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Preface 
 

  The Macro Management of Agriculture Schemes (MMASs) is one of the major 

initiatives affecting the agriculture sector of the country. These schemes have been 

aiming at increasing the farm income to the farming community by minimizing the cost 

of cultivation. This long run objective is sought to be achieved by adopting new method 

of cultivation as well as by utilizing the improved techniques. Also, the farming 

community is encouraged with the supply of a number of inputs under the MMASs. 

Although the MMASs have a history of implementation for almost a decade, attempts 

were not made to assess their impact on the agriculture sector and the farm families. 

Therefore study was undertaken at the Institute for Social and Economic Change (ISEC), 

at the instance of the Ministry of Agriculture, Government of India, to assess and 

capture the ground realities with regard to the over all objectives of the schemes. This 

study was conducted in four districts of the state of Karnataka to review the 

implementation of the four major MMASs viz. Sustainable Development of Sugarcane 

Based Cropping System (SUBACS); Integrated Cereal Development Programme (ICDP); 

Integrated Nutrient Management (INM); and Foundation and Certified Seed Production 

of Vegetable Crops (FCSPVC) and to assess the impact of these schemes in terms of the 

additional area of cultivation, yield and income to the farm households.  

 

 The financial commitment of the government for the implementation of the 

MMASs is unquestionable and five line departments have been engaged themselves in 

administering of these schemes in the state.  There have been a number of differences 

in terms of the allocation and financial achievement across the schemes and across the 

districts. That apart, none of the selected schemes in the state have been implemented 

to the fullest extent of their financial allocations. However, the best point is that all the 

selected four schemes have been playing a very significant role in bringing additional 

area under cultivation and particularly facilitated the semi-medium, medium and the 

small farmers to realize the goals of these schemes. It is important to note that the 

increasing area under cultivation has jacked up the total production as well as the 

productivity in the study regions. Further, at the beneficiary households’ level, there has 
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been a significant improvement in the farm income. What is further significant is that 

the cost of cultivation across all the farm size has been brought down substantially, 

which in itself a testimony for the schemes. This has been achieved with the help of the 

new techniques of cultivation and better management of the inputs and the resources in 

the command of the farmers. However, this study also finds that the farming community 

has encountered a number of problems in getting access to the various benefits of the 

schemes and in attending the demonstrations/ trainings in the study regions and the 

same have been highlighted in the policy implications of the study. 

 

 I am indeed grateful to the Ministry of Agriculture, Government of India for 

having assigned this important study to ISEC. My special thanks are due to Professor 

R.S. Deshpande, Director, ISEC for his constant guidance and help in the study.   Mr. 

Keshavamurthy. K, Research Assistant has worked very hard for the study. But for his 

support, this study would not have been possible. Also, the Department of Agriculture & 

Horticulture, GOK have been a great source of help. I am thankful to all of them. My 

sincere thanks are also due to Mrs. Akila B and Mr. Devaraj and all the research 

assistants of the ADRT Centre for their support in preparing the report. 

 

M. Mahadeva 
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 1

Chapter I 
 

1.1 Introduction and Study design 
 

One of the major initiatives affecting the agriculture sector of the country in the 

first year of the 21st century is the introduction  of Macro Management of Agricultural 

Schemes (MMASs) in 2001.This initiative has been aiming at achieving three pronged 

objectives. First is to move away from the schematic approach in the implementation of 

the MMASs; second is to ensure that the central assistance provided under the various 

schemes is spent on focused and specific interventions basis for the development of 

agriculture; and third to alleviate the rigidity in the uniformly structured centrally 

sponsored schemes, which has hitherto resulted in large amount of unutilized balance. 

