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Pre-Production VerificationéTriaisain'Nepal*'"-'"

Fogeu@x@

There are many approaches and programs'for agricultura1~develo§ment
currently being used in Nepal. The Netional'broppingfsyetems?Program :

- (CSP), which has been worklng 51nce 1977, has: developed one approach -
that has shown good success, DeVelop:Lng sets of recommended agricultural
technology** for severa.l carefully selected environments in the Terai -
and mid-hills of Nepal, was CbP's 1n1tlal priority. These technologies
are now ready and available for more wldeSpread extension to similar -
env1ronments in Nepal. v

One of the methods .used by CsP te_extend these recommended techndlogis

_is the Pre-Production Verification Trial (PVL). This repart includes

the cumilative results of the 1982/83 PWs, and also provides some of

the ™o0ls™ necessary for proper conduet_of_PVTs;ie., detailed outline

of PVI Methodelqu Training Program, Data to be collected from PVIs

form, modified gite descrlptloniggegtlonnalre blank data summary sheet.~

and overall explanatlons de51gned to assist agrlcultural development
officers and others to better understand the “Why, where and how to
conduct PVTs“ A

. . - . . '

Three other majqryCrebping_Syetem?s repartS'onvPVTs in Nepal have -
already been written. This report baeicailj follows the format and
recommendations of thesg, plus;heighteps‘the,modifications and

. problems that‘have_pccurreerhile:aetually'conducting‘PVTs in Nepal,

For an .analysis of the results of previous PWI's which ‘started from

~

¥ Report prepared for the 11th Summer Crops WOrkshop held at Parwanipur
Agricultural Farm from January 30 to February 5, 1944,

*# Many reports have already been weitten 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 cropping pattern basis,
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1980/81, please refer to “Pre-production Verification Trials, 1981

Spring and Summer Cropsi and “Pre-production Verification Trials,

1981/82 Winter, Spring end Surmer Crops®; and for the most in-depth
presentation on how to conduct PVIs, ‘read the “Guidelines for
Pre—production Verification Triels of Cropping Systcms Recommendations}
all jointly written by C3P staff, hlso, presently G3P is conducting a

PVI Evaluation Program, scheduled tc be completed by March of -this year Six

situs are heing evaluated to determine how successful or unsuccessful,
PVTs have been., Evaluation will fecus primarily on the level of

adoption by farmers of recommended technology.

Ihtrgggction

Stated brie¥ly, PVIs are a'form of result demonstration trials
used by * - 65P to extend researched cropping systems technology into
suitable areas, They arc essentiully pre-production, meaning they are
used before promoting larger area production programs, Their primary

purpose is to introduce and then test recommended technology® in - >,

aprropriately selected areas where little, if any adoption of improved

technology has already occurred. Because these trials are conducted in
farmer's fields alongside farmer's traditional practices, one of the
ma jor benefits of PVIs is the ability to determine and compare by how

much and why the recommended technology is agronomically and economically

superior, or not superior, to farmers' practices.

It is important to note here that PVI's are designed to be flexible
enough to accomodate and absorb the rcalities of local conditions. For
instance, if a particular site is far enough away from easy access to

chemical fertilizer, then in 211 likelihood it may be prudent to reduce

* In most cases the packige of “recomnended technology” for PVIs in
Nepal muinly consists of a new variety, rates of chemical fertilizer
and seed application, all on & cropping pattern basis,
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the/rééommended‘dose‘of chemiczl fertilizer 2ng, in somé cases, we have
done this, after consultation with DADO and CS? research staff, Further,
PVTs couductedreSpGCially in remote areas, should not be considered

as a substitute for couponent technology'studies'and,in fact, are
complementary; Variety and fertilizer trial results, in particular,

from the same areas can be most useful in developfing sets of 1ntegrated'v
or cropping systems rccommendutions for a targéted PVI or pilot .

production program site.

CDP productlon Cumpulgn work ulrcady'completed in hill areas has-
clearly'lemonstrated the dlfflculty'of relying on and moving chemlcal
fertilizer into even moderately remote ureas of Nepal.® Where and why
PVIs have~proven~particularly'useful for Nepal's conditious, is related
“to this bontinuous problem of remoteness:—PVTs; being smell-scale but
~integrated,” end midwey betweecn research and extension, offer a dynamic,
workable'avenue.for réaching many remote areas of Nepal with a package
ol improved technology at relatively little expenses. At the same time,
they allow ADOs and others dinvolved in agricultural de%elopment, an
opportunity to leafn how to.manage and devélop technologies to recommend
for‘future larger scale production programs in their arcas, Questions
such as ‘‘who is'reSponsibletfor arrangiug inputs availability, and at
what time?“ are not eésy'to address, Since the technology to recommend,
research or develop for remote areas is dircetly telated. to these
Quéstions, ihitialksmdll-scale local upproaches to developnent llkz
PVTs are more appropriate and feasible.

‘

* See the reccent, November 1983 report by Inecencio C. Bolo, "Cropping
Systems Pilot Production Progrum in Nepsl," esp. pp, 14-16. Onp of
C3P's staff based in Chauri Jahari, Rukum District.actuglly R

" caleulated that it would take hundreds of milles hauling @ bags of
chemiczl fertilizer cvcry'duy of the d&ry scason just to meet a part
of the requirements necded for conducting a 500 hectare, double crop

production program based on C3P's rscommended rutes of chémical
fertilizer application.
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However, admittedly from the'past two’years'expérience;“the”utility
of PVIs in Nepal has been clearly domonstrute,d only in arcas where there
hns been, 1) a scrious committment to uso PVT as a targeted part of
adaptive research wark, 2) the mcthodology as developed by CSP has been
followed in a StpPWISu meanner, 3) permanent people have becn assigned to
follow through the trials, and 4) a perspective that Ere-production '
verification ‘br:...tls we sre being used to develop suiteble recommendations
for a la.rgor scale production program, in & number of situations some
or all of thesc four points were missing, and as & result, unsuccessful
PVIls were conducted. The usefulness of PVIs, in these areas, as expect;ed,

has been very nearly nilv._

Overview of 1982/83 OSP-PVL Activities

This past year has seen & major modification in the manner by which
CSP has buen involved in PVIs, Initially, CSP actua]lyrconducted the
trials in the potential arcas for extending and verifying cropping Systems

technology. Now the emphasis is being placed in assisting &DOs in certain .

districts or other deflned development projects in dsveloping their own

abilities to conduct PVIs in their crcas.

For this more localized approach, 3P has streamiimed the PVI
proeess to enable 4D0s to more easily andkmore directly utilize the

cropping systems research and extension approaoh' For instance, where
before contrwl ICr-CoP staff conducted fa:rly detailed site description
.reports, we now have develOped a.shortencd site desor:np‘blon questionnaire
for prd.ctlcuble use by &D0 staff, d¢signed prlmarlly to gather the

. necessary.data for comolotlng & data summary shect; where before we . )
relied. on the PVI instructions, training progrom schedule, questlonna:u‘r,s,
etc. to be in English, thc, v have &ll been translated into ﬂepalr where
we initially rcqu:trcd two sets of forms to be completed per trial, there
is only one now; where we more ar less insisted on local superimposed

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

conducted large training sessions at a central poinf, we now provide
training at the particular,disfrict'benterisites;fand so forth and -

‘'S0 ¢Cn.

Currently; the Nutlon el Ct_gp+gg sttems Program : 1s working with
the following grqgg§w;gh£2:§» 1) Kaski &DO, 2) RCUP in Myagdi end
Gorkha Districts, 3) Rapfi IRDP, 4 ) &fRP, 5) Pakhrcbas - KHARDEP,'.

6) Lumbini Groundwater'ffoject,'7)'Morangf- Sunsari Irrigation Project,

8) Sagarmatha Rural Development Project, 9) lahaksli Irrigation Project,
10) Manusmara Water Utilization Project, and 11) Kailali Farm Water

Irrlgatlon Project. Several other projects are 1nterested and plan to

utilize PVIs in their adgptlve research programs, , B

During the last year, the Integrated Cereals rroject socio-ecoriomie
group wrote "initial site description reports for pre-production

verification trials® for 1) The Semari, Sundi and Belhiye Tubewell

Command Area - Rupandehi Deistrict, 2) tohammadpur Panchayat - Rautahat
District, 3) Lipini Birta Panchayat - Parsa District, 4) Raniswara

- Panchayat - Gorkha.District, 5) Jhee and Patlikhet Panchay=ats - Hyagdi _‘. ’ @
District, and 6) Naraysnpur, Chailchi and Sishaniya Panchayats -

'Dang - Deukhuri District. Trials are now ongoing in each of these areas.

» In 1983 about 100 JT/As, 4ADOs and.ADOs from all the districts oquﬁl
é o Lonp, “plus Gorkhh wndViyagai Districts received training glven by a team

' of a GSP agronomist and economist, The tréiningfs.main emphasis is to
build individual technical skills to insure éffective ADO and JT/& level
field supervision of the trials.(3ee appcndix four for a detailed

outline of the PVI methodology'training.program)‘ln addition to the

trainiﬁg, repeated visits to ongoing HVT-sitos arc -also made by the

Csp team to help further supervise the trluls to carrect any-problems

and thereby reinforce the mcthodology- From these visits and trainings,
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-~-‘preJ=iy1_,i_'p__-C_»_rx wark plags_ and field trip reports are drafted to help

provide continuity and better management of the'reSpective trials,

‘Many of this year's;__gaw £VTs have been concentrated in £he more
renote hill areas of Nepal wheré only a small amount of inproved
prac‘biées have previously been adopted or observed by farmers.

Besause these types of areas are .idesally suited for PVIs, rather -

striking success is usually adéhieved. In several sif,és waere after
“only one -year of conductinz PVI's, most of the farmers in the area -
and even in neighboring panchawats have started using the recommended
varietiss and some chemical fertilizer.
. . . /
However ,"in sone instances, while discussing the results of the
trials, we have &1so found farmers to -be still reluctant to adopt new
:.' _ varieties and recamended rates of chemicel fertilizer application,

even in cases where the rocommended technology is much more productive,

Some reasons given include the late maturity of new varieties such as ‘
Khuma.l Yellow maize, which causcs disruption of Panchayst-wide traditions‘
_ of open grazing; adverse affects by Kaumal Yellow's thick leaves on
relayed finger- millet; | a preferrcd taste for local varieticéj and fear
fc,hat chemical fertilizer will ruin the soil. snother constant reminder
| learned while working in Hill PVT areas has beén the need for conducting
finger millet and in general, higher h:i_]is farming s;ys{:erng:\a ss:%ﬁ"ge?hthefe

' are few, if any recommendations for this importarit gajor crops and _

area of Nenal.

4lso, many ADO_s this yecr have used PVIs as part of their adaptive |
"research programs and have arranged their extension activities to make
. better use of FVIs' results. These &DOs torgeted and conducted farmers!
field days.in PVT. pancha-ats and are encouraéing the storage and exchange
or sale of PVI produced seed. One 4DO has stratigically plrced fairly
large information sign boards at each PVI plot, presenting 'in Nepali
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' *the variety used, “the ChGﬂlCul fcrtlllzcr apollcatlon and Sped rate

per ropani,etc., Comb:x_n:mg such extension tosls for demonstratlng PVTs'

results measursably enhancs‘the‘spr%ad of dmproved technolqu.

Problems and Suggestions

If you were to ask various sﬁqff engaged in ag;jicultural development

in Hepal ™what are the major problems My two 'rccurrent' answers would
probably emerge: ‘1) 4 g'eneral‘abéence of effective coordination/
management/administration/ communication ; and 2) Unavailability of
quality inputs on time. Both of these are understandé»bl_e especially .
g.ive‘n‘the terrain and history of Nepal. 4nd #VIs, being a small ,part' _
of agricultural development in Nepal, are no exception, sice they too -
ere plagged with the same problems. Specifically, major adiministrative
pyroblems - many of‘.which are concomitant and hiStoriéai-ericourrbei‘ed
while conducting PVTs arcs .
- Continuous transferring of trained personnel _

- Lack of spervision of trials at the central ond field levels

- Lack of training and trained ,_)_L,rsonnel rcsult:.ng in not, following

the pI‘GSCI‘ILbud mcthodolog_y
- Prerc,g_ulsrto dinitial site. SULVeys.. not_conducgted

- Diffieculty in collecting ths required data
- PVIs considercd an additional workload and/or chiefly ICP-CSP's

" ‘work . _
- PVis established in 1nqp_gropr1vte arsas
- = Lack of complementary gamponent tc,chnol_ggy studms ,
e Lack of development in finger I"llllC't .- )

= Too many FVIs located in one crea

Many of these problems ore not new, and numer ous suggcstions have
already been offered im many reports, including W.H. Freeman's appendix
to the "Hepal Integrated Cereals Project Bvaluation Repart® (April 1983)
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eﬁtitled," Improvihg the Effectivencss?of,Agricuitura1 Research.in Nepal¥,
But in particular, for £VIs to be run properly: L -
1) More trained rescarch and bxtens:Lon pbrsonnel arc nwdpd, both
at the central and field level,

2) Financial and administrative %rrungcmvnts llko of ficial turgctlng

should be done -prisor to the fiscal year, _ .

3) & solid manegement infarmation system, coordinated botween field
and céntral staff, would be most helpful to dcvulop and munago
the transfer and feedback of technology and results,

4) Rcducing transfers of trained personnel would greatly assist
the program in providing & necessary element of contlnulty,

5) Local site surveys and overall rcspons1b111ty'of the trials
should be conducted with the full involvement of 10Cu1 staff

6) drrangements hould be made to ruward those JT/nq in pwrtlcular
who do grod work,

7) Joint efforts with the commodity stations would be most helpful

in developing appropriatc technologies, especially in relation
'to~joint component technology studies,

8) Flexibility cspecially at the district cemters, should be
built into the target—maiing process, For instance, if a target
was found to be somewhat érroncously'establiShed, then the ADO -~
should be delegated the responsibility to correct it, and

9) PUTs should not be conducted in arcas where high levels of
improved technology have alrcady becn adopted by the .farmers..

For thc second set of problems. - the unaV¢llwblllty'Of quality
inputs on time - one of two things can be done: 1) Continue to try to
improve the existing aIC dclivery system; or 2) Focus on developing
12cal capacitics for major inputs like secd and biological sources of
fertilizer, The facts are that the technology exists for green manures
but little research and extension work arc bedng done on thesc. crops;

farmers have becn applying compost for centuries, but efforts should
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‘be made to incrcase the efficiency, nutricnt valax, and qué.ntity of it;
Jocal home sccd storage systems should Be promoted thr,oughouf, the
villages of Nepal; and neglected crops like fihger’millet deserve rﬁ‘are
research and development &ttenti;in. ' Num:oréus other suggesticns eould

be offorcd, all dealing with tho type of agriculturs which has recontly
beeﬁ termed ‘iregeneritive agficulturo“. and forenost specialists. for

~ this type of agriculture arc obviously the farmers in the hills of

Nepal, B .
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Summarics of qbronaqlc and Socio-Beonomic Results

' At harvest tiwe for cach PVT, & “dapa 1O be collected from PVIs*
~ forn (&ppendix thrcc,) ,should be properiy" completed in arder to perform
écohomic &n‘d agfonoﬁic analyses of the trials. Infarmation on both ‘

‘reco*rnncndud and farmers practices is needed for cwmpa.rlno the results

' to determine wh:Lch pracitlices are. Squl":LOI‘, why and by how nuch

Undoubtedly, participant farmers'! acceptance of thé recomsendsd
technology.should be cons:f.deréd. ample justification ne-:—;dc;d to récommend
a certain technology to 'othér farmers in the area under similar land

- ‘conditions. However, when recommending new technolﬁgy, farmers want
to know why the new technology is cdnsic"i‘c,red superior to what their
forefathers had been doing for decades. If proper analyses of the trial
had beecn performed, then extension and rgsearch warkers can confidently
tell the farmers ™hat ‘after testing the technology héré in this ward,
‘'such and such practices (either recommended, ar farmers, or a combinatiori)
are better because..." 4lso, by interviewing the farmers and noting
test Speca.flcatlons and comnents of both recommended and farmers
practkces, the extensmn worker himself grcatly benefits through
better undorstandlng of the agricultural practices in his panchayat.,

and those of nutional level researchers,

The thlrty or so tables presbntod with thls sect:Lon of’ the report
llS‘t the averaged results of this sast ywar's PVIs 3, and where completed, -

of the total cropping puttern. Reemaended pI‘a.CthuS are compu.red with
- farmers-practices to calculate gross returns, gros., mergins and marginal

benef::b ¢cost rutlos.

Gross returns are the price of output (Rs/Kg.) times the yield in
kgs. '
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Gross g' is the, gross returns mlnus fertlllzer and :Lnsectlc:Ld:,

' costs.

