p'itterns with both I:l8Qsuring s0und

HBCRs at 4.4 and 12 respGctively• .1...11 improved :f/"arietios, using

chemical fertilizer, r.:.:c::>rdod significJ.ntly higher yieldstha.n 10col8,

with Jao:-..ki rice :lvor.J.ging 5.2 IIT/ho. to c:xc.bine with UP262 for a 9.51

[·1'1' /ha total cropping p::lttern yiolcl (not including th0 mung :It .43
NT/ha). Note:; thJ.t Bung is a new crop for the ;J.I'~;.:l which the farI;1ors

liked and intend to plant again; llRs/kg is the pric0 of mung in RukUI:l.

BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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For the Rice+l'1aize-Wheat trial, AI'Un maize took 110 days to rna.ture,

while Bindeshwari, 127. Both sir,nifiacntJ..y outyielded the locals ,

which also took identical numbers of days to ma.ture. 8O:40: 0NPK kflha
is probably too high a rate to apply on wheat, especially considering

- the remoteness of Rukum, and the canpost already applied. NL-30 in

19B1/19B2 yielded 4.B Mr/ha with 48:30:0 NPK kr!haapplied, and. in

1982/1983, RR 21 at 80:40:0 NPK k!/ha yielded only 3.56 MT/ha.

For remote areas of Nepal where acceSs to inputs in difficult,

lower rates of chemical fertilizer should be tested with compost

application, 'rather than rely on high doses of imported chemicals.

Pilot Production Programs have already, begun' in a number of thes'e

Rapti Zone NT listed Panchayats, namely Jankot, Dadagaon and those in

Da.ng. CSf also has a remote hills research site in Rukum District

at Chauri Jahari. Perhaps some of the best post-research cropping

systems work is being done through Rapti IRDP, especially for the
, .

food de"ficit hills of Nepal. Several obvious rerl.sons why the cropping

systems program is successful in Rapti Zone are, because of the

constant supervision and coordination of the trials, trained personnel,

(some of the trainees this year received their third training in PVT

methodology and have not been transfeITed yet), and because of the

full involvement by J.JX) staff in project works.

Contd•• .I...
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Kaski District is ane· of the first sites whe're PVTs were started

in Nepal. DetJ.iloCl site descriptions were c,JrJplete:: for ull four

punchc.yo.ts. Several PVT methodology trainings hc.va been given to the

JT/.tl.s and officers•.One of the pu.nchayats, GllchJk, has been 0. moClel

of PVT succoss, T53.ir~y boc.:.l.uso of the permanent JT living and wJrking

there. Necessary sust.:lined c:.>mmittmont through follow-up and regular

supervisory visits to) f.::rmers' fields have be on given by b.DO an·:1 CSP

sto.ff. The ADO for OJ. time kept ono JT at the district center to be

l1rgelyresponsible for fiold supervision of the triclls. Farmer's

field days, attended by contral and local staff, ha.ve usua.lly be0n

conducted atharv8st time for each crop in each p::mchuyn.t. Dhc.incha

was plunted between th0 m:lize crop at threE:: pancha.yats "lhere rice will

follow mD.ize, but it was badly dD.r:l~ed by hailstorms.' Three of the

four 'JI'igin.:tlly trained JT/.i.l.s have n'Jt been tr::msferred, providing

continu'Jus field lovel technical ijn:)w-how for thotriuls.

Even though PVTs wero n-)t pr0viJusly schoduled for ext\.Jnsi<Jn

into other I\iJ.ski panchn.yuts, the ...DO and GS}) jointly gElve ?VT

methodology training to 15 marc; JT/.n.s to assist them with their
. .

technical work• .<l.Ild as P'Jrt of the G.tto,npt by CSP to develop c.

transfernble(ea.sily accapt.:lblo to aDOs} sito description process, CSP. , ' .-

and Kaski .aDO staff worked to)gether to c:)lnpleto five sito descriptions

for those p.:lnchaynts covcrc2.by tp.o Ie\.la Tal. Wn.tershe~'1;:;Projeot. In­

addit:Lon 'te "tar.ge-oing .:f?-ye PVl's for this project, _thejjj)O pIaIll' to

.start. t.wo naro .:in Kaski~ ...fter harvest of this year' swheat crop,

PVTs for Kailki's four panchayats will be completed, and production

programs are scheduled to begin.

* Hare detailed information on Kaski PVTs is available fran the Kaski
D1l.DO, participant farmer and respective JT/AS.

BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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i) Rakhee VP(TablE?..1L)

Even though "the Rakhee Site Duscription Report* identified

this panchayat ~ being relatively developed, PVTs were still started

here. The primary reason was to increase the production of the

irrigated lowlands. so that advantage" could be taken of the newly

installed irriga.tion system, whereby three crops could be taken"

instead of the traditi)nal two. The pattern tested here was R-W-M,

but if the irrigation system had delivered as expected, R-R..W was to

be tried. However,the PVTs here b8.sically failed because of several

reasons: 1) the trained"JTl s work was suspect; 2) the area is not

ideally suited for PVT s since it· is ugriculturally developed aJreadYj

3) K39 seed used for tho trials was so impure that mare than 7 -different

varieties were acrimoniously pointed' out by II farmer in his trial,

and these same K39 se0d1ings wore transplanted ten days too hte at

the suggestion" of tho JT j and 5) tho irrigation system has still

not been completed.

ii) Lelglath Vi' (Table 18)

Even though Leknath-Arghaun is also a relatively d.eveloped

area, the permanent and trained JT stationed there does commendable

work. li.sa result the PVl's, fran an economic perspective especially,

are successful. Again, K39 seed was impure, b~t theArun maize and

wheat crops together with reccmmendGQ rates of clle~cal.fertilizer,

performed exceptionally well. This area, bordering too Kathmandu to "

Pokhara highway, is strategically located so.l,:,that a production program

. based on CStechnology.wouldprobably besuccessft;1l. However, sterility·

problsmswere noticed in U?262, and K39' s rosults ore not convincing

enough to recommend it for Leknath's agro-clirnate conditions.

* S.C. Regmi, B.R. Gurung & D. Lipinski, IISite DescriptionRoport for
PVTs, Rakhee VP, Kaski District", CSP Technical Report, July 1982.
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Originally j R-W-11 PVT was stnrted in Bhall:UIl •. This pattern

was. improperly selected since only 5% wf the panch~yat was described

in the site description report as bcmg irrig~ted lowland, and

thereby capable of supporting a triple cropping p2.ttcrn. One of the
. .

maj or reasons why PVTs sre· conducted is. to use the r8sults. for wider

area production progr::lffiS under s1L."'lile.r la.!l:d-type ,conditions in tho

PVI tested panchayat. Obviously only Ll small area could. bonm'it from

aR-W-H PVT. Nidway through the .PVI', the' cropping l<attern was cheneea to

R-W to make better use of extrapolation potential under ra.:L'1.f'ed 1

lowland conditions. But even after changing the pattern, PVTs for

E3halam are only partially suitab,lc oocnuse the are.:). is· already well·

developed; in fact~ the Site Description Roport* found that 100% of

the faalers in Bh.:llom in ,1981 were .::.J.roady using chemical fertilizer .

for all their cro';:>s at about Ihalf tho I;'ate ofCS' s recanmendations •.

However, the area can 00 said to be ready fIJI' a production

program primarily because the necessary ihstitutions like the

Cooperative, ~riculturl.l.1 Development Bank, D~lDO, together with a

Small Farmers Development Project ere avuilableand have a reputation

:for good w~rk in Bhalam. (Seo the Bhala.-n Site Description Report,

esp.pp. xiii, xiv,. 30-35) On a recent visit to the site, farmers

expressed J. willihgness to participate in a '200 Ropani (20 hectare)

Pr oduction ProgioDm in ::t R-W pa.ttern. N3I'keting surplus food would not

be a problem since areas north 'Jf Bhalam are fOJd doficit and Pokhara

. is only a c0uple hours by fJot to tho south west.

From Ta.ble 19, one of the 1i13.jor differences between recommended

and locD.l practices is the socd r.::..te for wheat. Farmers, especic.lly

'* Babu Ram Gurung a.nd D~vid Lipinski, "Site Description Rep~t for
Pre-Producti;)n Verifica.tion Tri.::.ls, Bh.:lla.m Vi', Knski Drstrict, II

Cropping Systems Progru.m Technical Report, 19$2. .
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underruinfed conditiort:? aro applying only 6t+kg!ha (alth':lugh'the

Site Description reports &.. kg/h~), while t~e recommended rate calls

for 120 kg/hat BcC£1USO the fertilizer inputandilloca.l" variety of

wheat (RR2I) for rccommendeu and Llriner is practices a.ro i~entical,

this Wi would 00 bettor tormod a i1difference in seed rate trial. ii

. / .

Ono of the recurring problems with the rvT,s in Bhalam

has been the stati':lning af a part-timo JT~, resulting in poor monitring

of the trials. CSt> technical stc:lff have also repeatedly stated tha.t .

the Bc,n.lain area. should conduct a l'l/Fd-pot.:l.toos uplandM. because the

upland area offers m?!'8 potential for increasing agricultural production.

(Seo v:u-ious field ilrip rep':lrts by D~vidLipinski,and.8.h .. Shrestha.)

iV) - ghachokVP (Tabl~§ 20. 21 & .?.?.l

l1any .supervisory trips ta Ghachok have been done' by CSP

and !).i.D() _staff,anet each time we havo witnessed a very positive impact

as a result of PVTs. For Ghachok, CSP's PVT tt3chnology'has been SO-Well

received that a c.sp goverlmlont-type production program is probably

unnecessary, since most of the farmers in the area have alrea.dy'
, '.

accepted the recommended. varieties, seed rates and sane chemical

fertilizer applicati:)n. Gachok has been ono of the few 'ideally selected

panchayats for .PVl's: Initial site visits to several panchayats north

of Pokharu. werGconducte,l by'CS' s staff to choose one area for

extension (through PVTs) ofCSP's technology which had been gener,ated

at CSP's Pumdi Bhumdi Research Site. Ghachok, an area where only a

minimum am'ount of :improve~ technology had been adopted by the farmers,

and being relatively close to Pokha.ra, was jointly chosen by CSPand

Kaski DaDO· staff.~ site description w&ts (0 onducted, and three croppi~

patterns. offering good extrapolation and increased production potential,

were selected, based partially on the findings of the ~H~e Description

Report}*
- ---------* Devi Gurung and David Lipinski, nSite Description RLipart for PVTs",

Ghachok VP Kaski District, CSP Technical Report, ;September 1982.
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Five farmers each fcrR-vl-H,R-Fallow-tn and H/FH-W

. cropping patterns have participated in th~PVTs.The total cropping

pattern results for all three patterns and improv~d varieties show. .
high I1BCRs, very favourable grossmnrg:ins, and ccmbined yields of

10 I1T/h~ ClI' m'JI'o. :r~J.jillul Y;:ll::M, for one tial, yielded more ,than

7MT/ha (we~hod after three days sun dried); K39 rice. <:lnd Arun maize,

more than 4 Nt/ha; and 'U.r'262, close to 3 l'lT/ha.

Several notable achievements by Ghachok PVTs are, ,'.
., '

1) selling of P"JT produced seed to farmers of neighboring panchayats,

2) insistence by farmers frem neighboring panchayats that PVTs be

conducted in their areas; 3) vorygood attendenceby farmers and

supervisory staff for' farmers field d<a.ys, and 4) a farmers and JT

initiated, 2-hectare block, K3S, pilot production program was conducted

this past year. Fran aL'nost all perspectives, PVTs in.Ghachok have

demonstrated tho:ir usefulness, and now should be cOiiJpleted after the

winter wheat crop. For a&linistr~t~s interested in practicably

learning more about how to conduct PVTs, we suggost a visit to

Ghachok for discussio:1swith the farmers and JT, or to even arrange

for some of the farmors .and/or JT to visit project staff, etc.

BESTAVAILABLE COpy
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PVTs conducted in ..'he Terai do not seem to have the same dt'a.matic

extension impact as the more remote areas of the hills have bad. It.

can be said that in pockets of the hills, P\TTsalonehave been sufficient

enough to develop the necessary commun~ty interest· for farmers to

essentially initiate their own production program without or with only

little government assistance.' In the Tend,however, PV'1's are not'

enthusiastically received, A quick pUrsual of the fertilizer ihputfor

farmers I practicesrecord€d op Tables 23-37, highlights one 'of the

prbblems wi.th TeraiMs whicl1may also .partly ec~ount for their

indifferent reception. As can be file'en from the tables, many of Terai's, .

PVTs.'have been established in areas where a significant amount of

improved practices h8s already been adopted.PVTs in the Terai are

associated wit? the' problem of \targeting. trials' in areas that have

relatively good. road systems~ Rather than prpperlylocate PVT~ in

undeveloped (USUally for from the road) areas, they are often placed

in areas where vehicles can easily reach them (which usually means

that the area is aJ.ready relatively developed agriculturally).

'Besides the importance' of establishing' P\TTs in undeveloped

Panchayats, they are also used. to develop appropriat,e agro-climatic

technologies for different ecologoca4. areas of Nepal, . ThroUghout the

Terai, compared to the .hills, more similar and typical cropping systems

are generally followed, For th~ Terai, i tcen be argued that IVTs are

not so much needed as are .etter menitoring of existing practices and

coordination among the threema.jorco1mp.odity stations and. dozens of

government farms and irrigation projects working there. For instance,

.presently CSP is conducting a 17,000 hectare full sca.:Le ~£tiQD
. '. I .

program in severaJ. Tara! districts where existing pre-production

verification trials are located, orwhere-pre-production verification

t.rials were simply never conducted, and P'lTs are evidently not necessary
I . .' ,

for ~hes'e 'areas' any how•."8 one CSP ProductionProgrnm Officer comm'"

ented : "Since the Rice-Wheat-.Fallow P\TT is the same pattern as in the

production blocks, the trials are redundant. We now have over 400
hectares of this pattern, so why do five trials "1 ,One of the objectives

BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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of these NTs was to determine the potential for expansion of our 'pro­

ductionprogram. However, the information from the trials was not

. used to determine this. The program area for the coming croplol8.s

expanded before the trial ' s results "Jere known, based on observation

and talking with fa~ersll*.

'On top of these problems with Terai WTs, there has a general

a.sence of supervision.' AERP, which has overall responSibility for
. '. . . .

dozens of J?VTs, b'.ls been continuously harnpered"y a lack of p.e:rne.nently

posted, trained personnel and transportation facilities •. A number of

coordination efforts were initiated by CsP to train AERP personnel in
;

CSmethodology, but thas far, little has 'heen achieved.