Achieving decentralization in agriculture administration and restoring the primacy of the 

state governments in agriculture development have been the other objectives of the 

MMAs. Under the new schematic design of Macro Management of Agriculture, the states 

have freedom to develop and pursue activities on the basis of their regional priorities 

through their own work plans, in order to facilitate the same. Originally, under the 

MMASs 27 Centrally Sponsored Schemes were included in 2000-01 to cover both 

agriculture and horticulture sectors. But with the intervention of National Horticultural 

Mission in 2005-06, 10 schemes have been excluded from agriculture sector. As a result, 

only 17 schemes are being implemented. The new initiative has provided sufficient 

flexibility to the states to develop and pursue the programmes on the basis of their 

regional priorities. Thus, the MMA schemes comprising 17 different schemes namely (1) 

Integrated Cereal Development Programmes in Rice, Wheat and Coarse Cereal based 

Cropping system Areas, (2) Special Jute Development Program, (3) Sustainable 

Development of Sugarcane Based Cropping System (SUBACS), (4) Balanced and 

integrated use of Fertilizer (Integrated Nutrient Management), (5) Promotion of 

Agriculture mechanization among small farmers. (6) National Watershed Development 

projects for Rain fed areas, (7) Scheme for foundation and Certified Seed Production of 

Vegetable Crops, (8) Soil Conservation in Catchments of River valley Projects and flood 

prone rivers, (9) State Land Use Board, (10) Assistance to Co operatives of Weaker 

section, (11) Assistance to women Cooperatives, (12) Reclamation and Development of 

Alkali soils, (13) Non Overdue cover scheme, (14) Agriculture Credit Stabilization Fund 

and (15) Special Scheme for SC/ST. 
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The Funding pattern under the Macro Management of Agriculture Scheme is that 

Central Government provides 90 percent of the expenditure and the state government 

contributes 10 percent from their own resources. Out of central government’s 

assistance, 80 percent is grant and 20 percent is loan in case of the North Eastern 

States, the entire expenditure will be borne by the central government. The focus of 

Macro Management schemes is to sharpen the ongoing schemes through a coordinated 

approach. The Macro Management of Agriculture Schemes aimed at an all round 

development in agriculture through Work Plans prepared by States based on the a) 

Reflection of local needs/crop/regions specific/priorities etc. b)  Providing flexibility and 

autonomy to States c) Optimum utilization of scarce financial resource d ) Maximization 

of returns e) Removal of regional imbalances. In the back drop of launching of the 

National Food Security Mission (NFSM) and the Rashtriya Krishi Vikas Yojana (RKVY) it 

became imperative to revise the existing MMA schemes to improve their efficacy in 

supplementing and complimenting the efforts of the states towards enhancement of 

agricultural Production and Productivity. This is being perused in the larger context of 

broad based inclusive growth highlighted in the Eleventh Five Year Plan (2007-2012) as 

well as under the National Policy on Farmers,2007 ambitions. In the revised Macro 

Management of Agriculture (MMA) Schemes, it is attempted to avoid overlapping and 

duplication of efforts and to make them more relevant to the present agricultural 

scenario in the states and thereby to achieve twin objectives of food security and to 

improve the livelihood system for rural mass.  

 
1.2 Scope and Objectives of the study 

 

   The present study is undertaken to cover, four sub schemes of MMAs viz.       

a) Integrated Cereal Development Programme (ICDP) of Rice, Wheat, and Coarse 

Cereals, b) Sustainable Development of Sugarcane based cropping system (SUBACS), c) 

integrated Nutrient Management (INM), and d) Foundation and Certified Seed 

production of Vegetable Crops. Three of the  four scheme selected to be evaluated first 

three of them have been implemented and supervised by the department of agriculture, 

Govt of Karnataka and the last one i.e. foundation and certified seed production of 

vegetable crops is implemented by Department of Horticulture, Govt. of Karnataka. 
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According to the official sources the ICDP has been subsumed in 1999-2000 and 

subsequently merged with macro mode (Work plan) since 2000-01. Similarly, the 

foundation and certified seed production of vegetable crop scheme has also been 

merged with the new scheme called Development of Vegetable Crops.  

 

  The Macro management of Agricultural Scheme has been considered as the most 

important vehicle of strategic interventions for technology up gradation in different 

crops. Hence, there is always a need to assess the impact of interventions made under 

the specific sub schemes under the MMA scheme, so as to examine the impact of such a 

decentralized approach at the grass root level and to verify whether or not local needs 

have been fulfilled. It remains especially true keeping in view of the fact that ever since 

the implementation of Macro management of Agricultural scheme a comprehensive 

study on its impact has not been carried out. Hence the present study attempted to 

examine the following objectives: 

 