The Morginal Benofit, Cost Ratio for Nepal's PVIs is a relative
mcasuré of'how'manyvrupecs of increased production cun be expected by |
a fgrmor who inVCStS in tho recomended ﬁechhology*sompgréd to what
he n;rmully does. For 1nst,n0b, if a Iarmsr applied 500 rupees wrrth
of chemiecal fertilicer together w1‘bh an :merow,d VJmty to one '
hectare of 1and and rhcelved 80Usrupees in gross returns, while on hls
other hectaru of land he used a local vuriety and no chemlcul-fertlllécr,
and collected 5000 rupécs in gross returns, his MBCR would be 6,
Simplificd, -this means that at planting time, if 100 rupees of chemical
fertilizer are dpplied with an im?roved viriety, 600 rupees worth of
1ncreased productlon are realized 2t harvest time, '

' The formula used to compute an MBCR is:

Gross Returns - gross returns
RP - FP

T ome - ‘l'vc' i
RP™ - FP*

Where TVC (total variable costs) arc the costs of chemlcal fertilizer,

1nsectlcldes (2nd others where appllchble)*

e e eetnle ————

- * Note that u]_'l. sther factors besides chunlcal fertilizer and var:Lety .
are usually considercd equal when assessing Nepal's PVTs, These other -
factars, like labor and power costs are not included in the total
varieble costs bbcause the recommended land preparation practices

- follow the farmer's practices; thus, they cancel each other out in
the econcmic analysis. Only the extra labor involved in -applying the -
fortilizermerits consideration, albest minimal, See H.G. Zandstra
ot. al., 4 Methodology for On-Farm Cropping Systoms Research (1981)
IRRI, esp. pp. 62-68, far a mare detailed presemtation on the
economlc cvuluatlon_af cropping performance.,

also an obviously impartint- consideration not mentioned in.our
very simplified example on MECR is the risk to the farmer for investing
JTeésources in a new technology.
"RP = Recomended practices
FP = Farmers practices
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" The MBCR for each PVI in Nepel has been calculated and is-
pressuted at the‘bottoﬁ of each table, :Generally, any:MBCR gréater :
than threc* is considered as a sclid enough indieatar to suggest that .
the recommendsd tochnology is superior to farmeré‘ fof—a particular -
area, But, as already alluded to, the readef'is cautioned to recognize
that many other factoars are involved in ferming systems of Nep&l.
(like/tasto_of grain, length of straw, quantity and qualiﬂy of compbst,
disposable incomg, livestock grdzing, even religious and other traditional
cunsiderations,-etc,) ﬁhich inflﬁence former's decisions on which
technology to adopt. «#n MbCR is only dn economic indicator, and it
alone is not‘sufficientiproof to récomménd new'technologies to farmers;

along with the ¥BCR; the "other factors" must be considered, ’

- This year we collected duta‘on fVTs fron over 500 farmers from
diverse areas throughbut Nepal. One huadred and £hirty-MBCRs are
calculated in this reports 70% are three ond abbﬁe, 11% are below threc,
and the remaining are undcterminabie or negative. Of the 70% three
and abofe, about 17% border three, 55% are between four cnd ten, and
the remaining 28% are greater than ten. Obviously, the greater the
MBCR, the more assurance there is that the recommended technology is
superior to farmers'! practices, 2nd that the farmer can and will adopt
the recommended technology. However, MBCRs‘that approach 15 or more
can leave the researcher skeptical or suspicious that'the data was
improperly collected, or the methodology was na followed. (&bout
fifteen of the MBCHs are grcater than 15.)‘ |

- The reasons why some MBECHs could not be calculated or are negative
or infinitc, are because the figures collected for variable costs o

gross returns for loczl pruacticgs, are sometines the same ar greater

# landstra ct.2l, alrezdy menticacd, "(Throc) is a rule of thumb based
on the experience of cropping systems rescarchers.®.p,63. |
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- than rc,commended pract:.ces, or, some of the necessary 1nf0rmat10n was
‘not .collected. For the fermer cases, VT mcthodology ev1d<.ntly was
not properly followed, s:anc, PVIs arc r‘es:Lgnc,d for wards and panchayats

etc. s -has already taken plc.ce.
© With, ﬁhé- infarmetion we have ‘collected and analyzed, and frpini

the experience goined through supervisary site visits, over the ‘past

two yeasts, we can reasonably assert that (SP-recommended technologies |

on & national level, have significantly and consiStenjb_J.i outperformed

local practices; and that the technslogies are now ready for more

widespread promytion and adoption in those ores where PVIs have proven

successful, In fact.,' the national level average MBCR is about 7,5.

. Summaries of sgronomic and Socio-Econamic Results

| ‘The following brief swmerics are district specific analysds of
3 the agronomic and socio—ecohomic results of tie 1982/83 PVIs.* also
included is some data from the 1981 FVIs which had not prev:Lously been
reported For more detlllcc"z information on ecch replication and FVT
the reader is asked to Fefer to the original #data to be collected ffom

PVIs" forms ~@énd varijous field trip._-reports, by David Lipinski and

* Some reseerchers conservatively claim that two to thrée full years of
monitoring per. PVL ore necegsary before safely recompgending the
téchnology for more widespread éxtension through pilot proauctl mo

- programs. Given the food de¥icit conditions facing Nepal's more

.. . remote villages, and secing the fcrmers oftentimes enthusisstically
- ' accept the recommended technologies after only one year of trials,
demonstrates that in some cases, PVIs can be graduated into pilot
productionsprograms even after only one year of testing. This is-
especially true in arcas where considerable cuire was given to
describe the pre-PVI conditions so that appropricte cropp:mg Systems
'buchnologles could be recox:m(,n’led

Also, note tha.t many »f the PUTs in Nepel ha.vp becn on-going
for at least one to two years.
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P, bhrestha most of wh:Lch are w:Lth C5¢P at Knumaltar ,' or w:Lth the
resPect:Lve £D0s, ' ' ' ’

I. .l’i_apgi;lni:seglzsi_t_e.cl_;.Eurﬁ.l._&cyié_.l.ppﬁeni Project (IRDP) PVTgw*

A Dang District - .
- 1) -a@ritpur VP (_Tablvs 1 & 2)

Two campleted cropm.ng p;bterns ’ R-w end | 1—Must'1rd, plus
& M-Chickpea + iusbard p'vbtc,n; Tmproved varicties of rice performed |
especially well. Even though K=nchan and K39 took 126 2nd 99 days =
respectively fro_m‘ planting to harvest, while local varieties took 133,
they both outyielded the local variety by 1-2 MI/Ha, MBCRs, 4.5 and 7.0
~for total cropplng pattern results of the R=W pattern are strong enough .

to recomnend over local practiices,

Iﬂ-blﬁstard pattern did not perform as well, ohe reason being the
poor germination of AIC Rampur Composite secd Which contributed to a
poor plant population, lustard crop was Wasically a fertilizer trial,
demonstrating the cost cffectiveness of a .20:20:0 rate of chemicb.l
fer‘b:.luer appllcwblon per hectare. The ver v high Jose of chemical
fertilizer, including potash, on the maize crop in ‘the P‘-Chlckpoa +
#ustard pattern, ’yie'ldod co’mparq.tlvely little as 'the MBCR is &nly 1.1,

ii) Chilshi VP (Table 3)
- Same two patterns ‘beSté;d as.abéve, H-wf;nde-’Mus*bard +
~ Chickpea, 411 of the whext data was not collected, but Chandime rice -
yiclded well at 4 MI/ha, with a 60"30?30 \NPK kg/ha) 'dose. slso, the
. days fron pluntlng to harvest for Chandina and ‘the locals were both v

¥*¥ Most of Rapti IRDP PVT anelyses and data come from Sandy Smith,
cropping systems specialist for the project. For mare detailed
information on Dang, Salyen, Pyuthan, Roplpe and Rukum District -
FVI's, pleasc conts ct the project or the respective &DOs.
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; 143. Rampur Y w:L't.h an 80 40 30 \NPK kg/ha) dose dld.not s:tgnnflc:mtly
.,outperform Ra.mpur Canposltc. i ' :

111) nggg;_gur VP__{_Tublv_é)

: Two cropplng patterns tested, R-vd and I‘i-Chic'kpea + I‘-ﬁustard,.

. with the former hav:.ng a solid 5.5 iBCR, UP262 yielded close to 3.5

| MT /ha at 8034030 hPK,/ha. Chand:m‘ under contlnuous urlgatlon condltlons, "
yiclded 4. 25 M'r/ha and took 14 fewor days to meture (122) then the

“local varicty, Duc mostly to Chandinz's superior yicld, the R-W pattern

" has a recommendable iBCR of 5.5. For the second puttern, Rampur Comp., |
yielded close to 6 ifT/ha, with only 8 days from planting to harvest,

2e ba.lyun D:Lstrlct
1) ‘Dada Gaon VP (Table 5)

M-W and R-W tested for this hills pa.nchuyat Khumal Y,
at 6033030 NPK kg/ha yiclded only 2.8 MI/ha. But for R-W, UP 262 and
Kanchen both performed very well for a cambined ‘yield of 8.21. ¥T /ha
comi)ared to locals at 5.,14. &s exipected, the MBCR for R-W ié & strong
8. 4lso, Kanchan and the local.rice, Tharuwa, both took k27 days from
| planting to harvest, Irrigation wes very good for both .cr_ops.' ‘

ii)_' Chlv“chetra VP (Tablo 6.& 6B and 7)

: R-W w::.th threu dlfferent rice va.r:uatles -and two different ~
fertilizer rates, was tested in 20 plots. K39 wes superimvosed an 5.50m2
trial area, No major dlffere*lce in the rice VJletleS as a1l performed
- reasonably well. Howevw, UP262 yielded moére than 3.5 lﬂ/ha compared '

to 2.1671‘Tl‘/h<?.rfor local variety oo wheat, Note also the major

differencé in campost application for local vrs, recommended practices.
M-W, under upland conditions, also tested, with Kh. X.

again performing poorly. Improved wheat UPR62 and RH21 at €0:30:0
NPK/kg/ha outyielded local varicties by about 1.iT/ha. Note also the
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vest differences in compost application, with local rcceiving 2,4,'I\ﬂ‘/hg
more than recommended practices. Due to Khumal's relatively lower
yield, the MBCR is not gre.:t enough to merlt recamendation of the
M=W pattbrn.

3. Pyuthan District : :
1) Bijayanagar/Daksquadi VP (Table_8)

R-W and M-Barley tust d UP262I,1 ‘based on farmer! s estlmatc,s

doubled JL-BO's yield of 1.9 ifT/ha, although four times more chemical
fertilizer was applied to UrR62. Both Khumal Yellow und Bonus Barley

yielded less than the locals, aguin based on farmer.sestimates,

Poor seed quality and low vigor was noticed with Khumal

’ Yellow,

ii) Bijuwor VP (Table 9)
R-W on lowland, and M-Barley on upland were tcsted.
Sabitri and Janoki (at 6 1T/ha) outyielded Marci by 2-3 MI/ha,using
€0:0:0 NPK. kg/ha. sgain, Kh. Y, and Bonus Barley yielded less than
local varieties, even though & combined rate of 65:20:0 was applied

to recommended practices.

4. Rolpa District
i) Libang VP (Tables 10 & 11)

} In the R-W pattern, high levcls of sterility were
noticed in UP262, a problem that was not encountered the previous
yea.r.. Kanchan again berformed very well, yielding an average of 5.88
.M'I‘/ha with only 46:030 NPK kg/ha applied; plus it recoz‘.ded the least
number of days from, plantiang to harvest at 142, eompared to Himali
with 159 and Loecal iarci at 156,
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With some compost and only 30:0:0 NPK kg/ha applied to
Khumel Y., it yislded over 5 MI/ha in the M-W PVT, RR21 perfarmed miach
better than UP262, wielding almost 3 MT/ha, one more than for the »
lattor variety which has sterility provlems in Libang VP, Relatively
low rates of chemical fertilizer were applied to both crops, but ER21
combined with Kh, Y y:.elded 8 i®/ha and recorded over 30 000 rupees
in gross margin and 12 in the MBCR

ii) Jankot VP _L_Tables 124, 12B &13)

R-W, with four differcnt varieties of :improveé rice, and
threc rated of chemical fertilicer, was testod dn 25 plots. The highest
HMBCR (20) was rcecarded for the UP262-Xanchan cropping pattern using
& combined 86:20:0 #PK kg/h>. 41l of the dmproved combinations are |
recomnendable over the local practiess, also Lunchan matured seven
days quicker thun Thaichung, and yielded more thean 5 ¥MT/ha, almost
“twice as much as Thai., 4 pilot production program is now being run
in 4~W, since Kh,Y. at only 303020 WK kg/ha yielded a solid 3.83

" MT/ha. Because the pI‘le of food grains is very high in Rolpa, high
gross returns and margins cause the MBCRs to also be abnormally high,

5, Rukum District
i) Chibang VP (Tebles 14, 15 & 16)

Data from 1981/82 PVIs is .lso included here,y R+M-W, and
R-W-ilung are the tested cropping pitterns wi_th both measuring sound
MBCRs ot 4.4 and 12 respectively, wll improved farieties, using
chemical fertilizer, rccorded significantly higher. yields -than locals,
with Janzki >r.ice averaging 5.2 HI/ha to combine with UP262 for a-9.51
MT/ha total cropping pattern yicld (not including the mung at .43
1"1"1'/1%1.). INote that mung is a new crop for the urza which the farmers

liked and intend to plant again; 1Ws/kg is the price of mung in Rukun.
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For the Rice+Maize-Wheat trial, Arun maize took 110 days to mature,
while Bindeshwari, 127, Both sigmifiacntly outyielded the locals,
which also took identical numbers of cfays. to mature, 80:40:0 NFK ki/hs |
is probably too hizh a rate to apply on wheat, especially considering »

- the remoteness of Rukum, and the compost already applied, NI~30 in
1981/1982 yielded 4.8 M/ha with 48:30:0 NPK kg/ha apolied, and in
1982/1983, BR 21 at 80:40:0 NPK k/ha yielded only 3.56 MT/ma,

For remote areas of'Népal where access to inputs in difficult,
lower rates of chemical fertilizer should be tested with compost
é.pplication, rather than rely on high doses of imported chemicals,
Pilot Production Programs have already begun in a mumber of these .
Rapti Zone VT listed Panchayats, ,namély Jankot, Dadagaoh and those in
Dang, CSF also has a remote hills research site in Rukum District '

at Cheuri Jahari, Perhgps some of the best pbst—research cropping

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

food deficit hills of Nepal. Several obvicus reasons why the cropping
systems program is successful in Rapti Zone are because of the
constant supervision and coordination of the trials, trained personnel.
(gome of the trainees 'this year received their third training in IVT
methodology and have not been transferred yet), and because of the
full involvement by ADO staff in project works. '

_Contd. eo/ves
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II, Kaski District agricultural Devolopment Office PVIs*

Kaski District is one- of the first sites where PVIs were started
in Nepal, Detailed site descriptions were completes for all four -
panchayats, Several PVI methodology trainings have been given to the
JT/as and officers. One of the panchayats, Gachok, has been a mondel
of PVI suceess, mainly because of the permanent JI living and working
there. Necessary sustained committment through follow-up and regular
supervisory visits to f&rrﬁers' fields have been'given by »D0 and CSP
staff. The aDO for 2 time kept one JT at the district center to be
ldrgely responsible for ficld supervision of the trials, Farmer's
field days, attended by central and local staff, have usually been
conducted at harvest time for each cfop in each panchayat., Dhaincha
was plunted between the m‘:lize crop &t three panchayats where rice will
follow maize, but it was badly domaged by hailstorms. Threc of the
four ariginally trained JT/as have not becn transferred, providing

continuous field level technical Know-how for the trials,

Even though PVIs were not previously scheduled for extunsion
into other Easki panchayats,; the #D0 and CSP jointly gave VI
me_fhodology training to 15 morc JI/as to assist them with their
technical work. and as part of the cttempt by CSP to develop &
transferable(easily acceptable to ADOS) site description process, G3P
and Kaski DO staff worked together to complete five sit:e descriptions
for those panchayats eovered hy the Eewa Tal WatershedsProject. In-
eddition to targeting five PW's for this project,.the 4D0 plena to
stert. two nore in Kaski. sfter harvest of this year's wheat crop,
PVTs for Kagki's four panchayats will be completed, and production
progi'ams are scheduled to begin. '

#* More detailed information on Kaski PVIs is available frcm the Kaski
DsD0, participant farmer and respective JT/as.
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i) Rakhee VP (Table 1_'z)

Even though the rtakhee Site De,scr:.ptlon Report* identified
this panchayst as being relatively developed, PVI's were still started
here. The primary reason was to incpeésé the production of the
irrigated lowlands so that advaitage could be taken of the newly '
1nstalled rrlgatlon system, whereby three crops could be taken
instead of thé traditisnal two. The pattern tested here was R—W-IV
but if the irrigation system had delivered as expected, R-RsW was to
" be tried. However, the PVIs here basically feiled because of 'severai_
reasons: 1) the trained JT's work was suspect; 2) the area is not =
~ideally suited for FVIs since it is agriculturally developed already;

3) K39 seed used for the trials was so impure that mare than 7 -dif‘ferenb

varieties were acrimoniously pointed out by & farmer in his trial,

and these same K39 secdlings were transplanted ten days too late at
the suggestion of the JT; and 5} the :rr:.g(..tlon system has still
not been completed.

ii) Leknath VP (Table 18)
 Even though Leknath-arghaun is also a relatively developed
area, the permanent and trained JT stationed there does commendable
work, #s a result the PTs, from an econom:Lc perspective especially,
are successful. sgain, K39 seed was impure, but the &run maize and’

wheat crops together with recammended rates of cheglcal.fertlllzer ,
performed exceptionally well. This area, bordering the Kathmondi to .

Pokhara “highway, is stra'begically located sotthat a product.ion program -
" based on CS technology would- probably be successfyl. However, sterlhty- :

problems were noticed in U:’262 and K39's results are not convincing
enough to recammend it for Leknath's agro-climate conditions.