PVTs from the Terai where compJ,ete infonnation r.as ,een received

are as follows: J

1. Sarlahi District

.i) .Manu~~::~~al -Ar~a_ (T ab!::-3~:24)

One type of environment that can be suitable for Terai PlJTs

is -newly opened canal areaS. New patterns, eLpecially those

enhancing three crops .with two of rice, can be quickly tested,

and if found workable, greatly assist the extension of tr::"ple cropping

.patterns.· lUong the Manusmara. Canal, R-R-W, R-M-Mune and R-W-Mmg

were tested with 20 farmers. All the recommended practices for rice

. outperformed 10calpracticE:;s' at MBCR levels between J. 5·and 4.5. The
.' .

gross margins of Fusa Baisakhi mung were between 10'0-2000 Rupees/ha

mere than the local variety, .at similar .rates of chemicalfertllizer

application. ~p 262 performed exceptionally well at 80=40:' NPKkg/ha

compared to RR 21' at lower fertilizer rates, .yielding close to 4~/ha.

2. Chitwan District

i)~!ren~~_~agar2.P. (Last~~~~f Tabl~_342.

R-W-Fallow NT tested here with five farmers; but fuJl date.

collected only from t~e farmers. At 60:30:0 NPK kg/ha,' improved
-------------------------.---
* - From Keith Roessler memo on Birendra Nagar V.P., Chitwan, lVTs.

BEST AVAILABLE COpy

-.



II 26 II

practices performed wel1enough to "record aMBCR of4.e. This trial

'Was basically .apa.rt of the large~areaChitw~ District Wheat Production

Program.

3. Rautahat District

i)~~i_!:.P. (~!~~1L

R-W-Dhaincha, Rice-Rice-vlheat, R-W-Mup.g, and. R-W-M cropping

patternS are being tested involving 20 farmers all using 60:0:0 NPK kg/ha

for their rice crop under reconunended practices. Sabitri sliehUyout­

yielded Laxmi, Masuli and JC1.naki, but not enough information on local

practices was collected to make justifiable comparisons. Also note

that no spring rice or maize were taken this year.

4. Sunsori District

i) H~E£ri~V. P. i~E!~ 26) ,

.Two cropping patterns, R-W-Hung and R-W-Dhaincha, involving

10 farmers were initiated here with the sunJIIler 1982 rice crop. Data

collection was thorough, and the results demonstrate a reasonable

advantage gained from using recommended over farmers t practices. Note

also the difference in compost application for hoth the Sunsari. and

Morang Districts PVTs.

5. Morang District

i) Dulari V.P. (Table 26) .----------------
Data receivoo from here was cOl1l1Jlete, resulting in af~

presentati<;>n of the agronomic and economic results. i~ major reason why

the MBCR is relatively low is the high insecticide costs. Janaki

marginally outyielded Sabitri"at 60:0:0 NPK k&Iha.

6. Parsa District

i) g!?~!~~~J~~_?lL

R-Lentil, ~ and R-lllstard cropping patterns are being tested

here.. Janaki, under irrigated conditions, yielded over 4.0 Mr!ha.

Bindeshwari and OR 45 per:t:ormed relatively similar at 60:0:0 NPK kr!ha •
. .

BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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F or the R-W.PVT, loacl rice, outyielded Bindeshwari. This area is very

close" to the SukchainaCSP Research site, and data probably could be

extrapolated from the.ee rather than eXpend resources on, l'V'Ts •

.As a final noteanJ\TTs in the Terai, lID.1ch of 'the requested

information from various fanniwas either not forwarded or collected

improperly•. In one field trip report on the status of, AERP - Reia"ad

PYTs (Sept. 26, 198.3), P.M. Shresthaand D. Lipinski wrote:

Because thes,s trials are already targeted, they will be conducted:
Resources will be spent, efforts will be made, farmers and JTIJ.s ,Will

be expecting something. In ord'er to follow the methodology properly; -
., ' ' , . \.

and thereby get the most mileage from your efforts and resources - the

. sapervisory and field level workers (for PVTs) need to be #1) identified,

and#Z) trained on how to conduct these trials, why and where.