1. To assess the impact of Sustainable Development of Sugarcane Based Cropping 

System(SUBACS), Integrated Cereal Development Programme (ICDP) with regard to 

Rice, Wheat and Coarse cereals, Integrated Nutrient Management (INM) AND 

Foundation and Certified Seed Production of Vegetable Crops with new methods of 

cultivation envisaged under each scheme; 

2.  To examine the public expenditure pattern of MMASs, in terms of the Financial 

achievement and Line departments of the implementation in the state of Karnataka; 

3. To review the distribution of various benefits like Seeds distribution , Bio- agents, 

Micro Nutrients, Agricultural implements, Soil testing, Mini-kits,  Demonstrations, 

Trainings, etc under each scheme, across different sizes of farming; 

4.    To capture the changes under each of the scheme in terms of the area under the 

cultivation, yield and income before and after the implementation of each of the 

scheme; 

5. To highlight the problems and difficulties in getting access to various facilities under 

each of the scheme by farming sizes; and  
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6. To propose new policy implications for the selected MMASs to encourage effective 

implementation of the same and to bring about the visible change in the farming 

community. 

 

1.3  Methodology 

 
The study covers four districts of the state viz. Mandya, Tumkur, Haveri and 

Dharwad. Considering the physical and financial targets achieved under the scheme 

Mandya was selected for the study of Sustainable development of Sugarcane based 

cropping system (SUBACS), followed by  Tumkur district for the Integrated Nutrient 

Management (INM), Haveri district for Foundation and certified seeds production of 

vegetable crops, and  Dharwad district for the study of Integrated Cereal Development 

Program (ICDP). A block from each of the district was selected for the study purpose 

and for capturing the ground realities. The total sample size of the farmers is 240 

representing 60 beneficiating farmers under each scheme from the each block, was 

selected. In addition to the primary data collected, the secondary data has also been 

collected form the official sources as well as from the different nodal offices at state, 

district and at the block levels. The primary data has been collected through a stratified 

sampling survey from four blocks. The selection of the sample blocks has been based on 

the progress of the particular scheme. The primary data was collected by a tested 

questionnaire on various socio activities. The year 2007-08 is considered as the 

reference year for the study. 

 

1.4 Profile of the study regions. 

 

Mandya Block: Mandya is considered as an evergreen district in the state of 

Karnataka. During the early decade of the twentieth century, it was one of the  dry land 

districts, severely affected by epidemic diseases like malaria and others. But the 

construction of the Krishna Raja Sagar (KRS Dam) has been a boon to the district and it 

has become prominently irrigated. It is situated around 2500 to 3000 feets above the 

sea level and most of the geographical area is plain. The total geographical area is 4961 

sq.kms which is 2.59 percent of the total geographical area of Karnataka. The total 

geographical area of the district is 4.98 hectares of which 2.30 lakh hectares is net 
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cropped area and 0.51 lakh hectares is cropped more than once. Out of the total 

cropped area of 2.81lakh hectares food crops are grown in 1.85 lakh hectares and other 

crops are grown in an area of 0.57, lakh hectares (GOK 2006-07). Out of the total 

cropped area of 2.81 lakh hectares, 1.50 lakh hectares is irrigated area, according to the 

agricultural census of 2000-01. There are 4.92 lakh agriculturalists in the districts that 

grow Paddy, Raagi, Sugarcane and Coconut as their major Crops. The district consists of 

7 Taluks (K R Pet, Maddur, Malavalli, Mandya, Nagamangala, Pandavapura, and 

Srirangapattana) and 232 Grama panchayaths (Council of villages) considered as one of 

the prominent sugarcane growing areas of the state. Based on the Physical and 

Financial Achievements and success in the demonstrations under the SUBACS scheme, 

Mandya block was selected for the present study. The Mandya block has a geographical 

area of 71,512 hectares, with  1,507 hectares of forest, 8,998 hectares of Non- 

agricultural land, 3,933 hectares of Barren land, 2,319 hectares of Cultivable waste land, 

6,811 hectares of permanent pasture and 203 hectares of Trees and Grooves. 

Sugarcane is being grown in 9,500 hectares in the Taluk. According to 2001-2002 

agricultural census data, this block has 72,380 marginal farmers, 10,462 small farmers 

3,665 semi medium farmers, 760 medium farmers and 38 large farmers. The block has 

Red, sandy loamy and partly black soil. The major crops of the taluk are Sugarcane, 

Raagi, Paddy, Coconut, Groundnut, Sunflower, Jower, and other pulses. 