# 5,C. Regni, B.R. Gurung & D. Lipinski, "Site Description Repart for
~ PVTs, Rakhee VP, Kaski District”, CSP Technical Report, July 1982.
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iii) Bhalam VP (Table 19)

Originally a R-W-M PVI wes started in Bhalam. This pattern
- was mproperly selectcd smcc only 5% of the panchayat was descrlbed
in the site descrlptlon report as being 1rr:|.gc,tef’ lowland ‘and _
thereby oapable of supporting a triple cropping pattern. One of the ‘
. major reasons why PVIs are conducted is to use the results for wider
areca pr_oduct.ion programs under similer lan_d-typé conditions in the _
PV tested panchayat. Obviously only & small area could benefit from
a R-W-M PVI, Midway through .the PVI, the cropping Qattem was changed to
R-W to make better use of extrupolatlon potential under rainfed 1
lowland conditions, But even after changing the pa'ttern, PVTs for
Bhalam are only partla]_'l.y suitable because the area is already well -
developed; in facty the Sitc Description Report® found that 100% of
the farmers in Bhalam in 1981 were already using chemical fertilizer -

for all their crops at about thalf _the rate of GS's recommendations,

‘ ' H’owever, the area cdn be said to be -r'eaciy for a production
program primarily because thc necessary institutions like the
Cooperative, agricultural Development Bank, DaDO, together with a-

' Small Farmers Deveiopment Project are available and have a reputation.
" for good work in Bhalam. (Se¢ the Bhalam Site Description Report,
esp.pp. xiii, xiv, A30-35) On 2 recent visit to the site, fé.rmers
expressed o willingness to participate in a ‘200 Ropani (20 hectare)
 Production Program in a R-W pattern, Marketing surplus food would not
be a problem since areas north of Bhalam ere food deficit and Pokhara

-is only a couple hours by foot to the south west,

From Toble 19, onc of the major differences betwcen reoommendéd 3

and local practices is the sced rate for wheat, Farmers, especiclly

a

* Babu Rem Gurung and David Lipinski, "Site Description Repart for
Pre~Produgtion Verification Tricls, Bhalam VP, Kaski District, i
Cropping Systems Progr.un Technical Report, 1982
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‘under rainfed cond:l.tlons arg applylng only 64 kg/ha (although “the ‘
 Site Description reports & kg/ha), while the recommended rate calls :
for 120 kg/ha, Because the fertilizer input and #local" variety of

wheat (RR21) for rccommended and flmer s practices are 1dent1cal‘ ‘
this PV would be bettor termed a "difference in seed rate tr:.o.l. W
P :

Ono of the recurrlng problems with the PVTs in Bhalam
ha.s been the stationing of & part-tmo JT&, resulting in poor monitaring
of the trials, C5f technical staff have also repestedly stated that -
the Bralam arca should conduct a it/Fil-potatoes upland PVL bedause the
upland area offers mare potential for increasing agricultural production.k

(See various field brip reports by David Lipinski.and E.n. Shrestha,)

iv)  Ghachok VP (Tables 20, 21 & 22)

‘Many .supervisary trips to Ghachok have been done by CSP. .
end DaDO staff, and each time we have {qitnossed a very po'sitive impact
as a result of PVTs, For Ghachok CSP's PVT technology has been so- ?well
received that a CaP goverment-type productlon program is probably
unneceSSa.ry, since most of the farmers in the area have already
accepted the recommended V.;.I"le‘tles, secd rates and same chemical

fertilizer application. Gachok has been one of the few ideally selected

panchayats for PVIs: Initial site visits to several panchayats north

of Pokhara were conducted by OS's staff to choose one area for

" extension (through PVTs) of CSP's technology which had been generated

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

minimum amount of Jmproved technology had been adopted by the farmers,

and being relatlvely close to Pokhara, was jointly chosen by CSP and

Kaski DaDO staff.nd site description was ‘conducted, and three cropping
patterns offering good extrapolation and increased production potential

were selected based partlally on the flndlngs of the §1te Description
Report ##* '

* Devi Gurung and David Lipinski, "Site Description Report for FPVIsY,
Ghachok VP Kaski District, CSP Technical Report, 'September 1982.
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Tive ferme'rs each farR-W-1, R-Fallow-#t and M/Fil-W
'.cropplng patterns have part1c1pated in the PVIs. The total cropplng
pattern results for all three patterns end 1mproved varletles show
high MBCRs, very favourable gross. marglns, and conbined yields of

10 MI/ha ar more. I’nlumal Y:ilow, far one t:Lal, yielded more .than »
7MT/ha (weighed after three days sun drled), K39 r;ce_“nd Arun maize,
. more than.4~Mt/ha; ahdﬂUPZGZ, elose.to 3 MT/Ha,' .

r _ Several noteble achlevemonts by~Ghuchok PVI's are, :

1) selling of PVT produced seed to farmers of nelghbornng panchayats,
2) insistence by farmers from nelghborlnb panchayats that PVIs be
conducted in their areas' 3) very good at*endence'by'farmers and
superv1sory-stuff for farmers fie 14 days, and 4) a farmers and JT
mmitiated, 2-hectare block, K39 pllot production prcgram was conducted
this past ybar rrom almost all perspectlves, PVT's in Ghachok have
demonstrated thczr usefulness; and now should be conpleted after the
winter wheat crop. For adninistrataps interested in practicably
1earnihg more about how to conduct PVTs, we suggest a visit to
Ghachok for discussions with the farmers and JT, or to even arrange

for some of the farmers and/or JT to visit project staff, etc.
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, PVTs conducted m ¥ae Tera1 do not seem to have the Bame dramatlc
extens:.on impact as the more remote areas of the hills have had, It

can be said that in pockets of the hills, PVTs alone have been sufficient

enough to develop the necessary community interest for farmers to
essentially initiaﬁte their own producti:on prograi_n without or with pniy
little government assistance,’ In the Terai, however, FVTs are not
enthusiastically received., 4 quick pursual of the fertilizer ihpu_t for
farmers' practices recordéd on Tables 23-37, h'ighlighte one -of the

" problems with Terai PTs which may also partly abcou__nt for their
indifferent reception. hs can be Seen from the tables, many of Terai's
PVTs '{ha\ve been established in areas where a significant amount of
improved practices has already been adopted. PVTs in the Terai are
associated with thé'prbbiem of\targeting'_ trials in areas that have
relatively good road systems: Rather than properly locate FVTs in

" undeveloped (usually far from the road) areas, they are often placed
in areas where vehicles can easily reach them (which usually means

~ that the, area is already relatively developed agric_rulturally).

'‘Besides the importance of establishing PVTs in undeveloped
Panchayats, they are also used to develop' appropriate agro-climatic
technolog:\_es for dlfferent ecologocal areas of Nepal Throdghou‘b the
Tera:L, compared to the hills, more similar and typical cropp:.ng systems
are generally followed, For the Terai, it can be argued that PVTs are
not so much needed as are Better monitoring of existing practices and
‘coordingtion among the three major coim_nodity stations and dozens of
government farms and irrigation projects working there. For instancé,
"preSently CSP 1s conducting a 17,000 . hectare full scale production
_' program in several Terai districts vhere existing pre-productlon

'veriflcatlon trials are located, or where ‘pre-productlon verification

trials were snmply never conducted, and PVTs are evidently not necessary :

for these areas a.ny how, -{s one CSP Productlon Program Offlcer comins
ented $ "Since the Rice-Wheat-Fallow PVT 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 ? ‘One of the objectives
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of these PVTs was to determme the potentlal f or expans:.on of our pro—

ductlon program,.. However, the information from the trials wes not _
_used. to determine this., The program area for the comlng crop was
l expanded before the trial's resxﬂ.ts were known, based on observation

eand 'balklng with farmers"*,

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

| a®sence of superv:stn. AERP, whlch has overall reSpon51b111ty for _
dozens of EVTs, has been continuously hampered Wy a lack of permanently
posted; trained persommel and. 'bransportatlon facilities, A mumber of
coordination efférts were initiated by CSP to train AERP personnel in
CS methodclogy, but tms for, little has heen achieved. |

PVTs from the Tera1 where complete :Lnformatlon has Been received
are as follows- ) '
4. - Sarlahi District
,.i)_Manusmara-Canal*Area (Table 23—24)

One type of enviromment that can be suitable for Terai PVIs
is newly opened cangl areas. New patterns, ecpecially those
enhancing three crops ‘with two of rice, cah be quickly tested,

and if found workable, greatly assist the extension of triple cropping
‘patterns.  Along the Mamusmara Canal, R-R-W, R-M-Ming and R-W-Mung '
were _'bestéd with 20 farmers. AlT the recommended practiceé for rice

-outperformed locel practices at MBCR levels between 3.5.and 4.5. The

. gross margins of Pusa Baisakhi mung were between 1080-2000 Rupees/ha

mcre than the local variety, at similar rates of chemical fertilizer
- application. <P 262 performed exceptlonally well at 80:40:0 NPK ke/ha
"~ compared to RR 21 at lower fertilizer rates, yleldlng close to 4L M/ha,

2. . Chitwan District . L
i) Birendra Nagar V P. (Last Column of Table 21_t2

- R-W-Fallow WT +tested here with flve farmers; but full date
collected only from thxjee farmers., At 60:30:0 NFK kg/ha,“ improved -

# _ From Keith Roessler memo on Birendra Nagar V.P., Chitwan, PTs,
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- practices performed well encuph ‘o record a MBCR of 4.C, This trial
“was basically a part of the largc,r area Ch:n.twan District Wheat Productlon "
., Program. ‘ S : : : , :

3. Rautaha'b Dlstrlct

1) Jhang_ Ve P (Table 25)

| R-W-Dha:;_ncm, Rice-Rice-Wheat, R-W-lfung, and R-M cropping

: pat‘tern's are being tested involving 20 farmers all using 60:0:0 NFK kg/ha
for their rice.s.:ro'p under reconﬁne_ndéd practices. Sebitri slightly out-
yielded Lexmi, Masuli and Janeki, 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,

o Su.nsarl Dlstrlct
i) HanSporla V.P. (Table 2.6)

'Two cropping patterns, R-W-Mung and R-W-Dhaincha, irrvol'ving
10 farmers were :Lnifiated hefe with the sunmer 1982 rice crop. Data
collection was thorough, and the results demonstrate a :reasonable
advantage gained from using recommended over farmers' practiées. Note
also the difference in compost appllca‘tlon for hoth the Sunsar:L and

Morang Districts PVIs,
5. Morang District

1) Dulari V.P. (Table 26)

- Data received from here wes cbnrp_le‘te, resulting in a full -
pre‘sentation’ of the agronomic and economic results. A major reason why
the MBCR is relatively low is the high insecticide costs, Jenaki
marginally cutyielded Sabitri at 60:0:0 NFK kg/ha.. |

6. Parsa Dhstrict :
i) Lipani Birta V.P. (Table 27)

_ R-Lentil, B-W and R-Mastard cropping patterns are being tested
here, Jahaki, under irrigated conditions, yielded over 4.0 Ml /ha.
Bindeshwari and OH 45 performed relatively similar at 60:0:0 NFK k¢/ha,
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For the R--W FVT, loacl rice outyielded Bindeshwari. This area is very

~ close to the Sukchaina CSP Research site, and data probably could be
extrapolated from these rather than expend resources on PVTs. »

| As a f:Lnal no‘te o PVTs in the Teral, pmch of the requested

, mi‘ormat:.on from various farms was elther not forwarded or collected
improperly, In one f:.eld trip repor‘b on the s‘ba‘bus of- AERP - Rela.'bed
HIs (Sept, 26 1983) P. M, Shrestha and D. Llplnskl wrote:

- Because thesez tr:.als are already targeted, ﬁbhey will be conducted' ‘
Rescurces will be spent, efforts will be made, farmers and JT/As will

be expectlng some‘thlng In order to follow the methodology properly -
and thereby get the most m:leage from your efforts and resources - the
.sapervisory and field level workers (for PVTs) need to be #1). 1dent2_f1ed
and #2) ‘tra:Lned on how to conduct these trlals why and where.

CSP and the dlfferen‘t farms respon51ble f or conducting these
mr:Lals should decide elther to drop the trials or to ‘conduct them
“properly. If the latter, trainings need to be arranged with CSP.
technical staff as soon as poss1b1e. ‘ o '

Resources Conservation and Utilization Project FVIs,

Site description reports, preliminary work plans , tram:mgs and
several field trips were completed this past year for the PVTs of both
Gorkha and Myagdi Districts*, However, the response from this work
has been different for both d:.strlcts Myagdi has shown mixed to
' ‘posrb:.ve rosults, but Gorkha's PVTs have floundered. Initially, PVT
methodology was not properly followed in either dlStI‘lc‘E, but Myagdi

has since corrected the situation while Gorkha has not.

"In Gorkha, '-at;y'pical parcel‘ _and farmers b» wereselected, an exgessive
number of varieties were being tested within the PVT, site descriptions
for most FVT arcas have not been oondﬁcted and the AADO who has been
assigned to supervise the trials knows very little about how to conduct
PVTs, Whereas in Myagdi, prelilinary site visits (termed "site
# Because CSP has not yet developed appropriate te'chnologies for higher

hill environments of Nepal, FVIs were not started in Mustang District.
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reconnaissance® in CS methodology) were conducted at five Panchayats,
with three subsequently chosen since they offered the most potential
for improvement. Site d‘escriptions_ were then completed, and based
partly on these findings, cropping patterns, crop varieties, farmers,
Plots and chemical fertilizer rates were selected, - The Myagdi DADO
has also capitelized on PVTs by strategically placing informative
signboards to demonstrate recommended practices compared with local

practices.

The data from both these districts has not arrived at CSP yet, but
initial findings for Myagdi are generally positive. Du.m.ng a recent
field trip a quick'MBC?R_ calculation for Khumal Yellow (Kh, Y.) maize
(in M/FMH) netted 4.0, but we need to combine the maize and finger-
millet results to make a more complete assessment of the maize r_elayed
Kodo crops. The Taicung '176 rice crop fof the R-W and R-F<M PVTs in
Patlekhet V. P. was poor, partly due to an impure seed scurce. In
Pakhapani V.P., farmers stated that Kh. Y, did not adversely affect
the fingermillet crop, but in Jhee V.P. farmers were complaining that
Kh,Y's, thick canopy and late maturity had mostly ruined their 'finge'r-
millet (the different reactions may have been due to a thinning of
the Kh. Y. in Pakhapani 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 single it out for eating, 2) three
cobs per plant are usually produced for Kh, Y., but only 1-2 for local,

3) Kn. Y. outproduces local by 35 to 755, and 4) if Kh, Y. is eaten
as gruel or porridge it is_"as good or better than local, but it does
not pop or fry as well. '

For remote areas like Myagdi, special ~¢oncern has to be given to
locelly store improved varieties, and to conduct separate component
technology studies to determine which varieties and rates of chemical
‘fertilizer and se«d application are best suited for different argas.
‘Reslistic assessments of input availability, quality and timeliness have
to be comsidered along with cdmpost management, livestock grazing

practices, availabjlity of fodder, etc. when developing a cropping
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'systems technology for larger scale production programs. The site des-ﬂ . ;
‘ éz‘j‘.ption”repdrt 'fla"tly ‘states that "the supply of credit and inputs _
in (these areas)... are in ‘their primary stages, "and" there (are) no ‘
‘local cooperatives or the Agriculturel Development Bank in the site
 Pgnchayat (and) the distance to reach the (nearest) Sajha Sanstha is
not only far but, also is very dn.fflcult (to reach) due to steep hills",
It is obvious that most of the mid to hlp‘h hill areas of Nepal are |
confronted by these persistent problems, and agr:.culturlsts_ mist
bonfron‘t them Qhen, .devéloping 'technolo,c?:ies_,for Myagdi and distﬁctS. iil_ce'
it. '

* Krishna Bghadur K.CG. and Iuk Bahadur Rena Magar, "SitefDest:rip’cidn'
Report for PTs, Patlekhet V. P, and Jhee V.P., Myagdi District",
'C.S P, Tech.nical Report 1983. See pp. 4, 11, and 25, '
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:Preface to the 'Tables of Agronomic and Economic Results _of Nepal_’ s

Pre~Production Verlflca‘ca.on Trials - o - = . , Co \

The National Cropplng ‘Systems Program has developed recommended :
,cropping pattern techndlogies for diverse agro-climatic ,cond1t10ns in _ |
Nepal, - ranging from mid<hill upland areas under rainfed conditions to S
Teral lowlands with irrigation. The predominant cropping patterns tested i

_during the past year were Rice-Wheat-Fallow (for use in the mid-hill - |
lowlands with supplemental irrigatic_m_ or under ra:.ni‘ed conditj,ons)‘ and . ,
Maize-Wheat (for use in the mid-hill uplands under rainfed conditions). . |
Other patterns tested in the mid-hills were Maize-Mustard, Maize-Chickpea- ]
Ming, Meize-Barley, Maize relay Fingermﬂj.et—'-‘-Wheat‘, Rice-Wheat-Mung, Rice
and Maize-Wheat, Rice-WheataMaize, Rice-Maize-Fallow; and for the Terai,
Rice—Rice-Wheat Rice-Maize~thng, Rice-Wheat-Mung, Rice-Wheat-Dhaincha,

~ Rice-Wheat-Maize, Rice-Wheat-Fallow, Rlce-Lentll-F a.llow and Rlce-Mustard-r
' Fallow.

. . : !

Below, we have solected the two most predom:_nant cropping patterns

tested dur:.ng thc, past year to statistically compare the differences i
between CSP's recommended and the farmer's own practices. . In parenthesis |
are the 1982/1983 selected perfommances of these patterns at some of
CSP's Research Sites. Note that for the lowland areas, data is averaged B ‘

under partlal irr:Lgat:Lon and rainfed condrtlons. ' !

As you can see from Tables A and B, the Cropp:_ng Systems WT recommended |
tec}molog:.es consistently outperfomed local practlces. Improved var:_etles }
of maize togethor with modest rates of chemlcal fertlllzer appllcatlon :
are the most. outstend:.ng among all the res_ul‘bs. : ThlS is largely due to
the excellent perfemance of maize at Ghachok V.P. in Kask:L (se_e’tables 21 and
22). |

Compared with the Croppn.ng System s Research Sltes, the statlstlcs for
the R-W pa‘b‘bem dre very s:un:.lar, in fact -the averaged combined yield for
the research sites is 6,62, less then a half Ml from IVTs combined results
' which involved 70 = 90 farmers from all over Nepal.’ Arid after avereging



Table A

Rice-Vheat-Fallow National PVT Results .