CSP and the different farms responsible for conducting these

"\-rials should decide either to drop the trials or to 'conduct them

properly. If the latter, trainings need to be arranged with CSP

techni~al staff as soon as possible.

~~~~~_E~~~~~~.!~~~_~!~!~~!:!~~~.!E£1~~_~~~·

Site description reports, preliminary work plans, trainings and

several field trips were completed this past year for the PVTs of both

Gorkha and MyagdiDistricts*. However, the response from this work'

has been different for both districts; Myagdi has shown mixed to

positive :results, but Gorkha's 'PVTs have fioundered. Initially, NT

methodology-was not properly foll'owedin either district, but Myagdi

haisince corrected the situationwhiJ e Gorkha has not.

: ,
'In Gorkha,L\typicaJ. parcel ·and·farmerswereselected, an exoesaive

number of varietiesV/E)re being tested within the PlT, site descriptions

for mostIVT ar~ashave not been conducted and the .fu.'JXJ who has been

assigned to supcryise the trials knows very little about how to conduct

~~:..._~~~~~_!:!Jagdi,£E~~~~~~tevisits (termed "site

* .:. BecauseCsP has not yet developed appropriate technologies for higher-
hill environments of Nepal, PVTs were not started in Mustang District.

BEST AVAILABLE COpy



reconnaissance ll in CS methcxiology) were conducted at fivePanchayats, I,

wi.th three subs equentJ.y chosen since they offered the most potential

for improv·ement-. Site descriptions were then completed, and based

partly on these find:L.'"lgs, cropping patterns, crop varieties, farmers,

p1Qts and chemical fertilizer rates were selected•. The Myagdi D1J)0

has also capitel.ized on IVTs by strategically placing infonnative

signboards to demonstrate recommended practices compared with local

practices.

t·
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The data from both these districts has not arrived at CsPyet, but

initia.ll'indings for J1yagdi are generally positive. During a recent

field trip a quick MeCa calculation for Khumal Yellow (Kh. Y.) maize

(in Mfi'M-W) netted 4.0, but we need. to combine the maize and finger­

millet results to make a more complete assessment of the maize relayed

Kcxio crops. The Taicbung 176 rice crop for the .R-W and R-F-M P\TTs in

Fatlekhet V.. P. waS poor, partly due to an imp~re seed sOurce. In

Pakhapani V•.P.; farmers stated that Kh. Y.· did not adversclW .affect

the fingermiJJ.et crop, but in Jhee V. F. farmers were complaining that

Kh. yts • thick canopy and late .maturity had mostly ruined their finger­

millet (the different reactions may have been due to a thinning of

the Kh. Y. in Fakhapa,ni by the JTA). Other comments by farmers

regarding Kh. Y. were: 1) the variety takes about 10 to 15 days longer

to mature than the local, which causes serious problems for :farmers

since dogs, jackles and livestock sinE",le it out for eating, 2) three

cobs per plant are usuaJJ.y prcxiuced for Kh. Y., but only 1-2 for local,

3) Kh. Y. outproduces local by 35 to 75%, a.nd4) if Kh. Y. is eaten

as~el or porridge it ii· as gocxi or better than local, but· it does

not pop or n·y as well..

For remote areas like M;Yagdi, special concern has to· be given to

locally store improved varieties, and to conduct separate component

technology studies to determine which varieties and rates of chemical

.fertilizer and seed application are best suited for different ar~as.

Realistic assessments of input availability, quality and timeliness have

to be considered along with compost management, livestock grazing

practices, availability of fodder, etc. when developing A. cropping

BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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systems technology" for larger scale production programs. The site des­

cr:i.ptionreport:f1atly. states that lithe sUpply of credit and ,inputs

in (these areas) ••• are in 'their primary stages, "and" ther~ (are) no

'local cooperatives or thellgricultural Development Bank in the 8ite

Penchayat (and) the distance to reach the (nearest) Sajha Sanstha, is

not only far but, also is very difficult (to J:'each) due to steep hills".

It is obvious that most of the mid to high hill areas of Nepal are

, confronted by these, persistent problems, and agriculturists must

confront them when developing technoloP,ies for MYci[5diand districts like'

it.

_...-----..... - ..._-------------
* -Krishna Bahadur K. C. am lule Bah8dur R~ Magar, nSiteDescription'

.Report for PVTs, PatlekhetV.P. and Jhee V. P., Myagdi District",
,'. . .

"'C.S•. P. Technical Report, 1983. Seepp. 4,11, and 25.

....
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Pr~face to the Tables of Agronomic and Econcmic Results of Nepal's-------------------------------------------------------
Pre-Production Verification Trials.-...---.-.-------..------....----,..--

The National Cropping System:> Program has developed recoIJD'Ilended

cropping·pattern ,:technologies for diverse agro-climaticconditions in

Nepal, ,ranging from, mid-hill upland areas under rainfed conditions to

TeraL lowlands with irrigation. The predominant cropping patterns tested

during the past year were Rice-\fueat...FallQw (fQr use in the mid-hill

lQwlandswith sUPPlementai irrigati<:>n or underrainfed, conditions) and

Maize":'Wheat (fQr use in the mid-hill uplands under' raini'ed CQnditions).

Other patterns tested in the mid-hills wer~ Maize-t-hstard, Maize-Chickpea­

Mung, Hsize-Barle:y, Maize relay Fingerm:U1et";i.Wheat, Rice-Wheat-Mung, Rice

and Maize-Wheat, Rice-Wh.eat,.;MMaize, Rice-Maize...FalloWj and for the Terai,

Rice-Rice-Wheat, Rico-Maize-Hung, ,Rice-Wheat-Mung, Rice••Mheat-Dhmncha"

Rice-Wheat-.Maizc, Rice-W'heat-FallQw, Rice';'Lentil...Fallow and Rice-Mustardor

FallQw•

. Below,W6 have selected the tWQ mQst predominant crQpping patterns

tested dUring the past year to statistically compare the differences

between CSP's recQmmonded and the furmer's Qwn practices. ' In parenthesis

are the 1982/1983 selected performances of these' patterns at SQme Qf

CSP's Research Sites. Note that fQr the lowland areas, data is averaged

under partial irrigation and minfed conditions.

As you can see fran Tables A and B, the Cropping Systems NT recommended

technologies consistentJ.y outperfQrmed local. practices. ~mprQved varieties

of maize together withmtdest rates of chemical fertilizer application

are the most outstanding among all the results. This is largely due to

the exce1l.ent performance .of maize at Ghachok V" P.. in Kaski (see tables 21 and

22).

Compared with the Cropping System's Research Site!" the statistics for

the R-W pattern are very similar; in fa.ct, the averaged combined yield for

the research sites is 6.62, less than a l¥Uf MI' from J?VTs combined results

which involved 70· - 90 farmt)rs from all over Nepal. .lmd after averaging

.,



Table A--- Rice-vfueat-Fallow National PVT Results

"

Geographic Area IMid hills ~-1id hills Mid hills & Lower Mid hills Inner Terai Lower
Inner Terai Mid hills Hid hills

Cropping Pattern IR-W R-v! , R-1'T R-W R-W R-vl F-v.J

1 Khandbari Pumdi Bhumdi Fatna Nagar Chauri J ahari
Total Cropping Cropping Croppinp, Croppinp Cropping

Crop Rice Wheat Pattern Systems Systems Systems Systems
Results Research Fesearch Research Research

Site Site ' Site Site.

Land Type Lowland Lowland Lowland

Irrigation Partial Partial, Partial Fainfed Rainfed Fainfed Irrigated.
F.P. Improved Improved Improved K-39-RR2l K-39-RR2l Janaki- . Sabitri-RR2lVariety F•P. I Improved Improved Improved UP2f2

& Locals & Locals & Locals
Farmers F.P. 78 70 70-80 "

(number) F.P. 88 70 70-90
Yield R.P. 4.0 3.0 7.0 ' (5.38) (6.13) (6.53) (8.43)(I.fr/ha) F.P. 3.3 2.13 5.43
Price of Output R.P. 3.0 3.0 3.0
(Rs!kp:) F.P. 3.0 3.0 3.0
Gross return P.P. 12,000 ,9,000 21,000
(Rs/ha,) F.P. 9,900 6,390 16.290
Fertilizer Fl.P. 51-4-2 60-30,:,,"0 111-34-2Input (106-30-0) (120-30-0) (100-20-0) (120-60-0)
(NPK Kg/ha) F.P. 3-1-0 17-9-0 ' 20-10-0

Fert. Cost R.P. 550 700 1250
(Rs/ha) F.P. 25 225 250 ,

"

Gross margin R.P. 11,450 8300 19750
(Bs/ha) F.P. 9,875 6165 16040

HBCR 4.0 5.5 4.7
"

P.P =Recommended Practice; , FP·= Farmer's Practices; HBCF = Hargina1 Benefit Cost Ratio.

.......

.......
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BP = Recommended Practices; FP=FaI'IDers' Practices; l'IBCB. = Margincl. Benifit
OJst Retio
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cs 's chemicol' fertilizer application, tho results are even more similar

lVi~h an average 111-34-2 NPK kg/ha for the FVTs, and'111-35-0 for CS's research

si-\es, This is a fally solid indicator that CS's r0commcnded technology

(for R-W at, least) is .appropriate, readya:r;1d useable for diverse agro­

climatic areas of Nepal having similar 60nditions as esp,s research

sites•

.As a final point, noting that, 1) tho resul.ts of es' s research are

meant to be extrapolated OV8r vtider a:reas to benefit more fanners and

families of Nepal, and 2) a considerable amount of research and production

program work has olroady been done in the Terai and lower mid~hills,

which are relativ8ly developed compared to the higher nud-hllls and high

hills of Nepal where a large percentag'0 of the population lives, and

where most of the food deficit areas ara"we strongly suggest that CSP

divert morereso.rces tpdeveloping improved technologies for the higher

. hills of Nepal. The initial impact of improving farminf, systems in

these more remote areas would most likely be more dramatic and beneficial

then would continuing large efforts for Terai and lower hills agriculture.

This is primarily because so little work has bGen done in the high hills,

whereas years of research, all the major commodity stations, production

campaign work, etc. ha:r8 baen developed for the Terai and the lower hills of

Nepal. CSP has recorded major success for these areas of Nepal, and the

time is now ripe to move CS ,experlisb into areas that most need it -- the

mid to high hills of N8pal.

BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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Note: R.P. = The recommended practices which were tested;
F.p. = The farner's practices.

Se: ~ ~':-:: '. ~jinter Summer 83 Summer 83 Total, Total
, . cropping cropping

-'- 'Dattern 'Pattern

Cropping Pattern R-F R-v[ 'R-'j R-~'l R-~r

Land Type LOYTland Lowland L01..1and
Fertility Level r'1edium-High r·1ed-High Med-High
Irrigatto-n 2-3x Continuous Continuous

Crop '!'lheat ' .. Rice Rice I
Variety R.P UF-262 Ke.:hchan K-39 UP 262-Kan UP262-K39

F.P RR-21,NL-30 Locals Loc8.1s Local Local

Yield 'R.P. 2.56 3.46 4.55 6.0 7.1

(NT/ha) F.P. 1~29 2.32 2.32 . 3.6'" 3.6

Pric~ of Output R.P 2/65 2/59 2/57..
(Rs.!kg) F.P 2/65 2/57, 2/57

Gross Returns R.P 6492.5 8892/30 11693/50 15,385 18,186

(Rs./ha) F.P 3418.5 C)962/40 5962/40 9,381 9,381

Fertilizer Input R.P. 80:40:0 60:0:0 60:0:0 140:40:0 .140:40:0,

(NPK kg/ha) F.P 15:14:0 0:0:0 00:0 15:14:0 15:40:0

Fertilizer Coat R.P 954.32 458/00 458/00 1412 1412

(Ra/ha) F.P 235.10 0 0 235 235
Compst R.P 0 0 0

(NT/he) F.P 0 0 0

Insecticide R.P. 0 96 120 96 120

Cost (Rs-ha) F.P 0 0 0 0 0

Gross r~argin R.P. 5541.18 8338/20 11,115/00 13,879 16,656

(Rs/ha) F.P. 3183.4 5962/40 , 5,962/00 9,145 9,145

Marginal. Benifit -
Cost Ratio 4.3' 4.2 8.9 4.5 7.0

Farmers . R.P 5 4 l'
.

(Number) F.P 5 5 5-

BEST AVAILABLE COpy
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Hote: R.P. = The recommended practices which were tested;