 

Dharwad Block:  Dharwad district is situated in the Western sector of the northern half 

of Karnataka State. The District encompasses an area of 4263 sq. kms lying between the 

latitudinal parallels of 15002’ and 15051’ North and longitudes of 73043’ and 75035’ East.  

The district is bounded on the North by the District of Belgaum, on the East by the 

district of Gadag, on the South Haveri and on the West by Uttara Kannada district. 

According to the Land utilization statistics of 2005-06 Dharwad has total Geographical 

are of 4,2,7329 hectares, out of which 35,235 hectares forest is, 3,985 hectares is 

cultivable waste 6402 hectares is other than cultivated land, Net area sown is 508329 

hectares Fallow land consists of 34411 hectares and 21747 hectares of land is used for 

the other purposes. Jowar, Wheat, Bajra, Maize, Tur, Gram, Friuts Vegetables are other 

Cereals are the major crops of the Dharwad district. In some parts, Paddy Ragi, 

Sugarcane, Spices are also grown. Dahrwad taluk has a total population of 13,079 out of 
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which 6,590 are male and 6,489 are female. It has a total geographical area of 1,11,788 

hectares out of which 13,676 hectares is forest land, 680 hectares is non cultivable land, 

1531 hectares of Cultivable land 1959 hectares of permanent pasture and 8508 hectares 

of land is used for other purposes. The block has a total 8380 of marginal land holders 

out of which 174 belongs to SC, 366 are ST and 7840 are others. Among the 9,552 

Small holders 309 belongs to SC, 421 to ST, and 6,558 holders are others. Out of the 

8,380 Semi medium land holders, 174 holders belongs to SC and 366 belongs to ST, 

7840 holders belongs to Other category. Similarly among the 4,575 medium land 

holders, 78 of them belong to SC, 194 holders belong to ST and 4303 belongs to other 

category. Out of 732 large farmers, only 2 land holders belongs to the SC, 25 belongs to 

the ST and rest of the 332 farmers belongs to the other category. The average annual 

rain fall is being  383 cm in the block, Paddy, Jowar, Wheat, Bajra, Maize, Tur, Gram, 

Cotton, Oil seeds Fruits Vegetables are other Cereals are the major crops. Out of the 

total sown area of the block 1, 10,328 hectares is total sown area and 33,276 hectares 

sown more than once and 77,052 hectares is net sown area. 

 

Tumkur Block:  It is one of the progressive districts of Karnataka situated in the 

southern part of the state. The district head quarter is located 74 km. North West of 

Bangalore city which is the state capital. The district falls between 12-45* East 

Longitude. It is bound by Ananthapura district in the North East part of Andhra Pradesh. 

Chitradurga district in the North, Hassan in the West, Mandya and Bangalore Rural 

district in the South and Kolar in the South East surrounded the district. Tumkur is also 

popularly known as ‘KALPATHARU NAADU’ – The Land of Coconut. Entire topography 

of the district is covered by Archaen rocks mainly of schistose rocks, peninsular gneiss 

and close pet granite. Chlorites, quartzite, Hematite bearing quartzite, Lime stone, 

Dolomite, Pegmatites, Diorites are occasionally found. The district’s average rainfall is 

575mm. The South and western part gets more   rainfall to its northern and eastern 

counterpart. The relative humidity is more during rainy days and dry weather prevails in 

other seasons. The temperature varies between 9*c to   38*c. Weathering is deep in the 

Southern part compared to northern part, red soil found  in South whereas sandy soil 

and in few places grey soil due to alkalinity in the north. In a few places one can also 

find black cotton soil, a derivative of trap rocks. Out of 10, 64,755 hectares of 
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geographical land 52-63 percent of land is under cultivation only 4.22 percent of land is 

under forest cover. The remaining land is either barren or used for other human 

activities. The land in the district under cultivation is 1,72,634 hectares. Dry land 

agriculture surpasses the wet and Horticulture. Agriculture is the backbone of the 

economy of this district. About 1/3 income accrues from the agriculture. 