¥id hills &

Tower

. 14 . Lowver .
Geographic Area Mid hills{Mid hills Tnner Terai |Mid hills Mid hills |{Inner Terai Mid hills
Cropping Pattern R-W R-W + |R-W R-W R-W R-W |R-w
' ‘ - |Xhandbari|{Pumdi Bhumdi|Ratna Nagar|Chauri Jahari
: Total Cropping|Cropping |Cropping Cropping Cropping
Crop Rice Vheat Pattern -1 Systems Systems Systems Systems
: ‘Results Research |Research Research  |Research
Site Site 18ite Site .
Land Type Lowland |lowland |ILowland ' ‘
Irripstion ) Partial |Partial |Partial Rainfed |[Rainfed Rainfed Irrigated
R.P.|Improved |Improved |{Improved Janaki- . ot
Variety F.P. Improved |Improved |Improved K-39-RR21 K-39_RR21 UP262 Sabitri-FR21
% locals & Locals {& locals

Farmers R.P. 78 70 "~ T70-80

(Pumber) F.P. 88 70 70-90

Yield R.P. 4.0 3.0 7.0 :
(Rs/xg) F.P. 3.0 3.0 3.0

Gross return R.P.| 12,000 9,000 21,000

(Rs/ha;) P.P. 9,900 6,390 16,290 ; ,
Fertilizer ; ) T ; ‘ R
Input - oL 5%:;:3 65;38:8‘ 1;%:32:3 (106-30-0)| (120-30-0) | (200-20-0)| (120-60-0) °
("PK Kg/ha) e ; - )
. Fert. Cost R.P. 550 700 1250

(Rs/ha) F.P. 25 225 250

Gross margin R.P.{ 11,k450 8300 19750

(Rs/ha) F.P. 9,875 6165 16040 _

MBCR k.o 5.5 4.7

FP = Recommended Practice;

" FP.= Farmer's Practices;

MBCR = Marginal Benefit Cost Ratio.

s
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Teble B: Maize-Whesl Nationsl PVT Results

e e i m o i i i T e

Mm--.—.--..-. .-..“.‘4; : ‘ - 1 i . :
Geographic drea | Mig-hillsg __| Mid-hills Mig-hilig |_wmid-hillg
‘_Qmp_alr_lgia‘c term _|_ Maize-Uheat M- W |Meize-Wheat (M/FM - W
_ Maize Wheat | total Pumdi Bhumdi
s mm e - Cropping Cropping Systems

Land Type o) Udend  __ _Uplend ___ Pattem Resvl’GResearch Site
(1981 /82) data

Igrigation _ | _ Reinfed Rzinfed R |

o e S S e -, e s o s mantas <ttt

Variety EE....I“@I‘Z‘L%@_‘ Im_Emved ... |Improved _ ._.ﬂ.mvanﬁl‘-l. RRZL
Rt FP Local;gs_ & i@v.L Locals& Jmpv,iLocals &Impv. e

Fermers S R T I YU S A
(Number) __ . _._.|EP ;N-.zi-...____{ o lweaas

o .- E ““"l"‘

Held B ko286l 68 L UE)

Py -

Qe 12 R SUGUNE SRR S A N F S —
© Price of Output|RE 3,25 i 3,0 13,0 = 3.22

(Refig) . lw L. 25 | L0730 (304725 L e
Gross Retum i) 13,650 .. 7,800 LRL:40 ]

—

(Re/ne) Fﬁ 9,70 5,700 15,450

-

Fertilizer InputRP  A7-17-0 | 53170 [300-34=0 _.__ L (1.25-0-0)

- —

(NPK kg/he) O 0. Q - 4
Fert, (ost BP sy |80 | 3380 | .

(Refha) ___ ER_. O .. .l....0Q. o__. .
Gross Margin _.B,Pi 1.3.1_100 ....--_:ZJ,];%Q,.._ X m_:.29 D e s e mmm

LRe/ha) .. ‘-,.E.Pi';___- T N R Ty (01 B 15450 o e

MBCR T Bkl 2R

A o o ety 00 A e S S -

RP = Recommended Practices; FP = Fermers' Practices; MBCE = Marginel Benifit
" - Cost Ratio
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~€S's chemical fertilizer application, the results arc even more similar
with an average 111-34~2 NFK ki/ha for the PVTs, and 111-35-0 for CS's research
‘si%es, This is a faily solid indicator that CS's recommended technology

(for RV at least) is appropriate, rcady -apd useable for diverse agro-

climatic arcas of Nepal having similar conditions as CSP's research

sites.

is a final point, notlng that 1) the results of CS's rCSea.rch are
' m(,a.nt to be extrapolated over wider areas to Benefit more farmers and )
families of Ncpal, and 2) a-considerable a}nount of research and production -
program work has already been done in the Terai and lower mid-hills,
which are relatively developed compared to the higher mid-hills and high

hills of Nepal where a large percentage of the population lives, and
where most of the food deficit areas are, we strongly suggest that CSP
divér‘b more. rescarces tp developing improved technologies for the higher
“hills of Nepal. The initial impact of improving farming systems in '
these morc remote arcas would most 1ikely be more dramatic and beneficial
then would cd'n'tim:ting large efforts for Terai and lower hills agriculture,
This is primariiy because so little work has been done in the high hills,

whereas years of rescarch, all the major commodlty stations, production

campaign work, etc. have been developed for the Terai and the lower hills of
Nepal., GSP has recorded major success for these areas of Nepal, and the

~ time is now ripe to move CS _e)cperﬁise into arcas that most meed it —- the
mid to high hills of Nepal.
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V‘P. .AT“'IRI

District: DAWG TPUR
Table No. 1 Year: 1982-83 |
Se-=n  winter Summer 83 } Summer 83!Total: Total
. ' cropping cropping

: : pattern pattern
Cropping Pattern] R-11 R-1f R="1 R-¥ R
Land Type Lowland Lowland Lowland
Fertility Level Medium-High| Med~High {Med-High
Irrigation 2=3x Continuous| Continuwous
Crop Theat - Rice Rice
Variety R.P |UF-262 Konchan | ¥-39 UP 262-Yan| UP262-K39

TP |RR-21,W0-30 |Looals  |Locals  |Looal Tooal
Yield ®.P.12.56 3.46 4.55 6.0 7.1
(MT/ha) F.P.|1.29 2.32 2.32 F.6" 3.6
Price of Output [R.P [2/65 2/59 2/57
(Rs. /kg) F.P | 2/65 2757 2/57 . _
Gross Returns R,P |6492.5 8892/30 11693/50 [15,385 18,186
(Rs. /ha) F.P | 3418.5 5962740 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 10:0:0 0 0:0 15:14:0 15:40:0
Fertilizer Cost |R.P |954.32 458/00 458/00 1412 1412
(Rs/ha) F.P | 235.10 0 |0 235 235
Compst R.P |O 0 0
(MT/ne) F.P |0 0 0
Tnsecticide R.P.| O 96 120 96 120
Cost (Rs-ha)  {F.P |O o 0 o 0 .
Gross Margin R.P.|5541.18 B338/20 | 11,115/00|13%,879 - | 16,656
(Re/ha) F.P.|3183.4 5962/40 | 5,952/00] 9,145 9,145
Marginal Benifit . i ' . .
Cost Ratio 4.% 4.2 8.9 4.5 7.0

" Farmers | R.P 4

(Wumber) F.p 5

Note: R.P.
F.Po

The

[ |

recommended practices which were tested;

The farnmer's practices.
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L ‘District: DANG < V.P. - AMRITPUR
‘Table No: 2 | Year: 81-82 ' o
" Season ~ Summer {winter: |Total Cfbpping~ Summer 83
‘ ' ‘ Pattern :
Cropning Pattern ¥ o~ Mg M - My [Maize-Mustard faize~-Chick+Tu-
- I.and Type Tpland Upland ~§Z§and
Fertility Level ed, Med Med
Irrigation Rainfed Rainfed 1Rainfed
Crop - Maize ¥ustard Maize
Variety , R.P [Rampur Cém. Local Rampur C,-Locall|Rampur Com, 7
. F.P.|Local Improved|Local Local-Local . Local Improved
 Yield R.P |2.49 1.01 3.5 5.76
(MT/ha) F.P {1,653 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
Fertilizer Input|R.P |60:30:0 20:20:0 | 80:50:0 80:40:30
(NPX Xg/ha) P [0:0:0 [ 32313 [ 3:3:3 0:0:0
Fertilizer Cost |R.P | 637 325,00 | 962 1033
(Rs/ha) - TP [0 49 49 0
Compost R.P | 4.0 0 6.4
(MT/ha) F.P | 4.0 0 -~ 4a
_ Insecticide R.P |54 0 54 81
(Cost (Rs./ha) |F.P |0 o 0 1o
Gross Vargin R.P |2297.0 5452 7729 6390
(Rs, /ha) F.P |1956.0 3656. 5612 5160
Egiginal Benefit . _
- Lost Ratio .5 4,75 |3 1.1
Farmers R.? |5 5 5
~ (Vumper) {72 [5 5 5

Tote: The

R.P- =
= The

F.pP,

recommended practices which were testeds

farmer's practices

* MU = Mustard, :
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D strict: DANG

© V.P.: CHILAFI

Table Wo: 3 " Year : 82-83
 Season | Winter Summer 83 Summer 83
Cropping ?atter R=%1 R-¥ . Maize-ifu~Chickpes
Land Type Lowland Lowland Upland
Fertility Level Med-Eigh Med-High Med
Irrigation 2 % Lontinuous Rainfed
L CBrop ki Wheat » Rice taize
Variety R.P | UP-262 Chandina Ram, Yellow
P |M,C. Locals+lLoc.Imp | Ram. Com,
Yield RP11.71 3.98 3.87
(*T/ha) P |¥.C, 2.58 2,88
Price of Output [R.P | 2.50 3 2
- (Re./k} 7P | 2.50 3 2
- Gross Returns _[R.P | 4275 11940 7740
(Rs. /ha) 7P |¥.C, , 7740 5760
Fertilizer fnput R.P | 80:40:0 = 60:30:30 80:40:30
("PK %g/ha) 7P |v.C. 0 0:0:0
Fertilizer Cost |[R.P | 954 798 1032
{Rs/ha) »P | T.C. 0 1o
Compost R [O 0. ¥.C.
(7/ha) .7 o 0 ¥, C.,
Insecticide R.P 1O 0 0
Cost (Rs/ha)  |F.P |0 0 0
_Gross YMargin  |R.P | 3321 11142 6707
{Rs/ha) ___|rp|w.c, 7740 5760
Marginal Benifit
Cost Ratio N.A. 4,3 1.9
Farmers R.P {5 4
(Number) PP | F.C. 4
¥ote: R.P. = -The recommended practices which were tested,
F.P. = The farmer's practices, :
¥.C, = Vot collected,
¥,A, = Yot applicable.
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District: Davc V..: LAX¥IPUR

BEST AVAILABLE COPY

Table Wo.: 4 .  Year: 82-83

. Season - 1 'inter Summer  !83) {Total crooping| Summer 83
. - Pattern

Croppihg Pattern| 1R R-1 R=% Maize-Chick-
: pea + MII¥
Land Type TLowland Lowland {Upland
Tertility Level NedL-Low. Med - Low. - Med,
Irrigation v 3 X Continuous Rainfed
Crop Wheat  Rice Maize
Variety . R,P |UP - 262 |Chandina UP262-Chandina|Ram, Com'

F.P |RR-21, |Local (Tilki) | Local seto+
NL-30 +Sabitri‘ Rl 21~ Locsal Local Iapd.

Yield R.P |3,41 4.25 17.66 5.96
(MT/ha) F.P_|2.68 2,89 5,57 3.54

Price of Output [R.P |2.50 1/75 [2/00
(Rs/kg) F.P [2.50 2/00 2/15

Gross Returns |R.P |8525 7437 15962 11920
(Rs/ha) F.P_|6700 5780 12480 7611
Pertilizer Input|R.P [80:40:0 60:0: 0 140:40:0 80:40:30
(YPY_Xg/ha TP |63:29:0 | 26:20:0 89:49:0 0:0:0
Pertilizer Cost |R.P |954 458 1412 1033
(Rs/ha) F.P 403 371 774 0

Compost R.P |0 0 7

(7 /ha) »,?_ |0 0 6
Insecticide . |R.F |0 0 1o

Cost {Rs/ha) ®.P 10 0 0

Gross Margin  |R.P_|7570 6979 14549 10887

{ Rs/ha) F,P_ 16295 5410 11705 7611
Marginal Bemnifit

_Cost Ratio 13.30 17 5.5 2.2

Farmers R.P |4 5 5

(Funmber) F.P_ |4 15 5

Note: R.P, = The recommended practices which were tested; '

F.P. = The farmer's practices. .
Mu = Mustard




 Tgble No.: 5
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‘District: SALYAY = V,P.: DADA GAUN

1Year:'82-83.

BEST AVAILABLE COPY

Season Summer 82 Summer 82 | Tinter  Sunmer  83{Total
‘ _— g : : 82-83 : cropping

. : pattern
Cropping Pattern -t L MW RV R-Y R-Y
Land Type Upland Upland Lowland |Lowland
Fertility Level Med Med Yed ed
Trrigation Thainfed Rainfed 1% Continbous
Crop Maize _ laize Yheat Rice
Variety . Khumal - |Local seto |UP262 Kanchan UP262-Kanf_

7, Local seto Local seto jLocals Tharuwa Loc.Tharuwa -
Tield 5.0 |2.8 13,08 .75 4.46 8.21
(17/ha 7P |2.37 2.37 2.07 3.07 5.14
Price of Output |R.P |2.0 2.0 3700 3700 -
(R./kg) F.P [ 2.0 2.0 %/00 3/00
Gross Returns  |R.P |5600 6160 111250 13380 24630
(Rs. /ha) F.P |4740 4740 6210 9210 15420
Fertilizer Input|R.P |60:30:0 60:30:0 60:30:0 [60:00:0  |120:30:0
(¥PK /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 T715 456 1171
(Rs/ha) TP [0 o 0 55 55
Compost R.P |¥.C. ~¥.C. o 3 3
(MT/ha) TP .{N.C. w.C. 6 4 10
Insecticide  |R.P |O 0 0 0 0
Cost (Rs/ha) F.p |0 To ) ) 0
Gross Margin - |R.P |4884 5444 10,534 |12,924  [23,458
(Rs./ha) TP 4740 4740 6,210 | 9,155 15,365
Marginal Benifit » —
Cost Ratio 0.2 1 7.04 9.38 8
¥o. of Tarmers |R.P |5 5|5 B
F.P |5 5 5
Hote: R.P. = The recommended practices which were.tested;
F.P. = The farmer's practices.
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District; SALVAW

~ ¥.P.: CEIYACHETRA

Table: 64 - Year: 82/83
' Season Summer 82 Summer 82'¥inter 82-83 [ Sunmmer 83
Cropping Pattern R-¥ R-¥  Rew R-¥!
Land Type Lowlsand Lowland Lowland Lowland
. Fertility Level Ved-Figh |Med-~High Med-High ) Hed~High
} L;rigation Continwus|Continous 3 x Continmous )
Crop Rice Rice Wheat Rice
Variety R.P |K-39% lcr~242 UP-262 Himali a
¥.P |Local Local Local+AR-21 |Local Imp,(Tharuwa)
Yield R.P_|3.12 3.08 3.58 2,60
(M7 /na) F.P |2.40 2.40 2.16 2.05
Price of Output |R.P [4.0 4,0 3,0 3
(Rs. /kg) F.P | 4.0 4,0 3.0 3
Gross Returns  |R.P |12480 12320 10740 7,800 -
(Rs/ha) 1r.p | 9600 9600 6480 6,150
Fertilizer Input [R.P |80:0:0 80:0:0 60:%0:0 60:0:0
(¥PK Xg/ha) r,P |0:0:0 0:0:0 0:0:0 4.6:0:0
Pertilizer Cost [R.P |507 607 715 456 '
(Rs/ha) r.P |O 0 0 35
Compost R.P |0 0 0 0
(1T /ha) F.P (9.0 9.0 4,0 3.0
Insecticide R.P,{O 10 0 0 _
(Cogt (Rs/ha)  [F.P.|O 0 0 0.
Gross Margin  [R.P_|11872 11713 10024 7334 -
(Rs/ha) 7,P_| 9600 9600 6480 6115
Marginal Benifit | |
Cost Ratic J-e [ h T 4.5 6 3.9 o
Farmers R.P |3 5 5
(Numbers) r.ri5 > 5

Fote: R,P,
' 7P,
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The farmer's practices.