F.P. = The f9rmer~s practices.

'* em = 1JIustard.

",I[.

V.P. AMRITPUR, pistrict:DANG

Year: 81-82
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Table No: 2

Season Summer 1,rinter: Total Cropping Summer 83
Pattern

, -
Cropping Pattern V - ~'iu :H - t~u 1,T '3.i ze-~1us t ard. Naize-Chick+~lu-

, Pea
I,and Type Upland Unland U::>land

Fertility Level ~Ied • l1ed ~1ed ,.

Irrigation Rainfed Rainfed Rainfed

Crop ~~ " Mustard TJ:aize:..a1.ze

Variety R.P Rampur Com. Local Rampur C.-Local Rampur Com.,
F.P. Local Improved Local Local-Local' Local ImproV'ed

Yield R.P 2.49" 1.01 3.5 3.76.

(MT/ha) F.P 1.63 0.65 2.3 2.58

Price of output R.P 1. 20 5.7 2.0

(Rs/Kg) F.P 1. 20 5.7 2.

Gross Returns R.P 2988.0 5757 8745 7520

(Rs./ha) F.P 1956.0 3705 5661 5160

Fert i 1i,z er Input R.P 60:30:0 20:20:0 80:50:0 80: 40:,30

(NPK Kg/ha) F.P 0:0:0 " 3:3:3- 3:3:3 0:0:0

Fertilizer Cost R.P 637 325.00 962 1033

(Rs/ha) ~'.P 0 49 49 0 --Compost R.P 4.0 0 6.4

(!'IT/ha) F.P 4.0 0 ,4.4

Insecticide R.P 54 0 54 81

(Cost (Rs./hn) F.P 0 0 0 0

Gros~ fJlargin H.P 2297.0 5432 7729 6390

(Rs,/ha) F.P 1956.0 3656. 5612 5160

llargina1 Benefit
Cost RI3.tio .5 4.75 3 1.1-Farmers R.'P 5 5 5

(Number) F.P 5 5 5



Note: R.P. = ·The recommended practices '\IIThich were tested,
F.P. = The farmer's practices,
N.C. = JTot collected,
!,T. A. = Not applicable.

.- ._- ---'-- _._._.,-.~. -- '-- .__._--- "- .
Season \'Jinter Summer 83 Summer 83

Cropping Patter H-'} R-~! .. Ilai ze-jru-Chickpea

Land Type LOlJl1and Lowland Upland

Fertility Level r:~ed-RiRh f11ed-Ri,g-h I'1ed

Irri,g-ation 2 x ·Contin~ous Rainfed _.-
Gro'P' ~ '.-1 l'lheat' Rice ~/Iaize

Variety R.P UP-262 Chandina Ram Yellow

F.P ~T. C. Loca1s+Loc. Imp Ram. Com.

Yield R.P 1. 71 3.98 3.87
(~.,fT/ha) "'.P ~\T •C• 2.58 2.88

Price of Output E.P 2.50 '3 2

(Rs./kn: Ji'.P 2.50 '3 2

4275
-

Gross Returns R.P 11940 7740

(Rs./ha) "fi1.1? ~:r • C• 7740 5760

FertiHzer Input R.~ 80:40~0 60:30:"')0 80~40:30

JNPK T{,Q,'/ha) T:'.P 1I.T. C• 0 O:O~O

Fertilizer Cost R.T? 954- 7q8 1032

(Rs/ha) 'P.P ~T • C• 0 0

Compost R.P 0 0 n.c.
(NT/ha) J":'. P 0 0 N.C.

Insecticide F.P 0 0 0

Cost (Rs/ha) F.P 0 0 0

Gross ~1argin R.P 3321 11142 6707

iRs/ha) (I'. P ~·T.C. 7740 5760

r1argina1 -
Benifit

Cost Ratio JIT.A. 4.'3 .1.0

Farmers R.P 5 5 4

{Number) 1i' ') IT. C• 5 4J~ • J..

Table f-To: 3
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D~ strict: DANG

Year : 82-83
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Hinter (83) TotalSeason Summer crouping Summer 83
-. P"tttern

Cropping Patter-n . R-",J R- ~,r R-~,r Naize-Chick-
pea + NU.jl-

Land Type I/ow1and Lowland Upland.

Fertility Level ~ff ed·. -L01'1, [ffed - LO'l'l· J'-1ed.

Irrigation 3 x Continuous Rainfed

Crop )fueat Rice fJiaize

Variety R.P UP - 262 Chandina UP262-Chandina Ram. Com

F.P RR-21 , . Local (Ti1ki) Local seto+
NL-30 +Sabitri RR 21- .Loca1 Local ImI>d.

Yield R.P 3.41 4.25 7.66 5.96

(MT/ha) ]\P 2.68 2.89 5.57 3.54

Price of Output R.P 2.50 1/7S 2/00

iRs/kB:) F.P 2.50 2/00 2/15
...

Gross Feturns R.P 8525 7437 15962 111;)20

(Rs/ha) F.P 6700 S780 12480 7611

1"e:Hi1izer Input R.P 80:40:0 60:0:0 140:40:0 80:40:30

inpy. Kg/ha "'.P 63:29:0 26~20:0 89:49:0 0:0:0

I'erti1izer Cost R.P 954 458 1412 1033

(Rs/ha) F.P 403 371 774 0

Compost R.P 0 0 7

(MT /ha) :"'.P. 0 0 6

Insecticide R.F 0 0 0

Cost (Rs/h'3.) J!'.P 0 0 0

Gross ~~rgin P.P 7570 6979 . 14549 10887.
( Rs/ha) ~i.P 6295 5410 11705 7611

N'argina1 Benifi t
Cost Ratio 3.30 17 5.5 3.2

Farmers R.P 4 5 5

l}Tumber) F.P 4- 5 -5

BEST AVAILABLE COpy

.' . .,.. .~

II '37 /I

. District: D.~.}JG

Ye,'lr: 82-83

= The recommended practices which were tested;
= The farmer's pra.ctices ••
= Mustard

Table "TO.: 4

R.P.
F.P.
Mu

Note:



Note: R.P. = The recommended practices which were tested;
F.P. = The f~rmer'spractices.

I
..

~ ~Ti nt eJ;Seascn Summ"lr 82 Summer 82 Summer 83 Total

I 82-83 cropping
pattern

Cr~pping Pattern H-~'" r;!-H R-1;T R_l,'f R_l,[
-Land Type Upland Upland Lowland Lowland

Fertility Level Iled rI ed fl:ed l":ed

Irrigation Rainfed Rainfed 4 x Continilous

Crop ~laize r:Iaize T}lhe 2. t Rice

Variety R.P Khumal' Local seto U?262 Kanchan UP262-Kan.

F.P. Local seto Local seto Locals Tharuwa Loc.TharU;;:

Yield R.P 2.8 3.08 3.75 4.46 8.21

(rrT/ha' F.P 2.37 . 2.37 i2.07 3.07 5.14
-Price of Output ' R.P 2.0 2.0 !3/00 3/00

(R./kg) F.P 2.0 2.0 3/00 3/00

Gross Returns R.P 5600 6160 . 11250 13380 24630...

(Rs./ha) F.P 4740 4740 I 6210 9210 15420 ,._--
Fertilizer Input R.P 60:30:0 60:30:0 '60:30:0 60:00: 0 120:30:0

(NPK/kg/ha) F.P 0:0:0 0:0:0 10:0:0 7.2:0:0 7.2:0:0

Fertilizer Cost R.P 715 715 715 456 1171

[lts/ha) F P 0 0 0 55 51)....
.

Compost R.P "T. C• 1\T.C. 0 3 3

(MT/ha) :D'.p. N.C. N.C. 6 4 10

Insecticide R.P 0 0 0 0 0

Cost' (Rs/ha) F.P 0 0 0 0 0

Gross Margin. R.P 4884 5444 10,534 12,924 23,458

(Ra./ha) F.P 4740 4740 6,210 9,155 15,365

Marginal Benifit
Cost Ratio 0.2 1 7.04 9.38 1

8, -No. of Farmers R.P 5 5 5 5

F.P 5 5 5 5

V. P .: Dl'.DA GAUN

/ I. 38 / /

'District: ~ALYA~

YeS.r: .82-83.

BEST AVAILABLE COpy

Table No.: 5



~ote: R.P. = The recommended practices which were tested,

F.P. = The farmerts practices.

Season Summer 82 SumTlJet 82 t W1nter 82-83 Summer 83
- " -
CroP'Pin~ Pattern R-l.; R-\'l R-Tr,T R-T'T

Land Tvtle Lowland Lowland Lowland Lowland

Fertilitv Level r~ed-righ f1ed-High Med-High i"led-TIigh

Irri~ation Continmus Contin~us 3 x Continuous

Crop R.ice Rice Wheat Rice -
Yariety R.P K-39* CH-242 UP-262 Himali -

]i'.P LOC8.1 Local Loca1+AR-21 Local Imp. (TharuvJa) .

Yield R.P 3.12 3.08 3.'38 2.60 -
(MT/ha) F.P 2.40 2.40 2.16 2.05 - . ,

Price of Output R.P 4.0 4.0 3.0 3

(Rs./k~) F.P 4.0 4.0 3.0 :;

Gross Returns R.P 12480 12320 10740 7,800

(Rs/ha) F.P 9600 9600 6480, 6,150

JPertilizer Input R.P 80:0:0 80:0:0 60:30:0 60:0:0

(NPK K~/ha) p.p 0:0:0 0:0:0 0:0:0 4.6:0:0

Pertilizer Cost T1.P 607 607 715 456

(Rs/ha) P.P 0 0 0 35

Compost H,.P 0 0 0 0

(r'!T/ha) P.P 9.0 9.0 4.0 3.0

Insecticide R.P. 0 0 0 0 -
(COf3t (Rs/ha) F.P. 0 0 0 0

Gross M~rgin H.P 11872 11713 10024 7334

(Ra/hA-) F.P 9600 g600 6480 6115

Marginal Benifit
Cost Rstie- '7 4.7 4.5 6 3.9. - . ,

Farmers R.P 3 5 5 5

(numbers) F.P l) I) 5 5,

.v .F .:CHIYACHETRA

BEST AVAILABLE COPY

II 39 II

District; SALYA~

Year: 82/83Table: 6A



I

I I 40 II

District: SALYAN V.P .: CHHIYA CHETRA

Table No. 6B Year: 83 i

~
.. J

Season Total Cropping Total Cropping' Total Cropping ,

Pa,ttern Pattern Pattern
i

Cropping Pattern I W-R R-W R-lf

Land Tvpe : 1 ~ ,.

Fertili tv Level

Irrie:ation

Crop , -
Variety R.P UP262-Rimali CH242-UP262 K39-UP262 -

F.P Laoi'll - Local' Local -Local Local - Local

Yield R.P . 6.18 6.66 6.7

(MT /ha) F.P 4.-21 4.56 4.56
".

Price of Output R.P
(Rs/kg) . F.P

Gross Returns R.P . 18540 23060 23220

(Rs/ha) . F.P 12630 16080 16080

Fertilizer Input,R.P 120:30:0 140: 30: 0 140:30:0 --
(NPK K~/ha) IF.P 4.6:0:0 0 0:0:0

Fertilizer Cost :R.P 1171 1322 1322

(Rs/ha) F.P 35 0 0 I

Compost I R.P 0 O. 0 I

(MT/ha) IF.P 7 13 13

Insecticides 1R.P 0 0 0

Cost (Rs/ha) F.P 0 0 0

Gross Margin R.P 17368 21737 21896

iRs/ha) F.P 12595 16080 16080 .
Marginal Benifit I
Cost Ratio 5.2 5.3 I 5.4

Farmers R.P

CIITumber) F."p

Note: R.P. = The recom~ended practic~s which were tested~

F.P. = The farmer's prgctices.

BEST AVAILABLE COpy



Note: R.P. = The recommended practic~s which were t0sted~

F.P. = The farmer's practices.

V.P.: eRIY! CHETRA

II 41 II

District: SALY!N

Year: 82-83Table No.: 7

Season Summer Winter Tilinter Total Crop- Total Crop-
, - ping pattern •.pint pattern

Croppin~ Pattern M-W N-W· M"'W U-W M~W

Land Type Up Upland Upland Upland

Fertilitv Level lwled ~1ed Ned

Irri£ation ]I!one None r~one

Crop Maize Wheat "!heat

Variety" R.P Khums1 Ye1 UP-262 RR-2l Khum Yele Khum Yel.
UP 262 HE. 21

F.P l,ocal Seto . Local . Local Loc.seto 1,0 Loc.-Loc •.

Yield R.P 2.68 3.40 3.20 6.08 5.88

(MT/ha) F.P 2.20 2A28 2.28 4.48
I

4.48,

Prioe of Output· R.P 2.0 3.0 3.0
(Rs/k£) F.P 2.0 -3.0 3.0

Gro ss Returns R.P 5360 10200 9600 15560 14960

(Rs/ha) F.P 4400 6720 6720 11120 11120

Fertilizer Input R.P 60: 30: 0 60:30:0 60:~0:0 120: 60ro 120:60:0

(NPK K£/ha) F.P 0:0:0 0:0:0 0:0:0 0 0

Fertilizer Cost R.P 715 715 715 1430 1430

{Rs/ha) F.P 0 0 0 0 0

Compos~ R.P 12 0 0 12 12

(MT/ha) p.p 24 8 8 32 32

Insecticide R.P 0 0 . 0 0 0

Cost (Rs/ha) F.P 0 O· 0 0 0

Cross Margin R.P 4644 9484 8884 14128 13528

(Rs/he) F.P 4400 6720 6720 11120 11120

Margi~al Benifit
'3Cost Ratio _4 4Aq 4 2.7

Farmers R.P '5 5 5

(Number)
!

F.P 5 5 5



Pote: R.P. = The recommended practices which were tested,

F.P. = The farmer's practices.

* from fp.rmer's estimates of yields.
N.C. =Not Collected

Season winter SUmmer 1'li'1ter Total Cropping
.. Pattern

Croppin9: Pattern R-V 1'1-B M-B IiI-B

Land Tvpe Low Lowland Upland Upland

Fertili tv Level }1ed-Hh:h Med-High Med-Ri,gh

Irrip:stio n 3x Rainfed Supplemental

Crop vTheat ~laize Barley

.Variety R.P UP-262 Khumal Yel Bonus Khumal-Bonus

F.P NL-30 RiCompo.Loc Local Local-Local
,

Yield R.P 3.9-* 3.25 2.18 5.43
(MT/ha) F.P 1.8* 3.50* 2.5* 6.0

Price of Output 3.50 3.83
.

3.60·R.P
(Rs/k,g) 3.60

.
1''.P 3.50 3.83

Gross Returns R.P 13650 12447 78~-8 20295
(Ra/he) y'.p 6300 13405 gOOO 22405

Fertilizer Input R.P 80:40:0 45:0:0 20:20:0 65: 20: 0

(NPK T{*/ha) F.P 20:10:0 0:0:0 0:0:0 0

Fertilizer Cost R.P 954 317 325 642

(Ra/ha) F.P 220 0 0 0

Compost R.P 0 8 HT N.C.

'.!MT/ha) F.P 0 8 HT N.C.

Insecticide R.P 0 0 0 0

Cost (Rs /ha) FaP 0 - 0 0 0

Gross l·Iargin R.P 12695 12130' 7523 . 19653

(Ra/he,) F.P 6300 13405 9000 22405

Marginal Benifit
Cost Ratio ,., 10 Ne,gative Negative Ne~ative

Fe.rmera RIP 5 5 '5

(Number) FIP 5 5 5

V.P.: JHJAYNAGAR/DA...T(AQUADIDistrict: PYUTRAN

Year: 82-83Table: 8



Total Cropp­
ingPattern

5.2

.
Negative

V.P.: BIJU1!JAR

Negative

7500 11490 7920 19410

1-1·544 9257 6155 15412

16.4

District: PYUTHAN

Year: ·82-83

1/ ~3 /1

2.8 3.0 3.0 2.2

Summer 82 Summer 82 Summer 82 Winter

4.28 6.0 2.5 1.8·

7000

8

1024/;.

F.P. Haroi

R.P 2.5 2.5 3.83 ( 3.60

F.P 2 0 5 2.5 3.83 3.60

R.P

R.P

I.;,R;.::o..::;.P-+,;:;,.O -+,;:;,.O --+--=.O ~O-_---~O-----

00000

Table No.: 9

Croppin,go Pattern R_11r R_1'J N-B M-B

Season

Fertility· Level - High-Ned High-Ned r.~ed-High Hed-Hi,goh

Land Type Lowland Lowland Upland Upland

Vari ety _R~.P=--r;S:;.;:a:;.;:b;,,;:i;.:;t.=..r.;;:;,i_r;J:..::a::.::.n:;.=a::::k;=:1_~Kh=u::.::.m;.:a=1~Y,;:;,.el=+=B~o:..:n~u:;.;:s,---:-__~K;:;.;h;:;.;:u;;.:.--::.Y..1-...-B::;.o:;.;n=us

Sar1hi set0 Local Sarl."leto loc.

Insecticide

Cost (Re/ha)

Margi,nal Beni£! t
Cost Ratio

Fertilizer Cost R.P 451:) 455 317 325 642

~(R~s:!.L./~lh~a)'---__---,.;-;::.F....!...P:::..........j~O -r-:::-0----r-:0:::..----:._-+....:::O- -f---l:·0:...-__-..--

Compost R.P 0 0 8-12 8 18

(NT/ha) FoP 0 0 8-12 8 18 ~

Gross Returns R.P 110700 15000 9575 6480 16055

(Rs/ha) F.P 7000 7500 11490 7920 19410

Gro'ss Margin

(Rs/ha)

Price of Output

(Rs/k2)

Fertilizer Input I_R.....__P--r6.;;;..O__:__0'-'-:'-'-0_--I-"6;...;;0..;.:'-'-0...;..:..;..0_~4..:::.15...;..: O..=....:...-:O:-_~2..;.0:;..;:2~O;.;.:...;:;0__--t--:6:.;;:5~:.:::2,;:;,.0..:..:O~__

!NPK K,go/ha) F.P 0:0:0 0:0:0 0:0:0 0:0:0

Yield

(MT/ha

,
Irrigation Continuous Cont. Rainfed Supplemental
.-:;..;;:...;:;J""-=-;;.=.;::.;:;:;...---+-----I~..;;;.;;;=::..:;,...;~~~.:.-___Ir_=-==""--___I~~.;::..:;.=:;;;..;;.::~-----

Crop Rice Rice Maize Barley

Farmers '~; r­

(Number)