Haveri Block: The district is popularly known for the cultivation of Byadgi chilly variety 

in large quantity and is almost in the center of Karnataka. Geographically, the district is 

situated between north latitude 140 28 to140 39’ and east longitude 750 07’ to 750 38’. 

Haveri is one of the newly formed districts of Karnataka, over a decade ago. The district 

is located in northern semi rain fed and semi coastal zone. The district is bounded, on 

the north by Dharwad and Gadag districts, on the east by Bellary district, on the west by 

Uttar Kannada district and on the South by Davangere and Shimoga districts. Dharma, 

Kumadwati, Varada and Tunga- Bhadra are the four rivers flowing in the district. Total 

population of the district is 14, 39,116, which constitutes 2.72 percent of the total 

population of the state. Seventy nine percent of the population lives in rural areas as 

against the state average of 69 percent. The density of the population per square 

kilometer was 296, which is more than the state average of 275. The male to female 

ratio is 943.  The SC population is 12.18 percent and ST population is 8.84 percent of 

the total population, while OBC and General is 78.98 percent of the total population. The 

agricultural workers are 11.19 percent (male) and 2.96 percent (female), while the non-

agricultural workers are over 43.49 percent (male) and 27.75 percent (female). The 

percentage of literacy is 68.09 in the district. 

The district has 19 hoblies and 208 gram Panchayats, and it comprises 7 talukas, 

viz., Haveri, Byadgi, Hanagal, Hirekerur, Ranebennur, Savanur and Shiggaon. The 

district Haveri block lies in the Northern Transitional Zone with total geographical area of 

4851.56 sq kms. The average rain fall ranges between 753 and 810mm. It comprises of 

360,030 hectares Net sown area, and 47,454 hectares of Forest, 22,999 ha of Fallow 

land, and 37,370 ha is Land not available for cultivation. The Cropping intensity is 124 

percent with area brought under high yielding variety seeds is 13,955 ha. Major Cereals 

grown in the district are Jowar, Maize, paddy and ragi. Groundnut, pulses, chilies and 

cotton are the important cash crops grown in the district. Mango, sapota, banana, 
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coconut, lime are the major horticultural crops. Although no major shift has been 

observed in the cropping pattern over the years, the farmers in Haveri and Shiggaon 

blocks are gradually shifting towards Soya-bean from ground nut. 
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Chapter II 

Macro Management of Agriculture Schemes: An Overview of   Implementation 

 

Amongst a number of Macro Management of Agricultural schemes in the state 

four schemes have been selected for the present study to assess their impact on the 

farmers who have availed the various benefits including participating in the 

demonstrations/Trainings under the schemes. Given the fact that the success of any 

schemes lies largely in the way they are financed by the state and implemented by the 

line departments, an attempt is made in this chapter to present the schematic details 

and the financing pattern during the years of implementation of the selected schemes. 

 

2.1 Schematic design of the selected schemes. 

 

Sustainable development of Sugarcane Based Cropping System (SUBACS):  

The scheme was introduced along with the other schemes under the Macro 

Management of Agriculture Schemes in the year 2000-01 in 21 states and union 

territories including Karnataka. The main objective of this scheme is to increase the 

production and productivity of Sugarcane to meet the domestic consumption and 

exports demands of the country. To live upon this need, the scheme intends to transfer 

the improved production technology to the farmers through field demonstration, 

trainings, supply of farm implements, enhancing production of planting materials, 

efficient use of water, treatment of planting material etc. This scheme is being 

implemented through the agencies like Indian Council of agricultural Research (ICAR), 

Krishi Vijnana Kendras (KVKs),State Agricultural Universities (SAUs),Directorate of 

Agriculture/ Directorate of Sugarcane Development and other agencies like Sugar mills, 

Farmers Co operatives/associations etc in the country. The pattern of assistance under 

this scheme clearly indicates (table 2.1) that there are eight components upon which 

the public expenditure is expected to be earmarked and to be spent by the 

implementation agency in the country.  