The recommended practices which were tested,
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| District: SALYAN V.P.: CHHIYA CHETRA
Table No. 6B Year: 83 |
'Season X Total Crbpping 4 Total Cropping - : Total Cropping.
' ' Pattern Pattern Pattern
Cropping Pattern W~-R R-¥ R~-¥
Land Type ' 107
',Fertility Level
Irrigation -
Crop -, ‘ .
Variety R.P |UP262-Fimali CH242-UP262 K39-UP262
) F,P Loéal -~ Local " Local - Local Local - Local
‘Yield R.P [6.18 6.66 6.7
- (M/ha) F,P | 4,21 4,56 14.56
Price of Output |R.P | '
- (Rs/ke) F.P
Gross Returns R.P | 18540 23060 23220
{Rs/ha) - .. F.P | 12630 16080 16080
Fertilizer Input:R.P [120:30:0 140:3%0:0 140:30:0
(NPX Xg/ha) F.P [4.6:0:0 0 0:0:0 3
Fertilizer Cost R.P |1171 1322 1322
(Rs/ha) {F.P |35 0 |0 -
Compost- R.P |0 0. 0 i
. (MT/ha) TP |7 13 13 )
Insecticides  |R.P |0 0 0 .
Cost (Rs/ha) F,P |0 0 0 _
Gross Margin - |R.P | 17368 21737 21896 ;
(Rs/ha) __|F.p |12595 16080 - {16080 _
Marginal Benifit| |
Cost Ratio ‘ 5.2 5.3 5.4 .
" Farmers R, P -
{Fumber) F.P .
V‘Note: R.P. = The recommended practices which were tested:
The farmer's practices.
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VR Y/

District: SALYAN

Year: 82-83

V.P.: CHIYA CHETRA

Season Summer Winter - Wihtef Total Crop—~ |Total Crop~
o ' |pitg patternpint pattern
~ Cropping Pattern M-W M-W |M=¥ N-W M-y
Land iype - Up |Upland Uplend |Upland
Fertility Level Med | Med Med
Irrigation None None  |Nome
Crop Maize Wheat __VYheat ‘
Variety -R.P Khumal Yel UP—262 RR-21 Khum Yel. Khum Yel,
 |up 262  |RR 21
P,P |Local Seto . |Local “Local Loc,seto Lo | Loc.-Loc.
Yield |R.P | 2.68 3.40 3.20 6.08 5,88
(MT/ha) F.P | 2,20 2,28 2,28 4,48 '14.48
Price of Output |B.P |2.0 3,0 3.0 '
(Refkg) F.P_{2.0 3.0 3.0
Gross Returns R,P {5360 { 10200 9600 15560 14960
(Rs/ha) ?,P | 4400 6720 6720 11120 11120
. Fertilizer Input|R.P |60:30:0 60:59;0_ 60:30:0 | 120:60%0 120:60:0
~ (NPK_Kg/ha) PP |0:0:0 0:0:0  10:0:0 |0 0
Fertilizer Cost |R,P [T15 B 715 715 1430 1430
(Rs/ha) F.P |0 0 0 0 0o _
Compost R.P |12 0 0 12 12
(MT/ha) F,P |24 8 8. 32 32
Insecticide - |B.P |0 0 lo 0 0
Cost (Rs/ha) F.P |0 0. o 0
Cross Margin R.P | 4644 9484 8884 14128 13528 -
(Rs/ha) PP | 4400 6720 16720 | 13120 11120
. Marginal Benifit . ‘
Cost Ratio 4 4,9 4 3 2,7
Farmers R.,P |5 5 >
{Number) FP |5 5 5 |
Note: R.,P. = Thé recommended pracficgs which were tosteds
| F.P. = The farmer's practices.
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| © District: PYUTHAN  V.P.: BIJAYVAGAR/DAKAQUADI
Table: 8  Year: 82-83 '
~ Season , | vinter Summer ! Winter = {Total Cropping
A : ) : - ‘ Pattern
Cropping Pattern R=V m: . lm-B - M-B '
Land Type Low | Lowland Upland Upland
Fertility Level Med~High Med-High Med-High
- Irrigation _13x Rainfed | Supplemental
Crop Wheat Maize 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% __13.05 _|2.18 15.43
(MT/ha) | F.P |1.8% 13.50% 2,5* 6.0
.Price of Outpuf R.P 3,50 3.83 13,60
(Rs/kg) . 17FP [3.50 3,83 3,60 )
Gross Returns R.P {13650 12447 7848 20295
(Rs/hs) | F.P | 6300 13405 9000 22405
Pertilizer Input| R.P |80:40:0 45:0:0 20:20:0 | 65:20%0
(NPX Ké/ha) | P.P | 20:10:0 0:0:0 __10:0:0 0
Fertilizer Cost |R.P | 954 1317 325 642
(Rs/ha) PP | 220 1o | 0 0
Compost . {R.P {O _ | 8 T 15.C.
\(MT/ha) PP | O . |8 MT N.C. -
Insecticide {R,P | O 0 i} 0 0
" Cost (Rs,/ha) PP 10O . -0 » 1o . 0
Gross Margin - | R.P | 12695 121300 | 7523 - |19653
(Rs/hs) F.P | 6300 13405 9000 22405 -
Marginal Benifit] . - : : \ V 1
Cost Ratio N 10 Negative Negative Negative
Farmers | R.P |5 ' 5 . 5
(Number) F.P |5 | 15 5
Mote: R.P. = The recommended practices which were tested,
¥,P, = The farmer's practices,
* from farmer's estimates of yields,

N.C. = Not Collected
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. District: PYUTHAN V,P.: BIJUVAR
Table No.: 9 .  Year: 82-83 |
Season - Y Summer 82{Summer 82{Summer 824 Winter | Totai Cropp-
: . _ling Pattern
Cropping Pattern RV R=W ¥-B . |M-~B ‘
Land Type Lowland |Lowland Upland  |Upland
FPertility Level”™ High-Med High-Med Med-High _|Med-High
Irrigation Contimious Cont, _ |Rainfed | Supplemental
crop . | |mice . |mice Maize _ |Barley
Variety R.P |Sabitri |Janaki _ |Khumal Yel|Bonus Khu, Y,~Bonus
- F.P, |Marci |Mavei - |Sarlhi setd Local Sarl,seto loc.
Yield . |R.P [4.28 [6.0 2.5 1.8 4.3
(MT/ha _|F.P 2.8 3.0 - 3.0 2,2 5.2
Price of Output |R.P [2,5 2,5 | 3.83 . 1%.60 |
(Re/kg) P |2,5 2.5 | 3.83 3,60
Gross Returns  |R.P |10700 15000 9575 | 6480 16055
{Rs/ha) 17.p_1{7000 7500 11490 7920 19410
Fertilizer Input |R.P |60:0:0  |60:0:0  [45:0:0 | 20:20:0 65:20:0
(NPK ¥g/ha) F.P 10:0:0 0:0:0 - [0:0:0 0:0:0
Fertilizer Cost |R.P_|455 455|317 525 642
(Rs/ha) 1{r.? |0 | 0 0 I o .
Compost ‘ .R.P 0 0 8~12 8 | 18 '
(MT/ha) 7P |0 0 8-12 |8 18 .. -
Insecticide R.P_|O 0 o 0 0
- Cost (Rs/ha) TP |0 0 0 0 0
* Gross Margin .  |R.P_|10244 114544 | 9257 6155 - | 15412
(Rs/ha) |F.p |7000 7500 11490 7920 - li9s10 .
Marginal Benifit| , o I ) ' |
Cost Ratio 8 ~  |16.,4 ~  |Negative | Wegative | Wegative __ -
Fertiers " r . |R.P 3 2 5 5 '
(Number) F.P |3 2 5 5
Note: R.P. = The recommended practices whidh_were testeds;

PP, The farmer's practices.

BEST AVAILABLE COFY




- Table No: 10

/144

District: ROLPA
:Year: 82~83

V.P.: LIBANG

Season Yinter Winter Summer 83 Summer 83
Cropping Pattern R-W_ R R | R-¥ |
~ Land Type Lowland |Lowland | Lowland Lowland
Fertility Level Med-High  |Med-High __|Med-High Med-High
Irrigation 3x 3 x ‘ Contimous . |Contimous
Crop ____|Vheat Wheat Rice Rice
Variety R,P |UP-262 . 1UP-262_ [Himali __{Xanchan
_ ; PP |Local Local Locel marsi |Loeal mafsi
Yield R,P |1.73 ~ [1.40 3,88 |5.88
(17 /hs) - |r.p |1.54 1.54 4,91 4,91
Price of Output |R,P |4,0 4.0 4,50 4,50
{(Re/xg) F.P 14,0 4,0 4,00 4,00
Gross Returns  |R.P_|6920 5600 17460 26460 _
{(Rs/ha) F.P_| 6160 6160 19640 19640
Fertilizer Input|R.P |60:30:0 140:20:0 46:0:0 __ |46:0:0
(NPK kg/ha)  |®,P 10:0:0 10:0:0 0:0:0 0:0:0
 Pertilizer Cost |R,P 715 476 350 350
‘(Rs/ha) F,P |O . 0 . 0 0
Compost. R.P 5.0 5.0 0. 0
(MT/ha) F.P | 5.0 5.0 0. 0
" Insecticide R.P |0 0 8.6 0
 Cost (Rs/ha) F.P |0 0 0. 1o
' Gross Margin R.P_|6204 5127 17101,4 26110
(Rs/ha) 7P |6160 6160 19640 19640 .
Marginal Benifit , _ - ' ‘
vost Ratio 1 Wegative Negative 18,5
Farmers | F.P_I5 5 5 2
(Number) L.P {5 5 7 7

F.P.

The farmer's practices,

BEST AVAILABLE COPY

Note: R.P; = The recommended practices which were tested;




.- Table Wo.: 1l

/7 45

. District:

//

| _ ROLPA =
Year: ’82—83 -

V.B.: LIBAYG

Season S#mmer ﬁinter Winter | Total Cropping Pattern |
S 82 82 83 - S,
Cropping Patter LA M-V M- wow
- Land Type Uplﬂnﬁ ‘Upland Up;énd ‘ L
Fertility Level Med, Med, ed .
Irricstion Rainfed | Sup, _Sup,
Crop»‘ ‘ 1 Majze Wheat “he=t
Variet# : R.P [ Zhumal | UP-262 RR-21 - Khumel Y Khumal Vel
: “ ' . UP_262 RR 21
» P | Local Local Local -Local=Loesl  Local~Locsal
Yi=1d R.P 1 5.1 1.58 __ | 2.856 6.7 . 8
(MT/ha) 7nP13,9 2,00 |20 159 5.9
Price of Output |R.P|383 ~ |40 a0 | -
(Rs/kg) TP 13,83 | 4.0 2.0 | ]
Gross Returns |R.P | 19533 . | 6320 11424 25853 30957 ?
(Re/he) | 7pla4937 | so40 8040 | 22977 22977
Fertilizer Input| R.P | 30:0:0 | 40:20:0 | 40:20:0 | 70:20:0 70320:0 -
{NPK) ke/ha) F,P 1 0:0:0 | 0:0:0 | 0:0:0 0 0 g
Fertilizer Cost |R.P | 202 A77 | 477 679 679 ;
 (Rs/ha) PO 0 0 o 0 ?
Compost R.P |8 M.C. N.C. ?
(¥7/na) ERE K ¥,.C, N.C, !
. Insecticide  {RpP |0 " o ) 0 0
Cost (Rs./ha) | F.P Q. 0 0 0 !
Gross Margin  |R.P | 19331 | 5844 10947 25175 30278
(Rs/ha) P 14937 | 8040 8040 22971 22977
 Warginal Benifit| | - L
Cost Ratio 122,7 Neg. "6 4,2 11,8
Fgrmers RP (8 5 5
(v ymber) T.P |8 5 5.
Mote: R.P. = The recommended practices which were tested:. .
r,P. = The farmer's practices.
N.C. = Not collected

BEST AVAILABLE COPY
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District: ROLPA

V,P.: JANKOT

Table No.: 124 Yesr: 82-83

Season Sumner _ Summer Winter
Cropping Pattern R ' R-w. R-W
Land Type Lowland Lowland = Lowland
Fertility Level Med lied Med

- Irrigation Continurus Continuous Continuous
Crop Rice Rice Wheat
Veriety R.P_|CH-242 X-39 UP-262

P {Local Local Local

Yield R.P 4,86 3,72 3,83 3,18

© (WT/ba) 7P 13,33 3,33 2,07 2,07
Price of Outout |R.P (4,0 4.0 4,0 4.0
{Rs/kg) WP 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Gross Returns  |R.P_|19440 14880 15320 12720
(Re/he) | F.» |13320 13320 8280 8280
Fertilizer Invut|{ R.P_{45:0:0 45:0:0 60:30:0 40:20:0
(WPK Kg/ha) P 10:0:0 0:0:0 0:0:0 0:0:0
Fertilizer Cost [R.P |304 304 715 471
(Rs/ha) F.P 10 0 0 0
Compost R.P 10 0 3.0 3.0
(MT/ha) F.P {0 0 3.0 3.0
Insecticide R.P |0 0 0 0] i
Cost (Rs./ha) | P.P,l0 0 0 0 !
Gross Margin R.P [19136 14576 14605 12243 i
(Rs/ha) FR {13320 13320 8280 8280 i
Marginal Benifit o S - %
Cost Ratio 20,1 5.1 8,84 8.310 ;
Fermers : R.P 15 4 : 4 ?
(Number) P (5 4 4 9
Note: P.P., = The recommended practices which were tested;

?,P. = The farmer's practices.

BEST AVAILABLE COPY
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District: RQLPQ

'V;P.7: JAVROT

Tab1e>Wo;: Year: 82;83

Season I Total Cropping.Patfern Total Cropping Pattern

Cropping Pattern R~ R-T H-R ¥-R

Land Type ‘ B a

Irrigation . , » . ,

Variety R.P | CH242-UP262 K39-UP262  |UP262-Himali UP262-Kanchan

- F.P |Local - Local - liog.-Taighung Local-Taichung

Yield R,P | 8.69 7.55 5.9 8.25

(T/ha) TP 1 5.4 5.4 4.8 4.8

Gross Return R.P_| 34760 30200 30000 35445
 (Rs/ha)’ ¥F.P | 21600 21600 - 19080 19080

Fertilizer Input|R.F 1105:30:0 105:30:0 86:20:0 86:20:0

{NPK ¥g/ha) F.P 10 0 10 0 ’

Fertilizer Cost |R.P {1019 . 1019 827 827

(Rs/ha) 7P |0 o 0 0

Compost R.P |3 3 3 3

(Ton/ha) P |3 3 3 3

Insecticide Crst|{R,F |0 0 1o 0

(Rs./ha) PP 0. 0 0 o

Gross Margin R.P 33741 29181 129173 24618

(Rs/ha) 7,2 121600 21600 19080 19080 ,

Marginal Benifit ‘ h » T : |

-8 13 20

‘Cogt Ratio

Notes
F.P.

13

The farmer's practices.

BEST AVAILABLE COPY

R.P. = The recommended practicés_ﬁhich were tested;
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o District: ROLPA  V.P.: JANKOT
,’Table No,: 13 - Year: 83 | . ' |
Season Summer (83) Summer (83) ' Summer
Cropping Patterun| R-U . R-W M-
Land Type . . Lowland Lowland Uplang
Fertility Level | ' (¥ed-High Med-High Med-High
Irrigation L Continuous Continuous Supplemental
- Crop ' Rice - Rice |Maize
Variety - IR,P Hiﬁali ' Kanchan Khumal
PP |Thaichung Thaichung Local
Yield | R.P 3,84 5.05 3,86
(MT/ha) F.2 [2,7Q " 12.70 , 2,92
_Price of Output |R.P 14/50 _14/50 3.83
(Rs/kg) F.P_|4/00 4/00 3,83
Gross Returns |R.P {17280 22725 ~ l1a784
" (Rs/ha) . |R.P £10800 110800 11184 |
Fertilizer Input{R.P_|46:0:0 46:0:0 30:0:0 |
(NPK kg/ha) P,P |0:0:0 0:0:0 0:0:0 ;
Fertilizer Cost |R.P |350 350 202
" (Rs/ha) P,P {0 0 o
 Compost R,P |0 0 8
(MT/ha) F.P |0 0 8
- Insecticide R.P 10 0 0
Cost (Rs/ha)  |F,P |0 0 1o
Gross Margin  |R.P 16930 22375 14583
~(Rs/ha) ®,P 10800 10800 11184
Marginal Benifi t | ' ' ' ‘
Cost Ratio - 17,5 33,1 . 17,8
~ Parmers {R.P 2 ‘ 7
_Lpumber) ‘ FP |7 ‘ 7 _ 7
~Note: R.P. = The recommended practices which were tested:

F,P, = The farmer's practices.




' District:

 RUKUN

V.Pa:

-CHIBANG

Table No.: Year: 82-83
Season Winter '} Spring Sum:er 8% - {Total Cropping
_ ‘ ‘ ‘ ' ‘ Pattern:
Cropping Fattern R=4=tiu_ R-V-Mu - |B-v-iiung R—¥-Kung
Land Type Lowland Lowland Lowland :
Pertility Level High-Med Med-High Med-High |
f;Irrigation L X 2. x \ Continuous |
Crop Whegt Mung Rice
Variety R.p |{UP-262 Pusa Bisaki | Janaki UP262-Fung-R _
P,P | Local Impvd, |N,A. Local Locals )
Yield R,P 4,31 0.430" 5.2 9.51
(MT/ha) PP |2,2% 0 3,02 5,22
Price of Output |R.F |3.5 11/00 3/50 ’
(Rs./kg)  lvp |35 VoA, 3/50
‘Gross Returns  |R,P | 15085 4730 18200 33285 **
(Rs/ha) 7P l7700  lo 10570 18270
‘Pertilizer Input|R.P |80:40:0 0:0:0 46:0:0 126: 40:0
~ (NPX kg/ha) F.p | 0:0:0 v, A, 6:3:0 16:3:0
" Fertilizer Cost |R.P | 954 o 350 | 1304
(Re/ha)_ EREN 5.8 72 72
Compost |R.p {6 0 4.5 10.5
{ET/ha) PP |6 N, 4 60 12
Insecticide R.P |0 0 72 72
‘Lost (Rs/he) FP2 JO N, A, 72 72
‘Gross Margin - |R,P 114131 NoAe 17778 31909
jigs/ha 7P _| 7700 ) 10426 18126
'Yarglnal Benlflt | E 1 -
~Cost Ratio 7 N.A 26 12%*
Parmers : R.P [12 10 10
{Mumber) EEA RN N, 4, 10
}Npte: R.P. = The recomrended practices which were tested;
P,P, = The farmer's pfactices.
* Data from 81-82 crop cﬁttinqs.
¥ - Mung wss introduced as = new crop to this are=., Thus there
is no local treatment (r.7.) -
*¥ Tote that if the eross returns for mung (4730 Rs. ) were

1ncluded the MBCR
in the total variable costs).