R.P 5'

F o P.3

2

2

5

5

5

Note: R.Po = The recommended practices which were tested;

F.P. = The farmerts ~ractices.

BEST AVAILABLE COpy



Note: R.P. = The recommended pract'ioes which were 'tested;

F.P. = The farmer's practices.

V.P.: .LIBA~JG

BEST AVAILABLE COpy

II 44 II

District: ROI.PA

Year: 82...83No: 10

Season Winter Winter Summer 83 Summer 83

Croppin~ Pattern R-101 R_T'l . R-l/f R-W

Land Tvpe Lowland. LOWland Lowland Lowland

Fertilib Level Med-High Med-High Ued-High f1ed-High

Irri~ation 3 x 3 x ContiIll!ous Contimlous
Crop l'Theat 'Wheat Rice Rice

Variety R.P UP-262 . UP..,.262 Himali . Kanchan

F.P LOcal Local Local marsi Local marsi. .
Yield R.P 1.73 1.40 3.88 5.88
(NT/ha) F.P 1.54 1.54 4.91 4.91

Price of Output R.P 4.0 4.0 4.50 4.150

(Rs/kl2:) F.P 4.0 4.0 "r.OO 4.00

Gross Returns R.P 6920 5600 17460 26460

(Rs/ha) F.P 6160 6160 19640 19640

Fertilizer Input R.P 60:30:0 40:20:0 46:0:0 ' 46:0:0

(NPK k~/ha) F.P 0:0:0 .. 0: 0: 0 0:0:0 0:0:0

Fertilizer Cost R.P 715 1476 350 ~. 350
'(Rs/ha) F.P 0 0 , 0 0

Compos~. R.P 5.0
!

5.0I O. 0

!MT!ha) F.P 5.0 15.0 0 0

Insecticide R.P 0 0 ' 8.6 0

Cost (Rs/ha) F.P 0 0 O. 0

Grosl:!Marp,in R.P 6204 5123 17101.4·
,

26110

JRs/ha) F.P 6160 6160 19640 19640

Marginal Benifit
'wast Ratio 1 T\TeRative Ne~ative 18.5
Farmers' F.P 5 5 ,5 2

lNumber) L.P 5 5 7 7



~ote: R.P. = The recom~ended~r~ctices whicp were tegted~.

~.P. = The farmer's pr8ctices.

,
,.1'

Season Summer t.7inter Winter TotRl Cropping Pattern 'I"
-,ji1

82 '82 83 :'1

Cropping P&,tter M-",T
,I

M_1v M_1N ;I,r -1'1 '1'

UDland UDland
,\

Land Type Upland ;'j'

".{
Fertili tv Level ~led. ?~ed. " '.'fed it!,

" j

Irrip:.9tion Rainfed SUP. SUP. .'I
.iIi

Crop ~~aize Wheat "The<l,t ,~:

~i
Vl;trietv R;r Kbumi;l,l lTP-262 RR-21 Khume,l y Khumal Yel ,',

UP 2G2 'RR 21 i!

~i;
F.P Local LOCRl IJocal ' Loc<J.I-I.OCA,1 Locql-Local')

Yisld H.P 5 1 1.58 2.856 6.7
,!,

8 "1
3:1

(!'~T Iha) ~ q 5.9 5.9
:j

P.P 2.01 2.01 ~:r
"',1

Price of Output R.P 3.83 4.0 ~, 0
'I;
.;:~

'"

(Rs/k,go)
:1

J'i'.p 3.83 4.0 4.0
"
d

,1ql);':5 6320 11424 25853 30957
'I

Gross Returns R.P "

~I

(Rs/ha) ,
' ,

1.r:1Q"i7 6040 8040 22977 22977 IIF.P

Ferti11zerlnput 30:0:0 40:20:0
~

'R.p 40:20:0 70:20:0 70:20:0 ~~
(NPK) k,go/ha) :IT'.P 0·0:0 0:0:0 0:0:0 0 0 ,

Fertilizer 'Cost R.P 202 477 477 679 679 ~

(Rs/ha) F.P 0 0 0 0 0 .
,

Compost R.P 8 n.c. N.C. 1

(~lfrr /h3.) F.P 8 N.C. N. C. !

Insecticide R.P 0 0 0 0 0 .
Cost (Rs. /ha) F.P 0 0 0 0 ,

GroBS ~~argin ' R.P 19331 5844, 109~·7 25175 30278

(}~s/h9.) F'.P Itl.Q-:S7 80-10 8040 22977 22977

Marginal 'Benifi t
Cost Ratio 22.7 "'Te~. v6 4.2 11.8

:Warmers R~P 13 '5 5

('r\TuTJlber' 'r,I.P 9 5 r:;

BEST AVAILABLE COpy

V.F.: LIBAnG

II 45 II

District: ROLPA

Year: 82-83Table No.: 11

N.C. = Not collected



1

I
!

I

"

V.P. : JAN'KOT

/ / 46 / /

District: ROLPA

Yesr:82-83 .

,"

BEST A VA ILAB,LE COpy

. Table No.: 12A

Note: B.P. = The 'recom~ended practices which were tested;

F.P. = The farmer's practices.

}W:'·~

Season .Summer Summer "Tinter mtilt

Cro'O'Oin.q Pattern
\;:~:;:i::

R-'.'T R-w R-W !~!~j!:i:',
II:f:'·:"

La.nd Tv'Oe Lowland Lowland Low1£'.hd
:~~~':;

iii I':::It
Fertility Level Med ged Med

I~ ....
"~I'""i"l'i
,:II,)ih:

Irrip:ation Conti nur-us ContinuC'us Continuous l~!,tl:,i

Crop Rice "Pice Wheat '~1:i~
Variety li:.p CF-242 X-39 UP-262 !~~~~

i;;~";
"".P JJocal Local Local :'lr:I:~: ;r

4 .86 ':S.8'7j
]i'H

Yield B..P '7j,72 3.18 !~tf:

(rlT/ha)
:ll:[

"':1 "I) "'i '3'3 3.33 2.07 2.07 1"1':['1
M' • .J. i1:!I!r:

Price of Out'Out 4
i~!':i

R.'P. 0 4.0 4.0 4.0 'i"l1!,!~~

fRs/kp:) '?P 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 1~IIJ;!

Gross Returns R.P 19440 Ill.880 15320 12720 ~f~
'hi

eRs/he.) 'f'!'" 'P.P 13320 . 13320 8280 8280 I~ ~.".. " ",.,l

F'erti1izer In'Out R.P 4'5:0:0 45:0:0 60:'30:0 40:20:0 i'I;1:(1 i;~
_"IT

(NPK K.q/ha) F.P 0:0:0 0:0:0 0:0:0 0:0:0 "~iH
li'!~

Fertilizer Cost R.P 304 304 715 477 l~l~
~II~

(Rs/he.) 0
!"iI,

F.P 0 0 0 \r:t~:

Compost R.P 0 0 '3.0 3.0 i~il\
I!:!:

(MT/ha) F.P 0 0 '3.0 3.0
~I\"J
~I: ,1

Insecticide R.P 0 0 0 0 ~ I
'Ii

(Rs. /ha)
,I.

Cost F.P 0 0 0 0 [1\

'I'19136 ··14576 1460S 12243
~ I

Gross Margin R.P I::!
.:'.1

( Rs/he.) F~F 13320 1'3320 8280 8280

J
['Ill

Marginal Benifit :~

Coet Ratio 20.1 5.1 8.84 8.310
']1

Fermers R..P '5 5 4- 4 'ji

(Number) 'F'.P lj 5 4 4
.~
f
}



.~-

v.:r .

. "

I I 47 I I

District: ROLP~

Ye'1r: 82-83

BEST AVAILABLE COpy

,
R.P. = The recom1;lended practices which were tested;

F.P. = The farmer's practices.

Table ~·TO.: 12B

Season Total Cropping Pat~ern '" , Total Cropping Pattern

Cro-pping Patterr. R-"~ R-~·' ':,'-R ,F-R

Land Type
-

Irrigation
"

,

, ·;,1

Variety R.P CH242-UP262 K-;9-UP262 UP262:"Hima1i UP262-Kanchan

F.P Local - Local 10c. -'raichuM Loca1-Taichung

Yield R.P 8.6g 7.55 5.9 8.25

(T/ha) ~.P S.4 5.4 4.8 4.8

Gross Return R.P ~4760 '30200 30000 35445

(Rs/har F.P 21600 21600 19080 19080

Fertilizer Input R.F 10S:~0:0 105:30:0 86:20:0 86:20:0 -
i NPK Kp-:Iha ) F.P 0 0 .- 0 0

Fertilizer Cost, R.P 1019 ' , 019 827 827

(Ps/he.) F.p 0 0 0 0

Compost 11.P '3 3 "i 3

,(Ton/ha) F.P "5 '3 I) 3

Insecticide C""st R.P 0 0 0 0

(Rs./ha) p.P 0 0 0 0 -
Gross ~~argin R.P "2);741 20181 29173 34618

{Rs/ha) F.P 21600 21600 19080 19080 ,
Marginal 13enifit
Cost Ratio 1"2) '8 1; 20



'If

Note~ R.P. = The recommended practices which were tested~

F.P. = The farmer~s practices.

'1'"
;~;

II 48 II 'I''(
I

'II'!t~·

District: ROLPA V.P. : JANKOT it,

1
Table No.: 13 Year: 83 ii

'I"i'
:k

Sea.snn - (8"5) Summer' (8"5) Summer :1;,
:,t
11'.

CroP'Pil1,g' Patter~l R-V R-W r'1-N' . il!
n

La.nd Tvne T.nw'Rl'ld Lnwland Un' and ,I
;;

. ,l~

Fertil:ttv Level ?of Ad-Bi .qo'h Med-High MAd-HiE!h 1

IrriQ'ation Cnn+'; nuous
1~

Continuous Su'Oplementa1 t
"Cro'P Rice Rice Maize :i!

Variety R.P Pima1i Kanchan Khumal
I
~

F.P Tha:i~h1]nu Thaichun2: Local
II'
Ilf

Yield R.P 3.84 5.05 3.86 ~
.I'

(MT/ha) F'.P 2 70 2.70 2.92 ii,

Price of OutPut R.P .1/~O 4/110 "5 83 r
(Rs/k,g:) 4/00 4/00

:~

F.P 3.83 ~J

Gross Returns R.P 17280 22725 14784 ~,~
(Rs/ha) F.P "10ROO lOAm 11184 !I
Fertilizer Input R.P 46:0:0 46:0:0 30:0:0 ~Ii
(NPK kg/ha) 0:0:0

J~

F.P 0:0:0 0:0:0
'ii

Fertilizer Cost R.P "5S0 350 202

(Rs/ha) F.P 0 0 0' t,

Compost R.P 0 0 8
i

(MT/ha) F.P 0 0 8
;

Insecticide R.P 0 0 0 i
Cost (Rs/ha) F.P 0 0 0 I

I

Gross f'largin R.P 16<nO 22;75 14583 II
,(Rs/ha)

-

~F.P 10800 10800 11184

Marginal Benifi t ~

Cost Ratio '17,11 3~ 1 17.8 . ~
Farmers R.P I) 2 7

)i
':1

i~rumber ) F.P 7 7 7 I



2

31909

72

18126

Locals

12

5.22

12**

18270

9.51

33285**

10.5

1304

72

Total Cropping
Pattern

R-W-Nun

126:40:0

,6: 3: 0

UP 262-J'l:ung-R

V.P.: ·CHIBANGDistrict: RUKUN

Year:' 82-83

/1 49 1/

'·\Tinter Spring Sum.;er 83

R-vJ-l-1u R-1"T-l\!un

LO'i'71 and Lowland'

Ri h-}1ed Hed-HiRh ~~ed-Ri h

l<- x 2 x Continuous

l'Theat Mun Rice

UP-262 Pusa Bisaki .Tanaki

vd. }T. A. Local

4 0.430' 5.2

2* 0 3.02

11/00 3/50

'0T • A. 3/50

4730 18200

0 10570

0:0:0 46:0:0

.lIT. A 6:3:0

0 350

N.A 72

0 4.5

N.A 60

0 72

N A 2

!LA. 17778

10 .26

7 N.A 26

R.P 1 10 10

T:' P N f.t if A 10~.

F P

.~~. p

R.P

F P

R.P

R.P

= The recom,"end.ed practices wbich were tested;

= The farmer's p~~ctices.

Data from 81-82 erop cuttin~s.

Hung w~s introduced as B.. ne1-' crop to this Firel'... Thus there
~s no local t~~entment (F.P.)

rote ,that if the ~ross returns for mung (4.730,Rs.)·"were
included the lvmCR = 16 (,.i thout 1 abor and seed costs included
in the total variable costs).

Level

Pattern

p.P.

**

*

*

ation

Fertilizer Cost R.P
=~~~-----.f.""'::"_----+~:::"'-_---~~:.::r-_----

Table No. : 14

Fertilizer Input R.PI~=-+=-=:....a..::":"':::"-_-+-=":"'::~-----l~~;';;';:"-_--+=':::":""!":::'':''=''_--

F.P

Season

Variety

Gross Returns

ero

Price of Output :.;;R~.P=--~~ -':"'~~~ ~.!..d.~ .I- _

Yield

, -",



\ rl,,:"
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Distrct:
i~j

RUKUIi V.P. : CHIBANG ~'
Table No.: 15 Year: 81...82 f

~.
![;
if'
'!.

Season :.,rinter Summer Summer v!inter Summer :~,
'2

Cropping Pattern iv-RfM l'l-R+r~ W-R-j{.I . R-"!-Mun,g: R-N-Munl; :1;
,~

Land Tvpe Unland Unland Unland Lowland Lowland !~",
:~

Fertility Level Hie:h-Hed Hiah-Med Hie:h-r.Ied ' HiQ'h-Med High-~Ied \~
!~.

~ X
:'1

Irrip:ation * Su'Otl. Rainfed Rainfed Contirnious !(

Crop \-Theat Rice r~ai ze ToTheat Rice :!
\r

Variety R.P JiTL~()+ IET-1444- NL-~O
,I

Arun Janaki
"

HD-1982,
.'

F.P Local Imp Local Local J~ocal Local Imp. ),
.~,
;

Yield ReP 4.8 2.80 1.5 3.1 3.1 "

(T~T/ha) F.t' 4.1 N.C. N.C. 2.2 lIT.C.

Price of Output R.P 3.25 2.35 3.75 3.21) 3.25

(Rs./ke:)
'.

F.. P ':3.2~ 2.35 ?i.7r:.. 3.25 3.25

Gross Returns R.P 15600 6580 5625 ' 10075 10075

(Rs./ha)
;

F.P 1,':521) N c. N.C 7J.50 £T. C.

Fertilize.r Input R.P 48:30:0 60:30:0 60:30:0 4-8 :"56: 0 ' 46:0:0

(NPK ke: Iha) F.P 0:0:0 0:0:0 0:0:0 0:0:0 0:0:0

Fertilizer Cost R.P 1:)4.6 ' 626 626 545 309

(Rs/ha) F.P 0 0 0 0 N. C.

Compost R.P 18 :H.C N.C 17 N. C.

(MT/ha) F.P 9 N. C. N. C. 10 N. C.

Insecticide R.P 0 280 280 0 400

Cost (Rs/he) F.P 0 ° ° 0 ,0

Gross [~argin R.P 11)01:)4- 1:)674. 1:)621:) ,Q592 '9365

JRs/ha) F.P 1"5,2~ l';f.C. N.C 7463 ~T. C.

Marginal Be.nifit
Cost Ratio ?i,?i N.A 'l\T. A 4..26 N. A.

Farmers R.P I:) 10 10 I:) 8

{Number) F.P 5 17. C. N.C. 5' 0

Note: R.P. = The recommended practices which ,were tested;

F.P. The farmer's practic es.
,

=
* SUppa = Supplemental

liT.C. ='Not collected

N.A. = Not applicable

!'

(

.
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Total Cropping
Pattern

25768

10

20160

27 40

52

10.

Local

19044·

6.

34

1669

3.6:8:0

4.4

140:70:0

103

9.3

-I:)

. UP262-Bind o +.Arun

voP 0: CRIBANG

Summer

Rairifed

Uland

'R+I1 - iN

lemental

II 51 II

Winter
r

District: RUKUH

Year: 82-83

Uland

t·1ed-}li~hLevel

Pattern

Table :toTo.: 16

Note: . RoP. == The re co mm.e nd ed prR.ctic es which were tested;

FoP. == The farmer's practic es

!'I.C. = !l10t collected;

~!o A. - Not f);v',,1 iC2.ble. ...

* From farmer's estimates.

R' oe Maize

Variety R.P Bindeswari Arun

F P Tm . Local' Local

Yield RoP 3 62 2 0 11

F P 2.8 1-

Price of Output R.P 3 2

1<' P 2

Gross Returns R.P 10860 220

FP 00 25 0 2880

Fertilizer Input R.P 80:40:0 0<0': 30: 0

FP 0: '0 - .'6:8:0

Fertilizer Cost R.P 9 715

}p.• P 0 34

R.P 6 7

F P 6

R;P 0 71 2

}' P 0 6 16

R.P 06 14262

• FoP 113 4

Marginal Benifit
Cost Ratio 5

Farmers RoP 10 10 10

(Number) . F.P Y. A. 10 10

! ;.
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F.P. = Farmer's Practice

; ...

Te,ble No.: 17 sm-mARY' OF THE AGRONOMIC AlTD ECQIlTONIC RESULTS

OF PRE-PRODUCTION VERIFICATION TRIALS

Location: K£l,ski,District, Rakhee Panchayat

Cropping Pattern: R-W-M

!-Totea: R.P. = Recommended Practices

_....._,-
I,ii

Date of Seedin.Q' ' ':5-12-82 "'3-12-82 16-4-8"'3 Total
1i:1:!

Crot)'OiM Patte I~:

- 16-4-83
[iii

Date of Harvest 16-:4-83 26-7-83 \~;',
-::1

Land Type Irrig. . Irrig. Irrig. Irrig.
'iii
i~

lowland Lowland Lowland Lowland
I!::

"
I,',

1

Irri~ation NC 4 :X: 4 x None lUi
:i- 'i:!

Variety ., R.P K-39 Up262 RR21 Arun K39;"UP262 K39-RR21 'i'~[:

iiil
Lrun Arun I!!:

.~

F.P IJocal RR21 RR21 Arun Loc ...RR21 Loc-RR21 i!I!
j~'

Arun Arun ' !!}

Farmers R.P 2 4 -4 3
if
iill

(Number)
i~

F.P General 4 4 3 I!'I,iii

Yield R.P 2.38 2.6 3.04 5.76 6.2
If

.78 !ii,1

(T/ha) 2;3 I':F.P 2.67 2.67 .73 5,7 2. 7 I~
"

Price of Output R.P 2.14 3.09 3.09 3