 

In Karnataka state, SUBACS is being directly implemented by the Directorate of 

Agriculture in all the Sugarcane growing districts. The state had intended to develop 
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sugarcane crop in 22,868 hectares in various parts of the sugarcane growing areas with 

a total financial expenditure of Rs. 556 lakhs by March 2008 under the macro 

management schemes. But, as is depicted the achievement both in the physical and 

financial terms is below the targeted level. Sugarcane crop has been developed only in 

15, 341 hectares with a financial expenditure of Rs 352 lakhs, which are respectively   

67. 09 and 63.38 percent (Table 2.1). The pattern of assistance under the scheme 

across different components clearly indicates that large scale demonstrations have been 

given a over riding priority (43.72 per cent) under the scheme to cover 10, 000 

hectares, followed by distribution of 7000 sugar cane sets to the tune of 7,000 sets at 

the cost of Rs 2000 per set (30 .71 percent), Ratoon Management (17.49 per cent) at 

the cost of Rs 2000 per hectare, Distribution of Bio-Agents (4. 37 per cent) for one 

thousand hectares, Sugar cane demonstrations on single-eye bud (3.09 per cent) and 

other demonstrations including a long term training. With regard to the achievement 

under various components, large scale demonstration on ratoon management has far 

exceeded target with 156 per cent over the target. This is largely on account of the 

demand on the part of the sugarcane growing farmers. As against the target, a long 

term seasonal training programme is reported to have organized. Excepting these two 

components, all the other components have had an achievement which is far below the 

fixed target. The lowest among the other components is the distribution of bio-agents, 

whose achievement is less than a per cent. In other words, only 45 units of bio-agents 

have been distributed as against 1000 units in the sugarcane growing areas. This is 

followed by ring pit method demonstration (17.00 per cent), single-eye bud 

demonstration (23.34 per cent), sugarcane sets (43.10 per cent), large scale 

demonstration (58.18 per cent) and farmer’s field school (76.67 per cent). 

 

Integrated Cereal Development Program (ICDP): On the basis of the major 

cropping systems followed over the centuries in the country, various crop development 

schemes have been formulated by the Crop Division of the Ministry of Agriculture 

Government of India. The recent addition to such developments are 1) Integrated 

Cereal Development Program of Rice based Cropping areas (ICDP-Rice), 2) Integrated 

Cereal Development of Wheat based cropping system areas (ICDP-Wheat) and            

3) Integrated Cereal Development of Coarse Cereal based cropping system areas, 
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(ICDP-Coarse cereals). These schemes subsumed under the Macro Management of 

Agricultural Schemes, from October 2000. In order to meet the regional needs and the 

area specific needs, the schemes have given thrust to a) varietals replacement and 

popularizing of new varieties, b) Improving soil fertility through micro nutrients and soil 

amendments c) Popularization of new production and protection techniques and d) 

Integrated Pest Management and training of Farmers. 

 Table 2.1: Pattern of Assistance under Sugarcane Development Scheme 

 
Physical (In ha.) Financial (Rs. Lakhs) Sl 

No Name of the Components with 
Pattern of Assistance Target Achievement Target Achievement 

1 Multiplication of Sugarcane Sets – 
(25% cost limited to Rs. 2000 per ha). 

7,000 
(30.71) 

3017 
(43.10) 

140.00 
(25.20) 

62.57 
(44.69) 

2 Large Scale Demonstrations – (Rs 2500 
per ha. in 10 ha. block by adopting 
wider row spacing and inter-cropping). 

 
10,000 
(43.72) 

 
5818 

(58.18) 

 
250.00 
(45.04) 

 
121.50 
(48.60) 

3 Sugarcane Demonstration using single 
eye bud- (@ Rs. 500 per ha). 

707 
(3.09) 

165 
(23.34) 

35.35 
(6.36) 

6.73 
(19.04) 

4 Distribution of Bio agents (@ 25% 
subsidy limited to Rs 2500 per ha). 

1,000 
(4.37) 

45 
(0.05) 

5.00 
(0.90) 

0.23 
(4.60) 

5 Ring Pit method of Demonstrations 
(subsidy limited to Rs 5000 per ha). 

100 
(0.43) 

17 
(17.00) 

5.00 
(0.9) 

0.90 
(18.00) 

6 Large Scale Demonstrations on ratoon 
management (@ Rs.2500 per ha). 

4,000 
(17.49) 

6232 
(155.80) 

100.00 
(5.55) 

147.33 
(147.33) 

7 Farmers Field Schools (@Rs.1700/FFS) 60 
(0.26) 

46 
(76.67) 