16 (without labor and. seed costs included
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‘Distret: RUKUN V,P.: CHIBANG
Table No.: 15 Year:‘81¥82 o ‘
Season Jinter Summer Summer Winter L Summer :
Cropping Pattern] | W-R#ll R4 W-RHI R-Y-Mung | R-W-Mung |
Land Type Upland Uplané Upland Lowland Lowland
Pertility Level High-led | High-Med| High-Med |High-Med |High-Ned
Irrigation * Supp. Rainfed Rainfed I3 % Contindous _
Crop Vheat Rige Maize Wheat Rice
-Variety R.P| VL350 + IET-1444] Arun NL-30 _ Janaki
HD~1982 . ; -
P, P| TLocal Tmp| Local Local Local Local Tmp,
Yield R.P| 4,8 2.80 1,5 3.1 3.1
(117 /ha) Fpl 41 N.C. N.C. 2.2 v, C.
Price of Output |R.P| 3,25 . 2,35 3.75 %.25 2.25
(Rs, /kg) PyP| 3,25 2,35 3.75 3,25 3,25
Gross Returns R.P | 15600 6580 5625 {10075 10075
(Rs./ha) F.P| 13325 N.C. N,C 7150 .C.
Fertilizer Tnput|R.P| 48:30:0 | 60:30:0 | 60:30:0 |48:30:0 |46:0:0
(NPX kg/ha) F,P| 0:0:0 0:0:0 0:0:0 0:0: 0 0:0:0
Fertilizer Cost |R.P| 546 - 626 626 545 309
- (Rs/ha) FPL O 0 0 0 y.C,
Compost R.P| 18 N.C N.C 17 N,C.
{(MT/ha) F.P| 9 ¥.C. ¥.C. 10 N,C.
" Insecticide R.P| O 280 280 0 400
Cost (Rs/ha) ¥,21 0 ‘ 0 0 0 10
Gross Margin R.P | 15054 5674 5625 9592 9365
(Rs/ha) F.P| 13325 N.C. | M,C 7463 ¥.C.
Marginal Benifit| | o -
Cost Ratio ' 3.3 N, 4 WL, A 4,26 N.A.
Farmers R.P| 5 10 10 5 8
(Number) F.P| 5 u.C. N.C. 5. 0
Note: R.P., = The recommended practices which were tested;
F,P, = The farmer's practices. ‘
* Supp. = Supplemental
N.C, = Not collected
N.A. = Not applicable
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RUXKUM

From farmer's estimate

S.

| S District: L V.P.: ‘CHiBANG:j n
Table No.: 16 Year: 82-83 SRS : g :
ason - 'L j Wint?r b Sumner | jTotal Cropping
' _ _ Pattern
Cropping Pattern RHL = W ‘Rt - W =R
‘Land TYpe ) Upland 1 “Upland ‘
Tertility Level Med=Eizh =~ L N
Irrigation Supplemental Rainfed
" Crop ‘ Yheat Rice Maize
Variety R.P | RR-21 Bindeswari Arun {UP262~Bind. +Arun
| | F,P {Local Imp. | Local Local - Local L
Yield , R.P |3.56 3,62 2,11 9.3
- (MT/ha) 1P.P | 2,2% 2,85 1.44 6.5
Price of Cutput |R.P [3/50 3 2
(Rs/kg) w,P ] 3/50 B SN -
Gross Returns |R,P | 12460 10860 4220 27540
(Rs/ha) 7P 17700 2550 2880 20160
Fertilizer Input|R.P |80:40:0 60:30:0 140:70:0
(NPX Xg/ha) 7P 10:0:0 L C36:8:0 . ° 3,6:8:0
' Fertilizer Cost |R.P | 954 M5 1669
- (Rs/na) PO 34 34
- Compost . |m.p |6 7 {13 o
- (MT/na) r.P_| 6 3.5 - 19.5
- Insecticide’ = |R.P O L 32 103
. Cost (Rs/na) _|F.P {0 36 16 52 )
 Gross Margin  |R.P |11506 14262 25768
~ {Rs/ha) {1 7.2 | 7700 11344 19044
Marginal‘Benifit _ : | ' o )
~Cost Ratio 4 5 4.4
1,Farmérs | R.P {10 10 10 10,
(Number) | F.P | ¥4, 10 10 10
Note:_,R.P. = The recommendéd practices which were tested;
| F,P, = The‘farmer's practices
N.Ce = Wot collected;
M,A. = Not aonlicable. .
A
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17 SUMMARY OP THb AGRONOWIC AVD bCO“OMIC RbSULTS
OF PRE—PRODUCTION VPRIPICATION TRIALS

- Taﬁlé’ﬁo,:

Location:

Koski, District, Rakhee Panchayat
Cropping Pattern: :R—W—Mj
 Date of Seedin i -12-82 [3-12-82 {16-4-83
Date of Harvest ] 16-4-8% |16-4-83 | 26-7-83
" Land Type Irrig. iIrrig.,. Irrig. Irrig.
lowland “|Lowland Lowland . |Lowland
Irrization NG ek o lax | ¥one |
Variety R.P |K-39  |Up262  |RR21 Arun - |K39-UP262 K3%9-RR21
E _ Lrun Arun
|F.P |Local  [RR21 .. |RR21 Arun  |Loc,=RR21 Loc-RR21
: | Arun Arun
Farmers R,P | 2 4 4 3
(Number) F.P {General 4 4 3
Yield Ir.p | 2,38 2.6 3,04 .78 5.76 6.2
(T/ba) F.P 2,3 2,67 2,67 .13 5.7 5.7
 Price of Output{R.P |{2.14 {3.00 3,09 3 |
(Re/kg | PP 2,14 3,09 3,09 3 |
Gross Return R.P 5093 8009 9383 2340 15442 ° 16816
(Rs/he) - |7, P 14922 8260 8260 2100 15282 15282
Fart. Input = R.P |1 60:0:0 60:30:0 |60:30:0 45:O:O> 165:30:0 165:30:0
(NPK Xg/ha)  |F,P 130:15:0 35:18:0 [35:18:0 420:0:0 [85:33:0 85:33:0
Fert. Cost R.P | 406 622 622 342 1370 1370
. (Rs/ha) F,P_|313 341 341 152 806 806
Compost R.P 2,5 3.5 3.5 4 10 10
 (Ton/ha) F,p |6 3.5 |3.5 4 13,5 13.5
- Insecticide cost}R.P |0 o lo 101 101 103,
(Rs/hs) F,p |0 0 |0 0o 0 0 ' ;
Gross Margin  |R.P |4678 7387 8761 1897 13963 15336
(Rs/ha) F.P | 4609 7919 7919 2038 14566 14566
M.B.C,R 1.8 neg. 4 5 + 24 2.3 J
Seed Rate R.P | 120 120 30 ’ E
Kg/ha F.P 100 100 35 *

Notes:

R.P. =
F.P.

Recommended Practices

Parmer'*s Practice
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Table No.: 18 SUTARY OF THE AGRONOMIC AND ECONOMIC RESULTS OF

 Location: Lekhnath V.P., Kaski District,

PRODUCTION VERIFICATION TRIALS =

BEST AVAILABLE COPY

Cropping Patter: R~W-H 1982-83
Date of Seeding’ 128-11-82 }28-11-82 }20-4-83 !Total Crop. Pattern
Date of Harvest 12/4/83%  |12/4/8% | 25/7/83 :
Land Type- Lowland |Lowland |Lowland |Lowland
Irrigation Ne 2 x 2 x o .
Variety R,P K 39 RR 21 |UP 262 | irun K39-RR-Ar X39-UP-Ar,
| F,P_|Local  |RR 21 RR 21 | Local: | Loc-RR-Lo Loc-RR-Lo.
Farmers "R.P | 3 5 5 4
 (Number) F.P |Genersl | 5 5 4. '
Yield _R.P [2,23 .051- 2,441 .8_ 8,09 7.47
{1/na) PP 12,2 1,638 1,638 1 15.94 5.94
Price of Output R,P [ 2.14 3 3 3.
(Re/ke PP l2,00 |3 3 3
Gross Return  R.P | 4772 9171 7323 8400 22343 20495
(Rs/he) PP 4708 {4014 4914 6300 . 115922 15922
Pert, Input  R.P_|6010:0 | 60:30:0 "1 60:30:0" [45:0:0 - [165:%30:0 165:30:0
(NPK Kg/ha) PP | 24:9:0 | 37:18:0137:18:0 | 45:0:0 °|106:27:0 106:27:0
Fert, :Cost “R,P | 406 1621 " 1621 342 - 1369 1369
(Rs/ha) - F,p|228 {380 |30 342 .. 1950 950
Compost ®.P |0 1 a6 A*ff‘ 4‘6’ .121'6,5'7* : 12.ui.fﬁtM12 e
{Ton/ha) P2 |3 a6 a6 -d750 0 die et ¢
'ﬁiﬁSegfidi&écosiyﬁ;P“'o o Jo. :_Q*f* 10 o o
(Rs/he) - - ®plo- {o oo et o e mieo
Gross‘Margin ~ R.D|4366 8549 16701 - )s0s8 - | 20073 - 10125
(Ro/na) i asso  Jassa |asseIsgse - |ue9r2 -~ w12
M.,B.C.R" ol s 10 - i e
Seed Rate R.P ] 120 120 430
Kz/ha PP {100 100 {40
Note: R.P. = Recoumended Practice : R
" P,P, = Parmer's Practice, A
N.C = Not collected
. = infinity
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Table No.: 19 SUMMARY OF THE AGRONOMIC AND ECONOMIC RESULTS OF -

PRE-PRODUCT ION VERIFICATION TRIALS

- Location: Bhalam V,P,, Kaski District

. 1982-83

|
Cropping Pattern' R-¥ R-W R—W-} R--M f
Date of Seeding 39/8/20 139/8/20 39 /8/20 39/8/720 ;
‘Date of Farvest 39/12/29 39/12/29 10/1/3 40/1/3 ?
Land Type Rainfed’ Rainfed Irrig. Irrig. 9
; Lowland Lowland Lowland |Lowland :
Irrigation 0 0 1 1 :
Variety R.P | RR 21 UP_ 262 RR 21 UP_262 !
”F,P Locsal - Local - Local Local i
Farmers R.P 5 5 5 5 %
(Number) PP 5 5 5 5
Yield R.P| 1,992 . 2.195 4,1 4.4 j
- (T/ha) F.P| 1.489 1,489 3,9 3.9 5
Price of Output R.P| 2,25 2,25 2,25 2,25
(Rs/kg) F,P| 2,25 2,25 2.25 2.25 i
- Gross Return R.P | 4482 4939 9225 19900 ?
(Rs/ha) ¥,P | 3350 3350 8775 8775
Fert, Input R.P | 60:30:0 60:30: 0 60:30:0 60:30:0
(NPK kg/ha) F.P| 60:30:0 60:30: 0 15:8:0 15:8:0
Fert., Cost R.P| 621 621 621 1621
(Rs/ha) F.P| 621 . 621 155 155
~ Compost R.P| 17 17 9.5 9.5
(Ton/na) F,P] 19 19 7 17
Insecticide Cost R.P| O 0 0 0
(Rs/ha) F.P| O 0 0 0
Gross Margin R.P | 3671 14128 8414 9089
(Rs/ha) F,P| 2729 3507 8620 8620 3
M.B.C,R* 6 8.4 T 1.7
Seed Rate R.P| 120% 120 * {120% 120+
(keg/na) F.P| 64* |64 64* 64*
Notes: R.P., = Recommended Practice,
F.,P, = Farmer's Practice
* While computing the MBCR, the significant difference in seed

cost is also included {i.,e., 190 Rs.)

&
¥




/s /)

" SUMMARY OF THE AGRONOMIC AND ECONOMIC RESUITS OF

_.'_L'_ably e Ng, 20:
e PRE~PRODUCTION VERIFICATION TRIALS
~ Location: Ghachowk Village Panchayat, Kaski District -
: Cropping Pattern: Wheat — Maize - Rice; Year: 1982/1983 : . -
Date of Seedlng 11/11/82 [ 23/11/82115/4/63 | NC  [Total Crop- |
ining Pattern |
Date of Harvest 9/04/83 | 21/04/83 |28/7/83 NC z .
Lend Type Irrigated| Irrigated Irrigated |{Irrig.
. : Iowland | Lowland |lowlend |lowland
Irrigation X X 0 4K
o -~ . | RF (RR 21 UP 262 Jrun ~  [K-39 . UP262-Arun-K39 |
-Varlgty: - F.P. lLoca.l Local Local Local JlLocals N J;
-Farmers RE.| . 4 4L 5 5 - %
(Mumber) F.pP. 4 4 5 - 5 L %;
Yield RP.[2.856  [2.978 | 4.1 422 | 11.3
(Ton/Ha. ) F.P.[1.325 1,325 | 2.3 2,46 6.1 |
- Price of Output R.P.|2.35 2.35 3 2.5 | o
(Bs./Kg.) F.P.|2.35 2.35 3 2.5 |
Gross Return RP.[6712 6098  [12300  [10550 298/8 |
(Rs./Ha.) [F.P. 13114 3114 6900 | 6150 1616,
Fyertilizer Input R, P, |60:30:0 [60:30:0 [60:0:0 45:0:0 165:30:0
(N, P05, & K20 k¢/ha.) FP.l 0 0 60:0:0 9:0:0 | 69: 030 |
Fertilizer Cost# RP | 971 971 587 442 2000
(Rs./Ha.) F.P.[- 0 0 587 90 677
Compost 'R.P.| 6-9 6-9 6 ' b 17-18
(Ton/Ha.) F.P.| 69 & | 6 4 17-18
Insecticide Cost {1 RePe 0 0 0 400 ~ 400
(Rs./Ha.) FR.| 0 K 0 0 0
Gross Margin R.P.[550  |585 = [11593 9708 | 27157
(Rs./Ha.) [FP (3114 [3114 | 6163 €032 15309
Seed Ratettt R.P.| 120 120 1 40 . 40
_(Kg./Ha.) F.P.| 64 64 50 50
. QL"Q ¢ R.P. = Recommended Practlce, F.P, = Farmer's Practice - :
NA = Not Available; MB.C.R. . = Marginal Benefit Cost Ratio
NC . = Not Collected
* = Included in the fertilizer costs is the portemng charge from
.. Hyangja Coop. (1.e., at 50Rs per 50 k¢ for one day's haul)
= The difference in seed cost between R.P. and F.P. is included

in the Gross Margin and M.B.C.R. figures,




ITable No, 21:

xya

SUMMARY OF THE AGRONOMIC AND ECONOMIC RESULTS OF

"PRE-PRODUCTION VERIFICATION TRIAILS-

Locatitn: Ghachowk Village pmh;yat Kaski District

P

R.P. = Recommended Practlce

F.P. Farmer's Practice.

M.B.C.R. = Marginal Benefit Cost Rat-

NC = Not Collected; NA = Not Availabdle
*

Gross Margin and M.B.CG R figures.

Cropping Pattern: Ma:Lze - Rice - Fallow; Year 1983 B
Date of Seeding . : 9/3/1983 . NC Total -C ropping
- Pattern ;
Date of" Harvest,, 18/17/.1983 -~ NC--
Land Type Lowland - Lowland
Trrigation 0 — X ] |
Varioty? R.P.| Knumel Yellow | K-39 - Khumal Y,-K-39
' F.P.| Local Local | Locals.
Farmers R.P. 5 .5 B
(Number) 75 3 E |
Yield R.F. 6 42 10.2
(Ton/Ha.) C[FRT 2.2 2.5 47
Price of Output R. P. 3 2. 50
(Rs./Kg.) F.P. 3 2.50 3
Gross Return R.P, 18000 10500 28500 e
(Rs./Ha.) F.P.| 6600 6250 | 2850
Fertilizer lmput R.P.]  60:0:0 | 45:0:0 | 125:0:0
(N, P05, & Ko0 k/ha,) [ F.P.] 60200 0 60:0:0
Fertilizer Cost* R.P, 587 Lh2 . 1029
(Bs./Ha.) (F.5.] 587 0 8587
- Compost R. P, 5 4 9
(Ton/Ha.) IEB2 0 4 4
Insecticide Cost R. P, o} 0 o]
(Rs./MHa.) F.P. | 0 0 0
Gross Margin RP.] 17413 10058 27471
(Rs./Ha.) F.P.| 5973 6225 12198
Seed Rate ** RP. . 40 40 |
(Kg./Ha.) Fr %0 50
M.B.C.R. NA 10.2 W
~ Notes:

~ Included in the putting fertilizer cost is the portr:.ng charge
~ The difference in seed cost between R.P. and F.P. is included in the
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Table No, 22: SUMMARY OF THE AGRONOMIC AND ECONOMIC RESULTS OF
PRE-PHODUCTICN VERIFICATICN TRIALS

Location: Ghachowk Village Panchayat, Kaski District ;
Cropping Pattern: Wheat - Maize / Fingermillet; 'Year: 1982/1983

Date of Seeding NC NC NC ' NC Total Cropping
e : Patter
Date ‘of Harvest NC ~NC . NC - "X
Land Type Upland . {Upland Uplend - X
Irrigation 0 0 0 0

_ | R.P.[RR 21 [UP 262 [Kmmal [F.Millet- |RR21-Kh, Y. UP262-
Variety: - : ' Kh, Y.