!~

(Rsik~ F.P 2.14 3.09 3.09 3
:~

!{
/ l~

Gross Return R.P 5093 8009 9383 2340 15442 . 16816 :f~

(Ra/ha) 4g22
. i~

F.P 8260 8260 2100 15282 15282 \:~

165:30:0
~

F~rt. Input " R.P 60:0:0 60:30:0 60:30:0 45:0:0 165:30:0 t!

{NPK Kg/ha) F.P , 30: 15: 0 "35:18:0 35:18:0 20:0:0 85:33:0 85:33:0 li,

Fert. Cost R.P 406 622 622 342 1370 1370 :,!

(Ra/ha) F.P 313 341 341 152 806 806 m
:'1

Compost R.P 2.5 3.5 13.5 4 10 10 11

(Ton/ha) F.P 6 '3.5 3.5 4 13.5' 1"'3.5

Insecticide cost R.P 0 O· 0 101 101 101 !

(Rs/ha) F.P 0 0 0 , 0 0 0

Gross Margin R.P 4678 7387 8761 1897 13963 15336

iRs/ha)
~

F.P 4609 7919 7919 2038 14566 14566 ,

H.B.C.R 1.8 neg. 4 .5 .24 2.3

Seed Rate R.P 120 120 30
I -

~g/ha F.P 100 ,100 35



5.94

7.47

. 0"

Loc-RR-Lo Loc-RR-Lo •

Total Cron.Pattern

5.94

.. '

.: 12 ., '.

16 ._.

0 ..

\, .

4··:

3

40

2.1

2.8 .

30-

5

5

0.

100 100

120 '..... 120

18 10" 15;·'11.4-

R.P 35

F. P 2. 2 1. 6 ')8 L 638

F.P General 5

F.P 2 11 3 3

F.P 24:Q:0' '''7:18:0''37:18:0 45:'0:0 106:27:0 106:27:0

F p' 228 . '?80 ')80 ;42 ',' 950 950

.'.

R.P 60fO:0 .,. 60:30:0'60~30:(Y 45~0:O ..' 165='0:0 165:30:0

~R~.P~....:J4:-s.."7'~72:::-.-_--+-9.<..::1~7...:::1__-!--L..7~.:..;2::....!')~_...j_:::8:.J.4t.:::..'00:::..-_-+-=2::.::2:,.c::~3~4·..::.,'3-..,.._.:::.20::::.;4~,9~11l)~__ ~

F.P 4708 49V. 4914 6'300 15922 15922

.F.P 3 t-64-6.·· 7~S'16

·R.'P 406 621' 621 342 1369 1369

output 'RoP 2.14 3 3

M.B.C.R

Seed Rate

Kg/ha '

Date of Seedinu.' 28-11-82 28-11-82 20-4-83

Location: Lekhnath V.P., Kaski District,

Cropping Patter: R-W-M 1982-83

Price of

Farmers

(Number )

Date of Harvest 12/4/83 12/4/8, 25/7/83
=.=.;:;..~;....::;:=-..:..=.:~--t-....--;"--'"'---r=L:.I-""""''''''""'---;''';:<''='''--'-~'':--~:..<,..t....~::;;;..,::...-+--- .,._____ ;1

Land Type Low1andLowland Lowland Lowland ~t
i,11

Irri~ation NC 2 x 2 x 0 ~!.' I
Variety R.P K ')9 RR 21 UP 262 Arun K39-RR-Ar K39-UP-Ar. 11

i'
F

F.P Local' RR 21 RR 21 Local

Table No.: 18 SU':;:iARY OF THE AGRONOl'UC AND ECONONIC RESULTS OF'

PRE-PRODUCTION VERIFICATION TRIALS .

//,53// .~

BEST AVAILABLE COpy

Note:. R.P. = Rec~mmen~ed Practice

. F.P. = Farmer's Practice,
N. C . = Not collected

= infinity

Gross Return

(Rs/ha)

Fert. In-put

(NPK K~/ha)

"Pert.' 'Cost

CRs/ha)

Yield

(T/lla)

(Rs/kp:

Compost·

-(Ton/ha) .

Gross'R~rgin :.:;R,!.:~P~·4·....:4r...:·3:..:::16~6__~8:.L;L5,l'r.,:...9 · ·~6..l.7.:::,;Ol=-·__t-=-8.:::..0rJ~8::....·_·_"...,...,=.20"",)9,:;..'7.,..'3'-0--'_._·'_-1=-9~1::..:2:..&S,----__

{R~/ha)F·.P· 4480 4534' 4534 . 595$"· 14972···· c"-14972
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Table No.: 19 SUffl1ARY OF THE AGRONOMIC AND ECONOMIC RESULTS OF

PRE-PRODUCTION VERIFICATION TRIALS.
Location: Bha1am v.P., Kaski District

. 19S2~S3

-
Cro'Ppin« Pattern' R-W R-W R-W-lI~ R-W-M

Date of SeedinR' 39/S/20 39/S/20 39/S/20 ' 39/8/20 Ii:

Dat.a of dlarvest 3911::>/::>Q 139/12/2q i\.0/1/3 , 401113 ,

Land Type Rainfed Rainfed Irrig. Irrig. J

Lowland Lowland LOl'lland Lowland II
'i

Irrigation 0 0 1 1
~~

Variety R.P RR 21 UP 262 RR 21 UP 262 ~:
~'

i.

F.P Local Local Local Local 'c.,
.~

I.

Farmers R.P 5 5 5 5 W
l'

(Number) F.P 5 5 5 5
~,

r

1.992 2.195 4.1
$

Yield R.P 4.4- ~:

!TIha) 1.489 1.489 '3.9
~:

F.P 3.9 ii
I

Prioe of Output R.P 2.25 2.25 2.25 2.25 II
(Rs/k~)

I~

F.P 2.25 2.25 2.25 2.25 d
~1

$1

Gross Return R.P L'!.tr82 4939 9225 9900 II

(Rs/ha) Ji'. P ~350 3350 8775 8775 ~
~lert • Input R.P 60:30:0 60:30:0 60:30:0 60:30:0 I!

(NPK kR'/ha, F.T' 60:'30:0 60: 30:0 11):8:0 115:8:0 ~

Fert. Cost R.P 621 621 621 621 t
JRs/ha) F.P 621 . 621 155 155 I,
Compost R.P 17 17 9.5 '9.5 I
iTon/ha) F.P 19 19 7 ,7 1

j

Insecticide Cost R.P 0 0 0 0 I

iRs/ha) F.P 0 0 0 0 !

Gross Margin R.P 3671 .4128 8414 9089

(Rs/ha) F.P 2729 3507 8620 8620

M.B.C.R* 6 8.4 .7 1.7

Seed Rate R.r 120* 120* 120* 120*

l.kg/ha) F.P 64* 64* 64* 64*

Notes: R.P. = Recommended Practice,

F.P. = Farmer's Practice

* yfui1e computing the MBCR, the significant difference in seed
cost is also included (Le.) 190 Rs.)

,'.



t= Reconnnended P.ract~ce; F. P. = Fanner' s Pract~ce

.. Not Available; M. B. C. R.. = Marginal Benefit Cost Ratio
. .. Not Collected .
= Included· in the fertilizer costs is the' porter:i..ng char~ from

Hyangja Coop. (Le., at 50Rs per 9J kg for one day's haul)
= The difference in seed cost between R.P. and F.P, is included

in the Gross Margin andM. B. C. R. figures. .

1/55 II
!able No, 20: SUM1A,RY OF THE AGROIDHIC AND EOONOMIC RESI.JI:rS OF

PRE-PRODUCI'ION VERIFICATION' TRIALS

Date of 'Seeding n/11/82 23/11/82. 15/4183 NC ' Total Crop-
l~inl2" Pattern

Da"te of Harvest 9/04/83 21/04/83 2fJ/7/83 NC

lend Type
~

IIrrigated, Irrigated Irrigated Trrig,I
IT........,1 ~.,..,t'l ' Lowl.lmn IIcy1 S>1"1d ITt"'l"''' <:l1"1r"l

Irrigation 2X 2X ° 4£.
R.,P. RR 21 UP 262 IArun , K-39 p-P2?'2-Arun-K39

Variety:
. '

" F..P.. 1.<> cal LOcal ILOcal Local 'Locals

Farmers fi..P. 4 4 5 5., '

(Number) F.P. 4 4 5 5 "

Yield R•. P.. 2.856 2.978 4.1 4.2.2. 11.3

(Ton/Ha~ ) -F.P. 1.325 1.325 2.3 2.46 6.1

Price of Outpu"t R..P. 2.35 ~.35 3 2.5

(Rs.;1\g. ) F.P. 2.35 2..35 3 2.5

Gros s Return B.P. 6712. . 69=)8 12300 10550 29848

(Rs./Ha.) F.P. 3114 3114 ·6900 6150 16164

Fer"tilizer Input ReP. 60:30;0 60:30:0 &J:o:o 45:0: 0 165: 30: °

(HI P205,& K20 kP!ha.) F.P. ° 0 60:0:0 9:0:0 69: 0:0

Fertilizer Cos"t* R. P. 971 971 587 442 2.000

(Rs./Ha.) F.P. 0 0 587 90 ·677

Compost . R..P. 6-9 6-9 6 4. 17-18

(Ton/Ha.) F.P. 6-9 6-9 6 4 17-18

Insecticide Cost R.P.. ° ° ° 400 4°0

(Rs./Ha.) F.P. ° I ° ° 0 °-Gross Margin R.P.. 5560 5856 . 11593 9708 27157

(Rs./Ha.)
1---- 1--

F..P. 3114 3114 616:3 to32 15309

Seed Rate** R..P. 120 120 40 40

(Kg./Ha. ) F..P. 64 64- 50 50
- 6M..B. C.R. I 3.2 3.5 NA 7~8

.

, Location:GhachowkV"illagePanchayatl Kaski District

CroppingPat"tern: Wheat -Maize - Rice; Year: 1982/1983

. Notes: ReP.
NA
NC••



Table No. 21:
II 56 II _

SUMMARY OF THE AGRONOMIC AND EOONOMIC RESULTS OF
PRE-.PRODUCl'ION VERIFICATION TRIAlS

Locatibn: Ghachowk Village Panc~yat,KaskiDis:trict

Cropp:mg Pattern: Maize- Rice' - Fallow; Year198J

Date of Seeding -9/3/1983 -. NC i TotalCropping
P$'lt.tern

Date, of Harvest "18/7/1983 I Ne ' ' ....,-,"'",
.... :

Land Type ~wland L~wland

Irrigation 0 ;;X ._-""",

V~iety:
R.P. Khumal. Yellow -K-39 - .. Khumal Y.-K-39

F.P. Local Local ~caJ.s
.. . ..

Farmers R.. P. 5 5., ,
(NUmber) F.P. - 5 5 \I

Yield R.P. 6 '4. 2 .10.2

(Ton/Ha.)
..

F.P•. 2.2 2.5 4~7 .... "

Price' of Output R. P. :3 2.50
"

..

(Rs.;Kg. ) F.P•. :3 2.50 .-, ",

Gross Return E..P. 18000 10500 28500

{Rs ./HaJ FoP. 6600 I 6250 12850

Fertilizer Input R. P. 60:0:0 45:0 :0 125:0:0

(N, P205~ & K20 kf!ha.) F.P. 60:0:0 0 60:0:0

Fertilizer Cost* R.P. 587 442 ,1029

(Rs./Ha. ) F. P. 587 0 8587
'.

Compost R. P. 5 4 9

(Ton/Ha.) F.P. 0 4 4-.---Insecticide Cost R,P' i 0 0 0

(Rs./Ha. ) F. p.T 0 0 0.

Gross Margin R. P.! 17413 10058 27471

(Rs./Ha. ) F•. P·I 5973 6225 . 1219~

Seed Rate ** R.P. i 40 40
I· ,-

(Kg.;Ha~') F.P. ! ,50 . 50- ,

M.B. C.R. 1 NA 10.2 \ 1.#'"
I

I

Notes:
R.P.. = Recommended Practice
F.. P. =Farmer's Practice
M. B.. C.R. = Marginal Benefit Cost Batio
MC =Not Collected; NA= Not Availa~le

* - Included in the putting fertiEzer cost is the portring charge
** - The difference in seed cost bet..;een R. P. and F. P. is included in the

Gros s Margin and M. B~ C. R. figures.



•

"

Location: Ghachowk Village Fanchayat, Kaski District

Cropping Pattern: Wheat - Maize / Fingerm;illet; 'Year: 1982/1983

BEST AVAILABLE COpy

Notes: R.. Poo =Recommended Practice; F.P. =Farmers f Practice
N.. C. =Not Collected; M. B. C.R. = Marginal Benefit Cost Ratio

* = Included in the fertilizer ,costs is the portering charge
** =The difference in seed cost between R.P, and F.P, 'is included in

the Gros s Margin and M. B. C. R.· figures.

//57 /1
Table No, 62: SUMl1ARY OF THE AGRONO!lIC AND EOONOHIC RESULTS OF

PRE-PI10DUGrICN VERIFICATION TRIALS

,

Date of Seeding NC NC NC NC iTotal Cropping
.\ PSlttern

Date of Harvest NC NC , NC . X !

Land Type Upland Upland Upland X

I rr:i,.ga.tion 0 0 0 0

R.P.. RR 21 UF 262 Khumal F.Hillet- RR21~h.Y. UF262
Variety: Kh Y

F.F~ local Local Local ' Dat!,. Not- LocaJ.s Local

Farmers RooF.. 5 5 5 Collected.

(Number) F.. F. 5 5 5

Yield R.P. 2.344 2.465 7.3 9.644 9.765

(Ton/Ha.) F.F. 1.31 1.31 3.8 5.11 5.11-_..

Price of Output R•. F. 2.35 2.35 3

(Rs.;Kg. ) F. F., 2.35 2.35 . 3

Gross Return R.P. 5508 5792 21900 2:7408 2:7692

(Rs./Ha,) F.F. 3079 3079 11400 14479 14479

Fertilizer Input R.Foo 60:0:0 60:0:0 60:30:0 120:30:0 120:30

(N, P205' & K20 kg!ha.) F.P. 0 0 0 0 0

Fertilizer Cost* R.. P. 587 587 971 1558 1558

(Rs./Ha.) F.P. 0 0 0 I 0 0

Compost. H. P. 7-9 7-9 7 15 15

(Ton/Ha.) F.P. .7-9 7-9 7 15 15

Insecticide Cost RooP. 0 0 0 0 0

(Rs ./Ra.) F.P. 0 0 0 0 0

Gross Margin R.P. 4761 5045 20929 25690 25974·

(Rs./Ha.) F.P. 3079. j 3079 11400 1447!i 14479

Seed Rat,e** ~. t:. 120 120 NC

(Rs.;Kg.) F.P. 64 64 NC

M.B.. C.R. 3.25 3.6 10.8 7.6 7.8
! I
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BEST AVAILABLE COpy,

Notes: R.P.. =Recommended Practice
F.P. : Farmer's Practice
MC =Manusmara Canal
NC = Not Collected
NA = Not Available
MBCR =Marginal Benefit Cost Ratio.

Table ~3:

II 58 II
S1JM.1ARY Of..11:IE AGRONOMIC Al'ID ECONOMIC RESULTS OF

~RODUCTION VERIFIC.b.TION TRIAIS

.Location: Site ManusmaraVillage Panchayat,. Dhankaul (Sarlahi)

Cropping Pattern: R-R-W,R-M-M.1ng,R-W-Mu; Crop: Rice-Mungbean

Cropping Pattern iR-R-W R-R-W R-M,:"f-bng R-W-Mung ~-W-Mung
Iii

i !i
Land Type IMedium Medium Medium Medium Medium i:

SI"\;l SI"\;l Soil Sou So;] i:,
Irrigation Me MC MC HC MC I:,

I'
Ii

R.P. I.axmi CH-45 IaXmi CH-45 Pusa Bais ak1\:'
Variety: ~

F.P. I..ocal I..ocal Local Local I..ocal

Farmers R.P. 4 4 6 1 4 I
i1

(Number) F.P. 4 4 6 1 4
i;

Yield R.P•. 2.85 2.63 2.73 2.8 1.25
il

j[

(Ton/Ha. ) F•. P. 2.43 2.33 2.18 2.45 1.05
I:

Price of Output R.P" 2 2 2 2 5 l
~-

(Rs./Kg. ) F.P.- 2 2 2 2 5
Gross Return R.P. ' '3700 5260 5460 5600 6250

--,--
(Rs./Ha.) F.P. 4860 ~.660 4360 4900 5250 l

,

Fertilizer Input R.P. 90:30:0 60;20:0 90:30:0 60:20:0 20: 20:20

(N, P2I5, &'K20 Wha.) F.P. 60:30.0 40:20:0 60:30:0 40:20:0 20:20: 20

Fertilizer Cost R. P.. 1000 668 1000 668 443-- ...

(Rs./Ha. ) F.P. 752 506 752 506 443

Compost R.·P. NC NC MC MC NC

(Ton/Ha.) . F.P. NC NC NC NC NC

Insecticide Cost R.P~ 200 200 200 200 100

(Rs.!Ha. ) FOoP. 200 200 200 200 100

Gross l1argin R.P. 4500 4392 4260 . 4732 '3707

(Rs./Ha.) F.P. 4'108 3954 3600 4394 4707

M.B. C.R. 3.4 3.7 4.4 . 4.3 NA
..,.
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Ta.bl~No. ~: SUMMARY OFTRE AGRONOMIC AND ECONOMIC RESULTS OF PRE-. ~-------M~-------~----

PRODUcrION VERIFICATION TRIALS---_.......-------...--.----------. . .

Loc&.~on: DifferentPancbayats :in Sarlahi District aleng· ';.the Manusmara .

canal; and the last column at Birendra Nagar V. P.,Ch:i:twan District
, YeaT' 1-QB211g ~1,

'~•. '~'.. ./
,

Cropping Pattern W-Mung-R ~:"R-1t .' R-W-fung R .. 'W - F
~

Date of Seeding NC NC NO -. . ~,. __ NC
"

Date of Harvest NC NC NC I NC
-. Land Type Lcwland lowland Lowland . Lowiand

.'

Irrigation' 2X 2X Canal Partial

Variety: R.P. UP 2h2 UP 262 Pusa B. RR 21

F.. P. ER 21 RR '1 ·Ln~aJ. Lcca.l
.Farmers RoP• 4

,
5 1 3

(Number) F.P. 4 5 1 3
Yield - ' Ii.F. 3.75 3.85 1.4 2.753
(Ton/ha.) F.P. 2.3 2.2 1.15 1.912

Price of Output R.P. 2.55-3.00 2.55-3 5 3

(Rs.~g.) .. F.F. 2.55-3.00 2.55-3 5 3