10.20 
(1.83) 

6.23 
(81.08) 

8 Season Long Training  Programme (@ 
Rs.10.00 Lakhs) 

1 
(0.03) 

1 
(100.00) 

10.00 
(1.80) 

6.60 
(66.00) 

Total 22,868 15,341 
(67.09) 555.55 352.09 

(63.38) 
Source: Department of Agriculture, Government of Karnataka 

 
Pursuant to the Centrally Sponsored Scheme ‘National Food Security Mission’ 

(NFSM) aims at increasing production of rice, wheat, and pulses through a set of 

measures, such as area expansion, productivity enhancement in selected district, 

restoring the soil fertility and enhancing the farm level economy to restore the 

confidence of ht farmers of the targeted districts. As it is mentioned already the ICDP 

scheme has been wined up in 2000-01 in Karnataka and subsequently merged with the 

work plan. However, the assistance and the demonstrations as enshrined under ICDP 

scheme have been under taken as part of the Macro Mode work plan in the  under the 

work plan. Based on the various demonstrations organized, and productivity of the crops 

Rice, wheat, and Coarse Cereals Dharwad district was selected for the study. 
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Integrated Nutrient Management (INM) relies on a number of factors, including 

appropriate nutrient application and conservation and the transfer of knowledge about 

INM practices to farming community and researchers. Balanced application of 

appropriate fertilizers is a major component of INM. Fertilizers need to be applied at the 

level required for optimal crop growth based on crop requirements and agro climatic 

considerations. At the same time, negative externalities should be minimized. Over 

application of fertilizers, while inexpensive for some farmers in developed countries, 

induces neither substantially greater crop nutrient uptake nor significantly higher yields 

(Smaling and Braun 1996). Rather, excessive nutrient applications are economically 

wasteful and can damage the environment. Under- application, on the other hand, can 

retard crop growth and lower yields in the short term and in the long term jeopardize 

sustainability through soil mining and erosion. The wrong kind of nutrient application 

can be wasteful as well. In this context, Integrated Nutrient Management is a major 

initiative that has been taken to promote the balanced and integrated use of fertilizers. 

The government is promoting the soil test based balanced and judicious use of chemical 

fertilizers, bio-fertilizers and locally available organic manures like farm yard manure, 

compost vermi compost, green manure and press mud etc to maintain soil health and 

productivity. 

 

Foundation and Certified Seed Production of Vegetable Crops (FCSPVC) was 

launched in 1995-96 for the production of certified seeds of important vegetable crops. 

The objective of the scheme was to increase the availability of foundation and certified 

seeds of vegetable crops and to create infrastructural facilities for processing and 

packaging of the seeds. The scheme was introduced to make available in sufficient 

quantity of the foundation and certified seeds to the farmers, by ensuring the maximum 

area under the notified varieties of vegetable crops. In this scheme, 35 percent of the 

financial assistance will be made for foundation seeds and 25 percent of procurement 

price of certified seeds of National Seed Corporation (NSC) in the year of 

implementation. 90 percent of Rs 7.5 lakh per hectare is given by the central 

government for processing and packaging of foundation and certified seeds of vegetable 

crops, the remaining cost of 10 percent has to be incurred by respective state 
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governments or organizations. In Karnataka, the scheme was implemented by the 

Department of Horticulture. It is revealed by the department of Horticulture that the 

scheme of foundation and certified seeds production of vegetable crops was not 

successful and later the same was it merged in to the scheme of Development of 

Vegetable Crops. More over no seeds were produced under the scheme Foundation and 

certified seed production. Under the new scheme seed distribution was undertaken in 

the state. Therefore, the study considered Development of vegetable crops for the 

evaluation under the valid justifications by the department of Horticulture, Government 

of Karnataka.  

 

2.2 Public expenditure 

 

The public expenditure under the Macro Management of Agriculture Schemes in 

the country for the years 2005-06 to 2008-09 (four years) is presented in the table 2.2 

The total funds available under the scheme comes from two streams. First is the annual 

allocation by the Ministry of Agriculture and the other is the unspent balance of the 

previous years. During the period under review the total funds made available to the 

MMASs was in the order of Rs 4836.79 crores, of which Rs 3703.66 crores was the 

unspent balance of the previous years. In percentage terms the unspent and the annual 

allocation works out to 23.43 and 76.57 respectively. It should be noted that not all the 

funds available under the scheme is released in full. In other words the unspent 

available funds are carried forward to the next year. It is evident that during the period 

only about 74 percent of the total funds available under the scheme was released for 

the implementation of the scheme.  