- | FoPi{Local Local Local {Datw Not- |Locals Local

Farmers R.P.l 5 5 5 |Collected.
(Number) F.P.l 5 | 5 5 o
Yield RePe| 2,344 (2,465 7.3 9.644 9.765
(Ton/Ha.) F.P.[ 1,31 1.31 3.8 | 5,11 5,11
Price of Output R.P.12,35 2.35 3
(Rs./Kg.) F.P.|2.35 2.35 3 .
Gross Return R.P.| 5508 5792 21900 27408 27692
(Rs./Ha.) F.P.| 3079 | 3079 | 19400 | LT 14479
Fertilizer Input R.P.|60:0:0 |60:0:0  |60:30:0 120:30:0 |120:30:
(N, P05, & K0 k/ha.) [F.B.] 0O | O 0 o 0
Fertilizer Cost* R.P,| 587 587 971 1 1558 1558
(Rs./Ha.) F.5.| 0 0 0 0 0
Compost. R.P.| 79 79 7 15 5
(Ton/Ha. ) F.P.| 7-9 79 7 15 15
Insecticide Cost R.P., 0 0 0 0 0 |
(Rs./Ha.) F.P.] 0 0 0 ‘ 0 0
Gross Margin RoP.| 4767 5045 20929 | 25690 25974,
(BRs./Ha.) - F.P.| 3079 | 3079 = | 11400 14470 ULT9
Seed Rate®* 5| 120 120 NC
(Rs./Kg.) F.P. 64, 64, NC _
M.B.C.R. 3.25 3.6 10.8 - I 7.6 | 7.8

Notes: R.P. = Recommended Practice; F.P. = Farmers' Practice
N.C. = Not Collected; MB.C.R. = Marginal Benefit Cost Ratio

A = Included in the fertilizer costs is the portering charge
#  _ The difference in seed cost between R.P. and F.P. -is included in
the Gross Margm and M B.C.R.  figures, :

BEST AVAILABLE COPY
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Table 23: SUMMARY. OF THE AGRONOMIC AND ECONOMIC RESUITS CF
o | PRA-PRODUCITON VERIFICATTON TRIATS
_ ‘Location: S:Lte ManuSmara VJJ.J.age Panchayat, . Dha.nkaul (Sarlahl)
' Cropping Pattern: R-R-W, R-MMing, R-W-Mu; Crop: Rice-Mungbean | o
“Cropping Pattemn | IRmBW | R-R-W R-Mung | R-W-Yung R-W-Mung
Land Type ‘ Medium Medium | Medium Medium Medium
Soil Soil Soil Soil Sgil.
Irrigation _ - MC MC -~ MC MC MC fi::'
: : R.P.|laxmi | CH-45 Lasxmi CH-/5 Pusa Balsakh‘;"
Variety: _ F.P. [Ilocal Local Iocal = | Local Local i‘
Formers . BP.| 4 | 4 3 7 %
(Mumber) . v 4 s | 6 7 %
Yield "~ |R.P.| 2.85 2.63 2,73 2.8 1.25
(Ton/Ha.) IF.E.] 2.43 | 2.33 2,18 2.45 7.05
Price of Output " {R.P. 2 . 2 2 2 5
(BRs./XKg.) . : F.P.| 2 . R 2 2 5
Gross Return R.P.| 5700 5260 5460 5600 6250
(Bs./Ha.) F.P.| 2860 7660 7360 ] 4900 | 52%0 i
Fertilizer Imput | R.F.|00:30:0 | 60:20:0 | 90:30:0 | 60:20:0 . |20:20:20 |
(N, P2#5, & K20 kg/ha.) [F.P.[60:30.0 | 40:20:0 | 6033030 | 40:20:0 |20:20:20 :
Fertilizer Cost R.P.[ 1000 668 1000 668 443
(Rs./Ha.) PP 752 506 752 506 443 i
Compost RPN NC | . XNC NC NC i
(Ton/Ha.) - [FR] W NC —XC | e NC
Insecticide Cost R.P.| 200 200 200 200 700
(Rs./Ha.) F.P.] 200 200 | 200 | 200 700
Gross Margin | RaP.| 4500 4392 4260 | - 4732 | 5707
(Bs. MHa.) | F.R.| 4108 3954 | 3600 439, 4707 i
M.B.C.E. -_ 3./, 3.7 Wk | 4.3 .| M *
: Mg: R.P. = Recommended Practice
) F.P. = Farmer's Practice :
MC = Manusmara Cangl , : . it
NC = Not Collected : BT s : |
N4 = Not Available '
MBCR = Marginel Benefit Cost Ratio.

BEST AVAILABLE COPY .
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Table No. 24

Loca,to.on- leferent Panchayats in Sarlah:L D:Lstrlct altng
canal; and the last column at Blrendra Nagar V.P.,

PRODUCI‘ION VERIFICATION TRIAIS

SUMMARY OF THE AGRONOMIC AND ECONOMIC RESULTS OF PRE_

the ” Manusmara )
Chltwan Dn.str:.ct

F.P. = Farmer's Practice
N’C_ = Not Collected

BEST AVAILABLE COPY

o . Year 39§2/ 1983, —
Cropping Pattern | _w-mm'g-n W-R-R = |R-W-Ming R-W-F
Date of Seeding NC NC NG -..,,,“‘“j-zf NC
Date of Harvest NC NC- [ NC | NC
“Land Type . Lowland  [Lowland [Lowland " Lowland
Irrigation R 2X X Canal Partial
Variety ; R.P.| UP 262 UP 262 |Pusa B. RR 21
_ F.P. | ER 21 {RR 21 [local Local
-Farmers RP, A 5 1 3
(Number) F, P, 4 5 1 3
Yield R.P. 3.75 - 3.85 1 1.4 2.753
(Ton/ha.) F.P. 2.3 2.2 1.15 1,912
Frice of Oubpat RP.| 2.53.00 (2,553 | 5 3
(Rs./XKg.) 1F.P.| 2.,55-3.00 |2.55~3 | 5 3
 Gross Return RE.| 9645 976, | 7000 8259
“(Rs./Ha.) [F.F. 6248 | 6044 | 5750 5737
Fert. Input R.P.| 80:40:0- ' 80:40:0 20;20:.20 6'1:30:01
(N, P05, & K20 ke/he) F.P.| 5,:32:8 43123:0] 35:20% O 0
Fertilizer Cost RP. 834 834 443 626
(Rs./Ha.) - F.P. 623 458 | 458 0
'Cdmpost ' R.P.’ 0 1 NC o)
(Ton/He.) F.P. 0 1 NO 0
Insecticide %st R.P. i -0 1 - e 0
- (Bs./Ha.) F.F. | 0 Al T en 0
Gross Margin 1 RoP, 8811 8930 | 6457 7633
(Rs./Ha.) F.P.? 5625 5586 | 5207 5111
M.B.C.R. 16 10 { Negative A
'Notes: R.P. = Recommended Practice ‘ |
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' __L.l_&__&._ﬁ SUl\M&RY OF THE AGRONOM[C 4ND EOONOM[C RESULTS (zF
PRE.PRODUCIION VERLF IGATION TRIALS

* Locationt Jhanj V.P., Rautehst District, 1983

: \CrOpplng Pattern ¢ - R-W-Dhy:- R RW-Mung  RW-M
Date of Seeding = R.P. 22/2/40 "20/2/40 T 21/2/40 1972740
‘Date of Harvest RDP.  26/7/40 = 18/6/40  25/1/40  -A5/1/40
- Land Type o Irrigated Irrigated Irrigated Irrigated
, S o Lowland ~Lowland Iowland = Iowland
Irr:\.gatlon , : NC NC . NC. - . NC ~
_ Var:.ety. R ~ R.R Sebitri = Laxmi Masuli . Jangki
) : ) i F.P6 IDCQ. - ) LOcal 100081 . - Local

Farmers.' B . R.P. -5 -5 5 4
L : S F.p, 5 , 5 5 4
Yield =~ o "RP 3,725 3.218  3.514 3.55
(T/pa.) - . ~F.P 1,935 0 1,935 . 1.85%6 . - 1,935

. Price of Output RPy 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5
(Rs/ke) : - FR 2.5 2,5 2.5 2,5
Gross Returns ©  RP. 9313 . 8045 . 8785 8875
(Bs./ha.) F.P. 4838 4838 4640 . 4838
Fert, Input R.P. 60:0:0 60:0:0 60:0:0 = 60:0:0
(N, P05, K20, k/h) - F.P.  26:6:0% - 26:6:0%  26:6:0%  30:30:0 .
Fert, Cost R.P. 45T L57 LET 457
(R/ha.) F.P. 250 250 250 488

- .Compost L R.P. ~HC ~  NC . .NC

(T/na.) , . F.P. NC NC - NC " XNC
Insecticide Cos‘b ; - Ry - NC - NC - . -NC . - NC
(Rs/ha.) -~ F. - NC - NC NC - NC
Gross Margin © . R.P. 8856 7588 8328 8.18
(Rs. /ha, ) F.F. 4488 - 4588 4390 43%
‘M.BuC.R. . - . R ;3 . .....20 . .. NA
Seeding Rate 7 RJe . -TB0 Coo50. - 50
(kg/ha. L : . F.P. NC ‘ NG o NC - - NC

. Notes: R.P. .= Recommended Practice

F.P. Farmer's Practice

Margingl Benefit Cost Ra‘blo ,
= Not Collected : o
' Not Appllcable ‘ : v

NS
oy
e
&
nnnn

*® - Fertnllzer mput flgure taken from Mohammedmr V.P., Inltlal S:Lte .

Descrlptlon Report for- PVTS. o e

+ - No spr:.ng rice for the R-W-R pattern, and no spring maize . for the
R—W-M pattern.
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Table No, 26:  SUMMARY OF THE AGRONOMIC AND ECONOMIC RESULTS OF
o PRE-PRODU CTION VERIFICATION TRLALS

f“-Loca’c',ion,‘ H Hansporla V. P., Sunsari District (Column 1 and 2) and
: Dulari V.P. Morang District; Year: 1982.

Cropping Patterns , R-W-Mung R-J:J-Dh."' RW-Dh.t R-W-Dh."'
Date of Seeding R.P. - NC NC 2039/2/5 - 2039/2/5
Date of Harvest RP. NC . XC 2039/7/24  2039/7/26
Land Type . Lowland - Lowland  Lowland Lowland
- Irrigation 3X ~ 3X 4 X 1 X
Variety: ° R:P.  Masuli - Durga  Janaki  Sabitri
: .~ - F.P.  locealt® © Masuli Local Masuli
Farmers ‘RePe - 5 ' 5 10 5
(N'tmber) : - - F.R, 5 5 -~ 10 5
Yield ‘ : .~ R.P 3.742 3.94 = 3.83 3.6
(T/nha) F.P. 3.2 3.42 3.09 3,14
Price of Outpur . R.P, 2.75 2.5 2.5 2.5
Qrs/ke) - FP. 2,75 75 a5 2.75
Gross Returms R.P. 10291 . 9850 9575 9000
(ks/ha.) . F.P. 8910 9,05 7725 8635
- Fert, Input _ R.P. 68:0:0 60:0:0 60:0:0 60:0:0
(N’PK/kg/ha) : F.P. 6:0:0 29:0:0  29:0:0 ©29:0:0
Fert., Cost RP 406 : 406 406 406
(R/ha.) | F.P. 41 196 196 196
Compost . R.P. 0 0 1
(Ton/ha.) - F.P. 3 4 5 6 5
Insecticide Cost R.P. 0 . 523 205
(Rs/ha.) N F.P. 0 o 0 : 0
Gross Margin R.P. o885 . 9444, - 8646 8389
(Ry/ha. )  F.P. 8869 9209 7529 8439
M.B.C.R. : ‘ 3.9 21 2.5 0.9
jg R.P. = Recommended Practice
F.p. = Farmer's Practice
M.B. C.R.... Margingl Benefit Cost Ratio
~NC = Not Collected :

e - Tocal with 2-'farmers and Masuli with.3

4+ = Dhaincha.
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Tsble No, 27:  SUMMARY OF THE AGRONGMI C_AND ECONOMIC RESULTS OF
7 PRE-PRODUCITON VERTFTCATION TRILS |

Location H ln.panl Birta V.P. s Parsa D:.stra.ct (Colwnn 1 2 a.na 3 and Yadukuwe
. V.Ph., Dhanusha D:.strlc‘b° Year: 1983 ,

_

B

Cropp:mg Patterns L ";'~R—Lent11 - R-W-F R-Mustard R-W-Fallow
Date of Seeding o R9/2/40 ~~29/2/40 30/2/40 2072750
Date of Harvest = o 21/6/40 24/6/40  10/6/10 . 2/1/40
Land Type -~ = - Rainfed Rainfed Rainfed - Irriga‘ted
~ B Lowland Lowvlend Lowland ~ Lowland
Irrigation . : - NC NC . NC NC |
Variety: ‘ R.P. Bindeshwari Bindeshwa CH 45 . Janski
| | ri(TET 14~ |
C (IET 1444) 0 44) o | '
F.F..  Loeal " Ioecel Jocel = Local
Farmers R.P, 4 5 ‘ 5 S 5.+
(Number) F.P. 4 3 - 5 . -5 5 .
Yield ~ R.R. 2771 2,115 2.40 4,048
{2 /aa) F.P. 2.18 2,336 2.06 . 2,829
Frice -of Outpur R.P. Re5 - 2.5 2.5 T . 2.5
(Rs/kg) F.P. 2.5 R 2.5 2.5 T . 2.5
‘Fross Return R.P. 6925 5262 6600 10120
(Rs/ha.) - F.P, 6250 5840 - 5158 7072
Fert, Input R.F. 60:0:0 60:0:0 60 0:0 60:0:0
(NPK, kg/ha) F.P.  45:12:0 45:12:0  45:12:0 30:30:0
Fert., Cost - R.P. 457 . L5T 457 457
(Rs/ha. ) F.R. 370 370 370 488
Compost R.P. NC "N NC . NC
{T/ha.) P.F, NC - NC NC NC
Insecticide Cost R.P.’ N 7  NC NC NC
(Rs/ha. ) . F.D. NG~ NC - NC NC
Gross Margin R.P. 6458 4LB805. 55,3 9663
(Rs/ha. ) F.P. 5855 5470 4788 6585
M.B.C.R. o T |/ s
Seed Rate o R.P. 50 . k0 50 50
(&/ha.) - F.R. N . NC - NG -, NC
Note: R.P.  ~"= Recommended Practice
F.Po = Farmer's Practice : e e
M.B. C.R. = Marginal Benefit Cost Ratlo Co R
NC . = Not Collected . S ~
- N3, = Not Apphcable L
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- The first step in PVTs is to observe what already exists, which is what
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~ Preface to the Appendices

. There .are four appendices attached to this report. Théy can be ‘
considered as scientific tools to assist agricul turists conduct their
own‘PVTs: or other result demonstration trials. The following paragraphs ‘
" briefly describe how these tools can be used. | o

As with any scientific study, PVls follow a prescribed methodology.

the questiomaire (append:x one) is designed for. The accompany:.ng
date summary sheet (eappendix two) is where the collected information is
concisely described. After a PVT site is m from examination of

" the site description and/or data summary sheet, the recommended technology
can be selected, Once this technology is instituted with farmers in farmer's

fields, contimuous mori;a‘tgg‘tg._‘ g of the triels is necessary to insure reliable
‘data for results' interpretation.

_The data collected from PVTs (see appendix three) - both recommended
and farmers practices -~ is then comparatively analyzed, yielding the

necessary information required to assess how well the recommended and

farmers' technology performed. If proper PVT methodology had been followed,
from these ggronomic and economic results of PVIs, together with the site

‘description, the agricultural developer could be then able to confidently
promote an appropriate recommended technology for a particular area.

Appendix four is a detailed outline and schedule of the training

- rrogram on how to conduct FVTs, which is taught by a Cropping Systems
dgronomist and Economist. It is especially designed for 'f‘utﬁre reference
Wy field staff after the training program, containing the necessa.ry formilae
and succinct descr:l.ptlons of the step~-by-step VT process,

In order for CSP technology to be more easily transferable, these appen-
/ .
dices have also been written in Nepali and can be obtained from the National
Cropping Systems Program at Khumaltar, '
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Br:Lef D:Lscuss:.on on Site Dacnpt;ons -

e PVT process. ‘With the
owledgeably detemnne

Slte descr:.ptlons* are on eusent:u.al part o
information gathered from them, agriculturists ca
‘which sites are better suited for PVTs, what tech
side farmers' tra.dltlonal practices and 1n general " better understand vhat

ogy to recommend along— ‘

are some of .the maJor impediments to agrl_cultlral development for a particular
area. | " o ' | | o

. For Nepal's PVTE‘;, the site description process has not always worked
aec‘ording to the methodology. In certain areas, site descriptions were
not conducted or if conducted, they were processed after the trial bad
‘already been establ:.shed thereby render:.ng costly site analysis less useful
Behind these shortcomings, there has also been a perslstent dlfflculty

' convincing local staff and other government of ficials of the importance and
| necessity of condpcting site descriptions. ‘before the trials begin. The -
existing agricultural extension system nomﬂly does not conduct surveys,
As a result ICP-CSP's socio~economic unit often went ahead, conducting R |
surveys without signif 1cc.nt involvement by locel staff. It can be said that |
this approach adopted by ICP-CSP enabled CSP to gather an optimsal amount of
‘information for FVTs but, at the seame time, it also forestalled the deve-
lopment of a transferable (forrNepal:L 4D0 conditions) s;.te description

process,

- This past year, - however, CSP work:_ng together “with RCUP staff, redesigned

.a simp.Llfled s:.te descrlptlon m;estlgmg,;: made for relatively easy use by
‘local ADO staff Appendlx one is an example of this questlonnalre. It asks

. for on.Ly the mln:unum amount of information necessa.ry to compnle an on-s:.te
ma_mam__h_g_et (Append:x.x IT) ¢ inf ormation on predominant cropplng )
'pattemS, land types, varieties grown, yields and inputs used.®* It has already
-:successfully worked :Ln several new PVT areas, and it is hoped that other ADO:
‘and researchers will utn_h.ze this tool for their.own work,

* - For a more detailed presentation on recent modifications in site description,
~see Marlin Van Der Veen, "Rapid Site Description for Farming Systems Resea-
rch", a discussion paper for the 14th Asian Farming Systems Working Group
Meetings, Hangzhau and Beijing China, Oct. 25-29, 1983, available from IRRI,

#t _ Note that site descriptions should also include an evaluation of past FFTs,
minikits, management trials, etc., for the areas under study.
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) Appendix # 1

LY . e

" SITE DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNATRE FOR PRE-PRODUCTION
. VERIFICATION TRIALS

, Panchayat :

B)

S i
A) ____QZ.‘J..P_eS tion of the lend for ward rumber(s 2 ' ‘TQ'I& ] Ropanis :
1. Khet (Lowlend) A
a) Fully irrigated - S ' , | . s

h) Seasona_'Lly 1rr1g~ated or half ungated

c) Non—irrlgated or rainfed

2, Bari (Upla.nd)
2. Tar 1and (flat Lowlend in the: hills)

1. Is cultlvated 1and keot fallow dur:Lng any time of the yea.r"
, Yes - No
If yes, what type of land ¢ Khet, Barl or bo‘th"

2, Description of Fallow Khet land

_a) What percentage is kept fa.llow-

| b) Reasons for keeping fallow

¢) 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?