Gross Return 14P. 9645 9764 7000 8259

(Rs./Ha. ) F.P. 6248 6044 5750 1)737

Fert. Input Ro.P. 80:40:0- 80:40:0 20: 20:20 6':30:0

(N, .P~5' & K20kg/ha) F.P. 54:32:8 43:23:0 35:20: 0 0

·Fertilizer Cost- B.P. . 834 834 443 626 .

(Rs./Ha.)
, F.P. 623 458 458 0

C'mpost R.P. 0 1 NC 0
.'

(Ton/Ha.) F.P. 0 . 1 NC 0..
Insecticide Cost R.P. '0 1 - 1(':' 0

(Rs./Ha. )
~~ ----
F.P. 0 ..1 1"".,... ·0

Gross Margin . R.,P. B811 8930 6457 7633

(Rs./Ha.) F.P. ~ 5625 5586 5207 5111
M.B~C.C· 16 ! 10 Negative 4,

Notes: R.P. = Recommended Practice
F.P. = Farmer's Practice
NC = Not Collected

BEST AVAILABLE COpy



• I

19/2/40
15/7/40
Irrigated
Lowland

NC
Ja.naki

_LocaJ.
4
4

3.55
1.9.35

2.5
2.5

8875
48.38

60:0:0
.30:.30:0 '

457
,488

RC
NC
NC
NC

8;;.18
4'350

NA
50
NC

..··R-W-M

22/2/40 20/2/40 21/21J{.J
26/7/40 18/6/iJ) 25/7/40
Irrigated ,I rrigated Irrigated
Lowland " Lowland. lowland

NC Ne Ne
Sabitri Laxmi MasuJ.i
~c~ weal ~c~

555
555

.3.725 .3.218 .3.514
1.9.35 1.9.35 1.856

2.5 2.5 2.5
2.5 / 2.5 2.5

9.31.3 8045 '8785
48.38 48.38 4640

60:0:0 60:0:0 60:0:0
26:6:0* 26:6:0* 26:6:0*

4lJ7 4)7 4g-{
'250 250 250

HC NC NC
NC NC NC
NC NC, NC
NC NC' NC

8856 7588 8.328
4488 4~8 4~0

22 • ., ,20
50 /fIJ ,,50
NC NC NC

R.P.
F.. P.
R..P..
F.P.
R..P.
F.P.
R.P..
F.P.
R.,P.
F.P.
R.P.
F.P.

R..P.
F.P..
R.. P.
F.P.
R.P.
F..P.
R.P•.
FoOP. ' .

-'

RautahatDistri?tj , , 198.3

,c Recommended Practice
= Farmer's Practice
=Mar'ginal Benefit Cost Ratio
= Not Collected "
= Not l~pplicable
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'Tabl§ No, 25: SUMMARY OF THE AGRONOt{['C i ..ND EillNOMIC RESULTS (iF
PRE..PROWcrION VEBIFlCATION TBIAIS

Looa.tion:Jh81ij V.P.;

...
* - Fertilizer inpl1t figure taken from MohammedpurV.P. Initial Site

'.. 'Description Report forJ\TTs. " " .

'+ - No spring rice for the R-W-R pattern, and no spring maize for the
R-~-M pattern•

Cropping Pattern :

Irrigat.ion
Variety:'

Farmers

Yield
(T/ba.)
Price of Output
(Rsfig) "
Gross Returns
(Rs./ha. )
Fert. Input
(N, P205 , K20, kg/h)
Fert. Cost
(RS/ha. )
Compost

.(T/ha. )
Insecticide Cost
(Rs/ha. )
Gros s l\hrgin
(Rs./ha. )
M.B.C.R.
seedi.n~. Rate
(kg/ha.J' ,

Date of Seeding
Date of Harvest

'Land Typo

. Notes: R.P.
F.P.
Me B. C. It.:
N.C."
N.A.
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Ta.ble No. 26: SUMMI1.RY OFTHE AGRONOMIC liND EOONOMIC RESULTS OF

PRE-.PRODUCrrON VERIFICATION TRIALS

··Location : Hansporia V.P., Sunsari District (Column 1 and 2), and
.Dulari V.P. Morang District; Year: 1982.

Cropping Patterns Ro4>l-Mung R-W-Dh'+ R-W-Dh.+ R-W-Dh.+

Date of Seeding R.P. NC NC 2039/2/5 2fJ39/2/5
Date of Harvest ReP. NC NC 2039/7/2.4- 2039/7/26
Land Type Lowland lowland Lowland lowland
Irrigation 3 X 3 X 4 X 1 X
Variety: R.P. Masuli Durga Janaki Sabitri

F.P. loca1.* Masuli Local Masuli
Farmers ReP.. 5 5 10 5
(Number) F.P. 5 5 10 5
Yield R~P. 3.742 3.94 3.S3 3.6
(T/oo) F.P. 3.24 3.42 3.09 3.14
Price of Outpur R.P. 2.75 2.5,) 2.5 25
ORsjkg) . F.P. 2.75 2.75 2.5 2.75
Gross Returns R.P. 10291 , . 9850 9575 9000
(Rs/hao) . F.P.. 8910 9405 7725 8635

. Fert. Input R.P• 61:0:0 60:0:0 60:0:0 60:0:0
.(NPK,!k!V'ha) F.P. 6:0:0 29:0:0 29;0:0 2.9:0:0
Fert. Cost ReP. 406 406 406 406
(Rs/ha. ) F.P. 41 196 196 196
Compost R.P. 0 1 0 1
(Ton/ha.) F.F. 3 4.5 6 5
Insecticide Cost ReP. 0 0 523 205
(Rs/ha. ) F.P. 0 0 0 0
Gras s Margin R.P. 9885 9444 8646 8389
(Rs/ha. ) F.P. 8869 9209 7529 8439
M.B.C.R. 3.9 2.1 2.5 0.9

~: RaP. = Recommended Practice
F.P. = Fanner's Practice
M.B. C.R.= Marginel Benefit Cost Ratio
NC = Not Collected

4:- -local with 2 .fanners 'an~ M9.suli with ,3

+ - Dhaincha.



R-W-Fallow

21./2140 (

Local
5
5

4.048
2.829

" 2.5
2.5

10120
7072

60:0:0
30:30:0

457
488

NC
NC
NC
NC

9663
6585

NA
50

. NC

.' ,: ';:/7/40
, Irrigated

Lowland
NC

Janski'

"

'~"

(IEr 14M.)
Local

4'
4

2.77
2.18
2.'5
2..5 ..

6925
6250

60:0:0
45: 12:0

457
370

NG
NC

//

NC
NC

6468
_~55

.... 7-

50
NC

" '~R-Lentil R-W~,>, '", ~stard

29/2/40 '29/2140'P 'j' ;0/2/40

R..P.

F.P.
R..P.,
F.P.
R.. P..
F.. P.
R.,P.
F.. P.
R.P.

, FOoP.
R.F.
F.P.
R.P.
F.P.'
R.P.
POoP.
R.P.

, F.P.
R.P.
F..P.

1/ 6211

S1JMMARY OF THE l~GRONOMIC AND ECONOMIC RESULTS OF
PRF-PRODUCTION VERIFICATION T~.iJ..S

Location : L:i.pani Birta V..P.. , Parsa District (ColUmn 1, 2 ana 3 andYadukuwa
y.. P.,DhanushaDistrict; Year: 1983; ,;., ,

."'; ,)~~.. ~ ..

Cropping Patterns

Note: R.POo = RecommendedP:r:-actice
FOoP. r i~Fanner's Practice
M.BOo C..14,: / = Marginal Benefit Cost Ratio
NC '= Not Collected

,Nil. = Not Applicable

DatA of Seeding
Date of Harvest
Land Type

Farmers
(Number)
Yield
I,~ l'-t ,
,'" I oLlct ..

T~ble NOR 21:

';,
,
"

Frice -of Outpur
(Rsftg)
Fross Return
(Rs/ha.)
Fert. Input
( NPK, ky'ha) ,
Fer-too Cost'
(Rs/ha.)
Cympost
(T/ha.)
Insec~icide ~ost,

(Rs/ha.)
Gross Margin
(Rs/haoo )
M.B.C.ROo
Seed Rate
(k,/b- ,
'" <V ~u.. I

Irrigation
Variety: '
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. 'fhere are four appendices at-cached -Co -Chis repor-c. They can be

considered as scien-cific "Cools -Co assist agricultur~s-cs conduc-c t.heir

own PVTs oro-cher resul-c demons-cra-cion -crials. The following paragraphs

. brieny describe how -chese "Cools can be used.

As wi-ch any scien-cific s-cudy, PV~s follow a prescribed methodology.
-- ,

The firs-c s-cep in PVTs is -Co obs~e wha-c alreadyexis-cs, which is wha-c

the~ (appendix one) is designed for. The accompanying

data. summary sheet (appendix -Cwo) is where the collec-ced infonna-cion is

concisely described. After a PV:T si-ce· is~ from examinatiQD of

the site description and/or data summary sheet, the recommended tecbnoloa

can be selected. Once· this technology is ins-cituted with fanners in .fanner's

fields, continuous~ of the -trials is necessary to insure reliable

data f:'orresul-cs' interpre-cation.

,~~he data collect~ from PVTs (see appendix three) - both. recommended

a.nd farmers prac-cices - ist.hen compara-cively analyzed, yielding -che

necessar,y information required to assess how well the recommended and

farmers' technology perfonned. If proper NT methodoloiY had been followed"

from these agronomic and economic results of PVTs, together with the site

. descrip-tion, the agricultural developer could be then able-"Co confidently

promote an appropriate recommended -technology for a particular area.

Appendix four is a deta.:iled outline and schedule of t.he trainini

proUam on how to CQOOU_ct PITTs,· which is taught by a Cropping Systems

.Agronomist and Economi.,st. It is especially designed for future reference

,.y field staff after the training program, containing the ne~essa.ry formulae

and succinc-c descrip-cions of the step-by-step FVT 'process.

In order for CSP -ceChnology to be more easily transferable, these appen-
I :

dices have also been written in Nepali and can be obtained from the National

Cropping Systems Program at Khumaltar.



area.

. )

process.

- For a more detailed presentation on recent modifications in site description,
See Marlin Van Der Veen, "Rapid Site Description for Farming Systems Resea­
rchlt

" a discussion paper for the 14th Asia.n Fann:i.ng Systems Working Group
t-1eetings, Hangzhau and Beijing China, Oct. 25-29, 1983, available' from IRRI.

Note that site descriptions should also include an evaluation of past FFTs,
m:lnikits~ management trials, etc., for the areas unaer study.

*

Brief Discussion on Site Descril-tions
--------------~---------------------

//65/1

Site descriptions* are on essential part of~~he P\TT process. With the

infonnation gathered . fran thGIIl, agricuJ.turists c~-}lmowle,dgeablYde~enrtine
'. -. ;·"'<.'.':F·· ·c .

which sites a.re better suited for PVTs, 'what tech,no'logy to reconmend aiong-

side. fanners' traditi.onal practices and in generJ; "better understand what

are some of. the major impediments to agricult...raJ.. development for a particular

For Nepal's PVTs, the site description process has not a],ways worked

accordi.'1.g to the methodology. In certain areas, site d,escriptions were

not conducted, nr if conducted, they were processed after the trial had

already been established,thereby rendering costly site analysis less useful.

Behind these shortcomings, there has also been a persistent difficulty

convincing 10caJ. staff and other government officials of the importance and

necessity of cond"\lcting site descriptions 'before the trials begin. The'

existing agricultural extension system nonnaD.y does not conduct-surveys.

Asa result, ICP-CSP I s socia-economic unit often went ahead, conducting

surveys wi tbout significant involvement by local staff.. It can be said that

this approach adopted by ICP-CSP. enabled CSP to gather anoptimnl 'amount of

. information £or PV"Ts but,at the same time, it also £orestalled the deve­

lopment of a transferable (for Nepali ADO conditions) site'description

This past year;. however, CSP working together -with RCUf staff, redesigned
, ,

_a simplified site description ~estionnaire made for relatively ea~y Use by

local .ADO staff. Appendix one is an exaIlIple of this questionnaire. It asks

·... f()ronly the minim1.lIll amOunt .of information necessary to conipile an on-site

~ta s~~ (Appendix IT) : information on predominant cropping

patterns, land-types, varieties grown, yields and inputs used.**. It has already

successfully worked in severalnewPVT areas, and it is hoped that other ADOs

and researchers will utilize this tool for their."own work.
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~.....~---

Panchayat

Village: -----,

. SITE DESCRIPrION gJESTIONNAIRE FOR PRE-PRODUcrION-" . - ~~,

VERIFI CATION TRIALS

.------------,

2. Barl (Upland)

J. Tar lo.J1d (nat :lowland in the hills)

'c) From which month to when, is it kept fallow? ___.----

d) lri your opinion, what types of crops are suitable to cultivate in

this type of fallow Bari land? ---

3. Description of Fillow' Bari Ian4
.a) What percentage is kept fallow? _

b) Reasons for being fallow _

c) From which month to when, is it kept fallow? _

d) -In yoUr opinion,what types of crops are suitable to cultivate in

. this type of fallow khet land?

1166 II
Appendix # 1

A) DescTiption of the land for ward nwnber(s) : Toi:caJ.- Ropa.;ljs

1. Khet (Lowlend)

a) Fully irrigated

b) Seasonally irrigated or half irrigated

c) Non-irrigated Qr rainf'ed

---~~----..~_.....----_-...-...---.....-_...._~-----;-~~--.~~.--

B) 1. Is cultivated land kept fallow during any time of the year?
Yes No _

If yes, what type of lond : Khet, Bari or both? _

2. Description of Fallow Khet land

a) What percentage is kept fallow? ~ _

b) Reasons for k8eping fallow _

District

Ward No.
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..-. .."

... ...

.a •• o •••• oo ••••

...............

• •••••, eo. eo'.

• 0 •

••• ." a ••• • ••

...

....

:i.n Khet

~E£~~~~~-~!-~~~~_~E~~L£E£E

on Bati.

PeE~~~~s_~L~~~~_~~~E~E_EE~E

• 0 ••• " •••••••••

• •• ' ••• fI 0 •

II.. ... ., ..

..

... ... -- ..

II • •• ••• ••• e_._.

1.

2.

.... ... .-.. ... .....

.. .. ... II.. .... .... .. ..'.

.... ... ...

1. Maize

2. Millet

3. Upland Rice

4. Wheat

5. .,. ,.........

5.

2.

1 •.

• • • • • • • • • • • • 0 • 0

• • • • • • ... • • • • • 0 •

2. Description of crops p."w.tiYated

£::J.~~~~_EE~~

2. When are the different crops planted arid harvested L"1 Khet land?

E~~_~!~he C;'2E P1£!!~in~~~te~~~~~L~~~

---------_.._---.;...--:----------------------....;,;,,---.,;,..-
2. Description of crops S<ultiTated