3. Description of Fallow Bari Iand

‘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 Bari land?
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c) ‘I. In ‘th:LS waId no, -y what crops We,re cultlvn‘ted on the ‘botal Khe't

>

land last year?

MM&K_@_ :
Cultivated Crops - Percentage_of Cultivated Area/Crop

-—— s o A—— — - -y

Te

2.

“D) 1. What are the mé-in eropping patterns in Khet land in Ward No.
of this Panchayat? | -

2, When are the different crops planted and harvested 1n_Khet 1and’

Name of the Crop ‘Planting Date - Harvesting Date
Re esee see ose se0 ese ess eee ees ses sce woe
36 eeee see ces ese  ese ase ees oo esa see ese
e eiee eee ses ase eoe ess ees ese =ece see oan
Be  eeei ses ses coe  aee eee soe cee see oo ees

E) 1. In this 'Wa;'d No,. 5 which crops were cuj_tivated on totel Bari land
last year? ' ’

esc;g;gmgz of Qggp cl;]'t]zated cn Bari.,
Cultivated Crogs Percenta _gc of Cultivated Area per Crop
1. Maige
2. Millet
3, Upland Rice
Le Wheat
S5¢ eeeciesance

F) 1. What are the main cropplng patterns in Bari 1and in Wazd No. pf
this Panchayat? '

®e0e 000000 eesgece eceeecvesseteee e ec e s ceesecoss e L]

$o 0000000000000 @00 cec0C0eDee s CE ee s 000000000000
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2. When are the different crops planted and harvested in Bari land?

oo - Name of the Crop '~ Flanting Date - Harvesting Date
1. Maize v | -
2, Fingermifet

;. . ‘ B | | |
G) -Wha_it percentage of improved' and local varieties are grown in Khet land?

Name of the Crop Name of Impro- Percentage Name of ilocaj. - Percent
' - ved Variety ‘ Variety

)
"]. Rice ) #ecevsestosctes esiccceceses Sessccnneante seescce
‘" seeesove0ee0es 00000 e 00000 soo0 *e® 00 00000V S ee cseboe
Gceescscioseee sescsieccs secesesessses soevese
2. Wheat  eesesecceccoos sosecceece seecesccceass seseses
Gceetceesscces ssesceanec sesccoebesese evesses
3. "Maige  eeeesseesceses abecssccse sessesccdescs seseose
S Gsesecsacisses sesevesses sesessesssnes srecsse
l.ooetooﬁn‘oo.o seeo0 s e e 00 ‘.J‘..'O....OQC e® o c oo
- dys . e%sscsccescses escssssise sssssssevecas  essevue

"H) 1. What percentage of improved local varieties are grown in Bari land?

Name of the Neme of Impro- Name of Local

Percentage

X P
Crop ved Variety ercentage Variety =~ — """
a) Mflize . .00..’..'0..._0.. LICIC BN B R N ) .o‘.oooooo..d’. e v cs00se s
b) WhGa't- B A..IO'—...‘;‘VOO.. ‘..'.1‘.;...‘ eretcevecsnee .--.p-"oo.
C) Mjllet ’ ;o.‘..o.’o-oooo. -.ooolo-oo_"‘A'00.0‘000.....0 \o..uoo"--oo
d) Upla'nd Rice ‘ too;ooooioonno -oolctoo'.o'.‘ .Ilt.!‘.t.'..l ..on.o-vvo...
..t.o..'o.o;o. .tooec;oﬁo 20 es s .o-‘ooo-o.-/
' e) | o n———————— eess s s e v v .-0.0000010 e evos o tany .IC..D‘.‘OOO

BEST AVAILABLE cOPY
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”i)'What"is“fhe aVérage yield per Ropani 6f thé_fdlibﬁing“érbpsﬁ(locgi”or
improved)? o o - SR R

. Name of the CI'OE Name of Variety  Yield ‘per Ropani

o ———— s e -
e R‘iCQ ‘ ’ : . ewsaee - ‘ : ‘ ‘o‘o“-o’-'

| 2. Whea,‘b : k . 'ooo‘.o;“ ' I;‘Q.;

eosos e J“. . "noocnl

. : . 1 Lo .
Bo'MiiZe B v - - ®ceene ‘ ‘ PO
' L R ) : EXRX RS

4’; Fingerm?‘-l-let ‘ . ~ . Oton LI N " ! . ‘ o LN )

50 Barley . seceae X o "eeen e

'

6. Uwa. | B o ' ) .h“.‘-ofoo ) B ‘ . ".-o'o

7. Potato ; e | ceees

80 er— secoes ‘o;--.

J) How much seed do you apply (Local or improved) for the following crops?
Crops Name of Variety *Sced Rate Per Ropani

—— ey i o

' .11; ‘Rice _ O eeeeae a f,  ‘ ceose

ptoat e e

v T T
s e

5. Barley‘ ' :: S : :

6w — o

~;;§ . | 7. Potato ‘ ‘ A:::::: | | ; :::::
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8' ——e esscne N - ...ﬁ.'..4
9. _"'f}' LA e } ) R . eessese
eecesa . N R RR RS - -

K) In Ward No. __ , what percentage of total farmers use chemlcal
fer‘b:_'l.:l.zer? What is the average amount of chemlca.l fer‘t:lllzer applled

' per Ropam. for those farmers who use it?
- Percentage of fammers Ave. Chemical Fertilizer

Crop Variety - Use Per Ropani (Of those
Ch smical FerJ(:.= Farjers Who Use it)

1e Rice\ : Improved‘ ' cesecne _ ssesses
o Local : cessane L cessene
2, Wheat ~ Improved = = ..i.... | T ieesees
‘ | Local C eeeenee L eeseees
3. Maize Inmproved : eoesven - ....;..
(’ Local . esvnene ' - .......‘
4e Fomillet  TImproved P . “eseessse
o Local veoesas ceseses
5. Barley Improved - cevenes cevteeee
Iocal ) sscscss -  iheeenee

6, Pqta‘bo Improved renees ceeeres
Iocal  sossses eeescas
7s Uwa, Improved . eeasses : S
' Local o ceenno o Ceeeene

8. ___ ~ Improved eevenes ,. Veeeees o
9. Improved  °  sieeee. , | eeseses.
Local - ' eeeees . ..

L) What are the major agrlcultural problems for the farmers of Ward No.

“Te Lack of :erlgatn.on facilities
2., Hail

3. Lack of compost fertilizer
Lo Insects arid Diseases

5., Unavailability of chemical fertilizer

6. Lack of money to purchase improved seed and chem:.ca.l fertilizer _____




' o 7.7! oo :

8. lack of technical knowledge about improved famming techniques __

9. Obher problems

EXTRA COMMENTS BY TNTLRVIEWER
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‘ APPENDIX 22

D.uTn SU MM xRY SHEEI‘

Wards __ \ s Panchayat R o , District
‘GENERAL: ‘ o o
‘Rainfal}l —__mm/yr.; Number of wet months ; Hail :
Altitede ______m.a.s.l.; Soil Texture , BL__; O.M s N__; P__; K
- LAND TYPE MIX AND USE: | . | ' )
% of 1 ' . Main Cropping Patterns ' .
Lend Type ‘ Area | Pattern{ % | Pattern | % Pattern % R°p§nls
Irrigated Towland ey i '
Rainfed Lowland | DR e S I
Upland - o _ ' 1T
WARIETIES GROWN, YIELDS AND INPUTS USED: o
"% -of 7 Mean {% Using|Amount|% Using | smount ‘Seed Rate/
Crop Variety | Veriety| Yield/{Ferti- | : Used/
- : Crop Arediiopani{lizer {Used* {Compost* Ropani { Ropani
1s '
1 Rice [2 |
o 3. Local
24 Wheat L
< L Re o
|3, Tocal
3 Maize ; : . ,
: I : ] : . o
1 3. Local '
4 Mastard 1
F . Millet
g Potato 1s ' ‘
S 2 - -
] Wheat 3.’ . - ~ : ;3
g Soybean 2:
s .
10

* Of those using
. {SUGGESTED PRE-PRODUCTION VERIFICATION TRIALS:

Land Tvoe Cropping | .___ Fgrmers' Practices to Superimmose
enc =Jp Patterns | Crop {Fert. {Compost {Crop | Fert. {Compost|Crop|Fert{Con
Irrigated Loyland
| Rainfeqd Lowland o » » |
Upland ' , "

BEST AVAILABLE COPY L,




/sl
&ppendix 3¢ _ _
“ BATA TO BE COLLEGTED FHOM THE PRE-PHUUUCTION VERIFICATION TRIALS

. l <
Recommended practices! Farmer's local practices

Size of plot

Varicty

Amount of sced used

spacing (ir cms) -

 Secdlings for hill (ricc)

.

" Fertilizer used (kind and amount) { -

Basal Fertilizer ‘ ; ‘T

Dose

Date of application

First top-dressing

Dose

o " : B o - T e

Date of Application

o

Compost [How many kg per doko [Best estimate))

Insocticides

i " o

Type ' : ' 4

Whgprrandee a L s S oy ™ pE

Amount S ~

Date : \

- ‘Seeding date

Trensplanting date (Rice, F, millet)

" — v e

Harvesting date

Size of sample [mZJ

dnby e

4

‘Sample dry wcight

BEST AVAILABLE COPY
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AL

Irrigationi(uétgiand hours peb épbiiéétibn]

3,

3.
4,
Commentsé
le In the trial were there any changcs From the recommended practices
' ’ ; Yes [/ 7/ No 7
2. IF yes, whot were they snd why did they occur?
After the crop was planted, did any pest damage it? Yes /_/ Wo / _/
Type of pest o A Date Type of damage Degree of damage
a, were there nny problems From grazing animals, theft by human, monkcys,
Yes [__/ No [/ /
6., If yes, what were they? How cnuld they be prevented?
6. haa therc any bad weather like strong wxnds, ha11 drnught heavy rain
or Floods, etc? { /7 No [/ 7
-7« 1If yes,.explain (0Date, typec of extent of damage)
"B Ho®m much rainfall occured during'the timc the crop was in the field?

1. ) .
. -

3.

a, . | -

5. ' ) |




- 2’ -

. 10.°

11,

12,

1- .’I-

‘//75/'/ R

‘ﬁhéf price'could the fFermers receive for their products éf‘theftimé-pf-

harvest ?

;vCrop ‘___'. ' Variety . Price/kg

3a

4,

.Did you heve 2ny farmers Field day in wh;ch you showed this PPVT to '
 the farmers 7 Yes kl::7v No L7 ’ : :
- If Yes, .- ' " '

Dates o " Number of farmers sttending o

Did any of the farmers went to obtein the secd 7 Yes z::7 No [ 7
If yes, how many Farmers 7

What were the farmer'svcomments about the trials ? .
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DETATLED oUers OF FVT IETHODOLOGY TRaTITNG PROGRAY -

10530 - 12:00 . I. INTRODUCI'ION

(Day 1) ) Introductory remarks by ADO

~ii) Review of objectives: ‘
~ train ADOs and JT/A's on how to conduct PVT'
- review findings of first site visit/selection of wards
111) Importence of Cropping Systems Program in Nepal and
it's role in extension:
-~ brief h:.story of the program
= flow of technology from research to farrper s flelds
. - = extent of PVI's in Nepal
: iv) Benchmark evaluation of the trainees I
v) Review of benchmafx evaluatlon, with explanatlon of
- frequently used terminclogy in Cropp:.ng Svstems.
- Relay, mixed, intercropping - -
Camponent technology
Cropping pattern .
- land type
- Etc.

© 13300 - 16:15 II. PRE-PRODUCI‘ION VERIFLCATION TnLJs I
A, Discussien of PTl's:

i) What are “they?
ii) Why conduct them?

-1ii) Can they be used as result demonstra‘tlons"
iv) Are they an additienal work load? ‘

- developing agrlcultural technology for a =
‘particular Panchayat ’

- the next step is a production program

- handling small problems with FVT's can help
prevent large problems in a product:_on program

- introduction of improved varieties of seed and

~ recommended rates of artificial fertilizer

- develcp information on croppmg practlces in o
Nepal '

- = work in farmers' fields with farmer's parti-

cipation, comparing improved with local '
practices '

)

" v) How should you ebqalairi WT's to farmers?
- We learn and the farmers learn; we teach and :
the farmers teach
B,  How do you start FVI's:

i) and ii) Selectien of spec:.flc location and site
description report: '

Contd.../... |




umy

flrst visit by-ADO Agronomlst 50010-Economlst
_ JT/A Field Assistents =
- select several wards of the Panchayat
- meet with farmers and Pradhan Pancha
= collect information on main cropping patterns,
varieties grown, extent of improved technology
. practices, water availability, land types,
yields, chemlcdl fertilizer and compost appli-
(;catlon, Seed rates, climatic data and general
impression of AIC and ADB involvement in the
. -8ite wards
- " = review the findings of this data collection;
© . hand-out completed data summary sheets
- selection of cropping pattermns based on which
are already predominant.
iii) Selection of farmers and parcels

five for each triel ~ 5 replications per pattern

= should be as typical as possible
- farmers must agree to cooperate '
- advantages of selecting a farmer who tradltlonally
v sellQ some of his seed and grain

10:00 - 11:30 - C. Design of FVI's:

| ‘(Day 2) o i) Size of plot should be near to 1000 o , and no '

less than 500 m2

- helps convince farmers better than a small
Pplot -

- better fo? field days and dlsplaylng the
"results to influence farmers, extension
workers and administrators

- good seed pultiplication plot

. ea81er to manage by farmers

v 11) Land measurements: . c . : -
- AEEL =~ ,£ u;o +Ifalx (W1 4+ W§+ E_q)_:mg

- hlllS vrs, terai

C4i1) Comparlng local with recomnended Dractlcesa

- preferably on the game plot, occupylng about
~ 20% of the 1000 m
- to determine difference between practices;
and be more reliable in the estimates
- 21T crops in the patiern 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 trisdl, varieties
should be grown on same plot and pldnted at
the same time.

Contd.c./...

e
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iv) Importance of clusterlng.

-~ less research and extension personnel needed
-~ precision in one area is 1ncreased ‘
=~ supervision-is easier
- more locations can be handled in the general
. .area
~ to spread the technology) JT/A'S cen ‘conduct .
~ demonstration plots in other areas . : :

11230 = 16230 o D. Management of PVT's. -
‘ ‘ ' i) Seed sampling and germlnatlon testlng

- hendout will be given

- % gennlnatlon

. ZIotal # germinated J,°e X 100

# of seeds .
- Recgmmegded Seed :ate x % below = Adgusted seedIate
' - 100 . 85% -

ii) Supervisions:

- whose responsibility
- = how frequent
- timely planting, fertlllzer appllcatlon, crop
harvesting, pest control and data collection
- essential s

111) Yield samplings

= when to arrange with farmer 5 -
N - area to sample '3 rice and wheat - 10 m-s
o maize < 20 m?; ete.
- random sample necessary ,
- = meisture content; sun drylng

: :JO Farmer s field days and exchange of seed.

- demonstratlon effect
‘= opportunity to teach and learn from farmers
~ opportunity to buy or barter new seed

v) Seed dlstrlbutlon.

- JT/A chould encourage farmers to dlstrlbute
seed to other farmers; very difficult to get
" good seed of new 1mproved varieties

vi) Seed storage methods:

- very important to completely'dry the seed

~ clean separate room and containers

- insecticide use ’

- keep insects and rodents out

- 2 weeks before plantlng, take germination
sample

COn'bd.../..o

&
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" Morning of

13100 - 13345

14300 - 16:30

/4,79 _//‘/‘

111, FIELD VISIT T POSSIBIE VT SITE
- practice expla:.m.ng PVT process between JT/A and
_farmers . ‘ o

IV. FINAL EVAIUATION OF TRAINEES
- including trainee’s assessment of the training

‘V_._' DEVEIOPING PRELIMINARY WORK PIAN FOR IVI!S
i) Applicgtion of site specific technology:

-~ which croppn.ng pattern, variety and amount
of fertilizer to use, etc. ‘
- determining rates

Dose _ X:Areg m2 = k's of urea or complesal

~ Fert. 100
content