~~~~te~£Em?~

c) 1. In' this ward no.__ , what crops were cultivated on the total Khet

land last year?

E) 1. In this Ward No•. __, which crops were cult:l.vated on total Bari land
last ,year? . _

F) 1. What are the main cropping patterns in BOt'i land in Ward No.

this Panchayat?

3.
'D) 1. What are the main cropping patterns in Kh8t land in 'Ward No o _

of this Panchayat?



II 68 II

2 .. When a.re the· different crops

~~~_5:!_~~~E

planted and hanested

~an~in~~~~~

in Bariland?

Harve.sting Date-----------

• ••• 0

• •••• "CI •

........

·....
·.
·.' .....

·...

· .

· .. .
· .

.......

......

Percentage

·... -' .....

· .
· .
· .

· .

· .

· .

...

•• • • • • • 0 .... 0 •

· .

· .

· .
· .

· .

. .

.............

· .

·..... '... ~....

are erovm in Bari land?

Name of Local
_~::::~!l_

..
• •••• 0 ••••

• • o ••••-•••

• •••••••• o' ~

Percentage

· .

.. ........

· .
·... ','

·.... -.....

•• ,•• ·•• 00 •••••• •••••••••••••••••••.••••

• ••• 0 • • • • • • • •• •••••••••• • ••••••••••••

• • • • • • • • • • • • •• ..',. 0 • • • •• • ••••••••••••

• 0 ••• 0 •.• • • • • •• • ••••••• 0, 0 ••• ., III 0 • '0 •••••

••••••••••••••••••••• g •••••••••••••••

• •••••••• 0 0 • • • • • • • • •• • ••••••••••••

•••••••••••••• •••••••••• O ••• fI ••

• •••••• 0 •• II 00. • ••• II 0 .'. •• • •••••• '. 0 ••••

• 0 '. • • • • • • • • • •• •••••••••• • ••••••••••••

• ••••••••••••••••• Oil ••••••••••

.............. -.0

.•••• 0 .

· .

· .
· .

· .

of improved local varieties

Name of Impro­
~Va::ie~l_

Millet

Upland Rice

Wheat

Rice

~eat

M3.ize

c)

e)

5.
1. What percentaee

Name of the
Crop

-----~-

3.·Maize

1.

1. Maize

2. Fingermtlet

3.

4.
5.

0) Whnt p8rcent1.~.ge of improved and local. varieties arc grown in Khet land?

Name of the Crop Name 6f Impro-Percentage Name of local Percent
_____- __~_ ~~Va~~~ !~~~ty _

H)

BEST AVAILABLE COpy
.'
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·.·... ····.
.. ·... ···.·
·.. • ·. ··.··
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. Nameoi' the CroD
~--------------~

8.

7. Potato

5. Barley

6. Uwu

3. Maize

1. Rice

4. Fingerm?J-let

2.. Wheat.

7. Potato

6. Uwa

5. Barley

4. Fingennillet

3. Haiz8

2.. Wheat

1. Rice

What is the average yield· per Ropani of the following crops (loc.al or

improved)?

J) How much seed· do you apply (local or improved) for the i'o,llowing crops?. .

EE~E~ Nam~_~L~~ie~;y See£..~~~~~!:..~~!

I)
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• •••• eo.·

, ...... .'

· .

· .

· .

.. .

· .
· .

· .

· .
· .
· .

· .
......
·.....

........

........

........

Ave. Chemical. Fertilizer
Use Per RopaTli (Of those
Farmers Uho Use it)

... ...

......

Usine Chemica], Fert.

Improved ·......
Local ·......
Improved • • 0 ••••

Local .0 ..'...
Improved • 0 •• 0 ••

Local • •• Cl •••

Improved ·.' .....
Local •••••••
Improved

• •• 0 •••

Local .. .....
Improved .• a _ ••••

4-> cal • G •••••

Improved ·......
Local .0 .....
Improved • ••• o ••

Local • ••••• It

Improved ·......
Local ·......

9. -----

8.

5. Barley

7. Uwa

1. Rice

3. Mgize

4. F .millet

2. Wheat

8.

1/10 II

6. Potato

2,> Hall

. 30 Lack of compos t fertilizer

40 Insects and Diseases

5.. Unavailability of chemical f-ertUizer -----------

60 Lack of money to purchase improved seed and chemical 'fertilizer

L) What are the major agricultural problems for the farmers of Ward No. _'1

. 1" Lack of irrigation faCilities

K) In ,Ward NQ. , What percentage of total farmers use chemical

£ertilizer? What is the average amount of chemical fertilizer applied

per Ropani for those farmers who use it?
Percentage of farmers

Crop Variety



h
!
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!
i
1

8. Lack of technical lmowledge about improved fa.nning techniques _

9.~her problems

~.XTRA roa1ENTs BY nJT~RVIEWER

r, ,, _

--------------------~------'-----_._----

--~----, ,----------------------------
----_._,_._.~--

, .

!'.



District _

/172 II
:A.PPE1'TJ)IX 2;

....---
DllTA SUl'll'itiliY SHEET

Panchayat ___Wards \, ,

GENERAL:

RainfE4l ~yr.; Number of wetmonths • i. Hail=--_ _._.-
J.J:tit~e m.a.s.l.; Soil Texture , pH~; O.M._; ~; P_; K_

IJJID TYPE MIX AND USE:, -
%of - I

~1<:l; 11 P~t.tA,..l1S
I,

Cr,",TY~';nr-. 'I

Land Type - Ropanis !!
Area Pattern % Pattern % Pattern % "

~!!.!~~~~-~~~..
:1--_. --~ ....._. ...;...:.r-.------ 10----1.------------l------1------- :1
:',1

Rainfed Lowland
. .'. i.---------....-----~11----~---- ----10-------- ----r--------- f----- 1-------- I

Upland
1

I
i

.- -
lr.tOO ErIES GROWN YIELDS ."i.Nll.J~ S USED: 1

%-~f--rMean %Using ,Amount %Using Amount Seed Rate;
Crop Variety Variety YielcV Ferti- . Used/

Crop Aret:,Ropani lizer rused* Compost* Ropani Ropani ;

1
.., Rice 2.

1 L()~Rl . ,- 1. -
2 Wheat . -~

"-~_._-- _.............._.., I
':{ 10cal I

1
_. . ,

3 Maize -
I,..b..-~,---~.

'1 1o.QAl ,---.:.
~ ~stard
l- F H-ill et
t Potato Ua--- - --

-~ - .• --
-~-

-
1----- ~-......._...- _.........

~-
r Buck - 1 ,."--_. -- _...-
I Wheat 2.

u--
._--,.-

f Soybean --
~_._ .

C;
.-

-
19
* Of those using

... !suGGESTED p@-pRDDUGrrON .YERIFICATION TRIAIS:

- -- .-
Cropping FAT'merS' P 'Acti res to Sune . seLand Type Patterns Crop Fert. Compost Crop Fert. Canpost Crop Fert Con'

I,...,...; O',q-t-.en Lowland
,
i

Rainfen 't.<11&1 FllliL- -_.~_...
Upland !

I

-
I

.. ., ".. ;) "'r' :

'"' -" -
BEST AVAILABLE COpy .

.'

..
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~~_ndix 3;

O~TA TO BE CGLLECTED F'HGl THE r'RE-Pf,ClJUCTION VE.RIFICATIOf\i TRInL~

,
i

I
I
I

t

I
\

I

c:

Fermer's local practicesRecommend~d practic~sl
, -

Sizc of plot

.
Varif::;ty

• .
All'Iount of !:!iced used

Spocing (in-ems) ..

Seedlings for -hill (rice J
, n

Fertilizer used (kind and amount) ,..

"

Besal Fertilizer

Dose
.. -,

Date of Application

First top-dressing

,0000

Date of Application •

Compost (How many kg per doko (Best ostimato))

Insocticides
,

j
;,;.....

...

Type
..

Amount "

Dote \

Seoding date
..

Transplanting date (Rice, F.• millet)

Harvostingdate

size of sample (m2 )
t-'

Semple dry woight

BEST AVAILABLE COpy

•



1174/1

2. If yes, what wore they and Why did they occur?

'/

J'

.,
I' l

Irrigstion(Uoto and hours per application)

l~ In,the trial were there any changes 'from the recommended practices
, Yes / / No I ·7

Comments:

L

3. Afte;r' the crop was planted, did any pest damagE:! i t? Y~s L/ No / /

Type of post TypE; of damago Degree of damagEl

~. ~Ier'e thero any problems froril grazing animals, i;heft by human, monkeys,

Yes ~ No I /

Ii. If yes, whet were they? Howcnuld they be prevented?

6. ~.as thero any bee! weEltherlike strong winds" hail, drought, lbec:i~y rain

or floods, etc? ,Yos Cl No I:::l

_7. If yo:; J explain [Date, typo of' extent of, damage J

a. Hom much rainfall occured during the ~imo the crop was in the field?

month

1.

5.
.,' ;d

" .



~het price eould the fermers recoivofor their products e'l'tthe,timepf .
hervost ?

, JIt I

'"'. " t-:,-· .

, II!

Price/kg

'; ,

Number of fermers attending

(I t. 1*:

No

Variety

Yes

Crop

Detes

!1r5!!

If Vee,

1. •

. "

5.

"Oid you hev£; eny farmers field day in which you showed this PPVT to
thefermers ?

f.
i

11. Did eny of the fermGrswent toobtein the seed? Yes 1::7 No 1::7

"

If yes, how menyfermors ?

12. Whet were the fermer's comments about the trials?

....

'I

i
I
'~

I
I
;1

/1
I
I



10:30 - 12=00, I.
(Day 1)

,.

1116 II

DEJ'~II.ED OUl'LH§ OF PVT H&THODOLOGY TIkI:UNG PROG~
~ : .... ..

INTROllU crION

. i). Intro:iuctory remarks by ADO
. ii) Review of objectives:

-train ADOs and JT/A's on how to conduct NT's'
- review.findings of first site visit/selectionof wards

iii) Importance of Cro.pping Systems Program ,in Nepal and
it's'role in extension: .

brief his tory ,of the program
- flow of ~echnology from research to fa~r's fields
- extent of PVT' s in Nepal

iv) Benchmark eTaluation of the trainees .......
v) Review of benchmar..c evaluation, withexplanation of

frequently used tenninology in Cropping Systems:
- Relay, mixed" intercropping , .
- .Canponent t..echnology
- Cropping pattern .
- land type
- Etq. '

13:00-16:15 II. !:!iE:PR.9.J71CI'ION VEI11FICATION TRIL.LS

Discussien of PVT's:

i) What are they?
ii) Why conduct them? .

iii) Can they be used as result demonstrations 'Z
i v) Are they an additi.nal work load? '

..; developing agricuJ,tural. technology for a
particular Pancha,yat .

- the next step is a production 'Program
- ':handling small problems VJith PITT's can help

prev.ent large problems in a prod~ction program
introduction of improved varieties of seed and
recommended rates of artificial fertilizer

- develcpinformation on cropping practices in
Nepal .'

- work, in f'mers' fields with farmer's parti- \
cipation, comparing :improved with local .
practices

. v) How should you expla.irl PITT's to farmers?

- \ole learn and the farmers learn; we teach and
the farmers teach .

B. How do you start PITT 's :

i) and ii) Selectien of specific location and site
description report;

Contd.•• I . ..

. j
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-first visit by lillO, Agronomist, Socia-Economist,
JT/A, Field Assistants

- selec-t several wards of the PaIlchayat
- meet with farmers andPradha,.n Pancha
- collect information on main cropping patterns,

varieties grown, extent of improved technology
practices, water availability, .land types,
yields, chemical· fertilizer and compost appli­

"." cation, seed rates, climatic data -and general
impression of .AlC andADB involvement in the
site waXds

"-review the findings of this data collection;
. hand-out completed data summary sheets

- selection of cropping patterns based on which
are already predominant.

Selection of fanners and parcels

- five for each trial - 5 replications per pattern
- should be as typical as possible
- farmers must agree to cooperate
- advantages of selecting a farmer who traditionally

sells some of his seed and grain

_:.._----_._-------------------......_--:._---------- ......-------------------
10:00 - 11::30

(Day 2)
c. Design of

i) Size
less

FVT's:
2

of plot should be near to 1000 m , t:!-nd no
than 500 m2 :

,.= ~- .jl.REA

- helps convince farmers better than a small
plot

- better for field days and displaying the
results to influence fanners, extension
workers and administrators

- good seed multiplication plot
--- easier to manage by farmers

ii) Land measurement:
{L1 +L2 +1:3) X (W1 + W2+ W3) 2

3 3 =m

- hillsvrs. terai

iii) Comparing local with recommended practices:

- preferably on the ~ameplot, occupying about
20% of the 1000 m .

- to determine difference between practices,
and be more reliable in the estimates

- alI crops in the pattern should be grown on
the same plot, and the local practices should
continue in the same area.
one or two years needed - for stability?

- if more than one variety 'per trial, varieties
should be grown on same plot' and planted at
the same time.

Contp .. •j . ..

..
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iv) Importance of clustering:

-less research and extension personnel needed
- precision in one area ;is iricreased
- supervision'is easier
- more locations .can be handled in the general

area
-to spread the technology, JT/.A's can conduct

demanstration plots in other areas·

. I

I
i
i

eontd ••• I . ..

ger.mination testing

given
Total # germinated X 100

= # of seeds

rate 1: %below = Adjusted seed rate
. . 85% .

I'

Management of PVT's:

D SeEd. sampling and

.- handout will be

_.% germination

- R~commended seed
100

ii~ Supervisions:

- Whose responsibility
- how frequent.
- timely planting, fertilizer application, crop

harvesting, pest control and data collection
essential

iii) Yield' sampling:

-when to arrange With farmer . 2'
. - area to sample· : rice and wheat - 10 m ;

maize - 20 m2; etc. .
- random sample necessary
- moisture content; sun drying

iv) Farmer's field days and exchange of seed:

- demonstration effect
- opportunity to teach and learn from farmerS
- opportunity to buy or barter new seed

v) Seed distribution:

JT/A ~hould encourage farmers to distribute
seed to other farmers; very difficult to get
good seed of new improved varieties

vi) Seed storage methods:

- very important to completely dry the se.ed
- clean separate room and containers
- insecticide use
- keep insects and rodents out
- 2 weeks before planting, take germination

sample

D.



-.

i
I
i

I

Morning of
Day)

13:00 - 13=45

1/79 II
i-/ -.I

III. FIEID VISIT TO POSSIBIEPIlT SITE

- practice explaining PVT process between JT/A and
:farmers

IV.. FINAL EVAWATION OF TRAINEES

-

o

- including trainee's assessment of the training

v. Ql1VEIDPING PRELIMINARY WORK PLAN FOR PIlT'S

i) Applica,tionof site specific technology:

- which cropping pattern, variety and amount
of fertilizer to use, etc. \..

- determining rates

DQse__ X"Area m2 = ~'s of urea or camplesa.l
Fert. 100
content

I

·f.....,