 

Depending upon the number of projects proposed and the preparedness of the 

states to share their part of the resources under the scheme, the funds are made 

available. Based on the funds allocation, the states and the Union Territories can be 

classified in to four categories. The first category consists of six (Maharastra, Uttar 

Pradesh, Rajastan, Andhra Pradesh, Karnataka, and Madhya Pradesh) account for Rs 

2243.98 crores (46.39 percent) in the total funds. The average funds allocation under 

the MMAs for each of the state was in the order of Rs 373.99 crores. But excepting 
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Maharastra, no other state in this category has got the funds released fully. The 

remaining five states have been able to get a total release up to 63.49 percent, which is 

10 point lower than the national average of 73.71 percent. The second category of six 

states (Gujarat, Tamil nadu, Kerala, Jammu and Kashmir, West Bengal, and Chattisgarh) 

account to a total allocation of Rs 1070.31 crores (22.12 percent) and each state has 

been able to get an average allocation of Rs 178.39 crores, which is less than half of the 

average allocation  of each state in the first category. How ever, the total funds released 

to this category of the state works out to Rs 814.48 crores (or 76.10 percent), which is 

above (Bihar, Orrissa, Tripura, Punjab, Assam and Mizoram) have accounted for Rs 

116.47 crores by each state. These states have got released the funds around 69 

percent. Finally, all the other states and Union Territories have accounted to Rs 823.67 

crores (or 17.03 percent) with an average allocation of Rs 54.91 crores per state, which 

is the lowest, compared to the rest of three categories of states. The total release was in 

the order of Rs 676.03 crores to these states or 82.07 percent, which is proportionately 

more than the national average with this it can be straight forwardly said that states 

that have got lowest allocation have achieved performance in terms of the total release 

and vice-versa.     

2.3 Macro Management of Agriculture in Karnataka: 
 

Macro Management mode is considered as a major step towards achieving 

decentralization in pursuance of restoring primacy of the state in agricultural planning 

and development. Macro Management schemes became operational in the state of 

Karnataka in the year 2000-01, which gave a free hand to finalize sector wise allocation 

as per the requirements of its developmental priorities. The five implementing agencies 

of the schemes include The Department of Agriculture, Department of Agricultural 

Marketing Department of Horticulture, Department of watershed, and Department of Co-

operation. Since 2001 many Centrally Sponsored Schemes and their sub components 

were continued under different departments. The following schemes, which continued 

under the Macro Management schemes after 2000-01 are 1) ICDP- Coarse Cereals 2) 

Sustainable Development of Sugarcane Based Cropping System (SUBACS) 3) Balanced 

Integrated Use of Fertilizers 4) Agricultural Mechanization 5) State Land Use Board. In 

addition to this, new initiatives were under taken under the schemes like 1) Agricultural 

Extension Establishments of farmers contact centers and supporting systems 2) 
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Integrated Pest Management 3) Quality control-supply of sample kits and literature to 

composite inspection 4) Establishment of Market analysis wing.      

Table 2.2 : Public Expenditure under Macro Management of Agriculture Schemes in 

India (2005-06 to 2008-09) (Rupees in Crores) 

States Unspent 
Balance Allocation

Total 
Available 

funds 
Total 

Release

Unspent 
balance 
as % of  

total 
funds 

Allocation 
as % of 

total 
funds 

Amount 
released 
as  % of 

total 
available 

funds 
1 2 3 4 5 6 8 7 

ANDHRA PRADESH  142.61 199.71 342.33 183.22 41.66 58.34 53.52 
ARUNACHAL PRADESH  9.75 83.20 92.95 56.70 10.49 89.51 61.00 
ASSAM  33.68 73.95 107.63 42.67 31.29 68.71 39.65 
BIHAR  23.03 106.03 129.07 100.50 17.85 82.15 77.86 
CHHATTISGARH  50.90 88.61 139.51 85.30 36.48 63.52 61.15 
GOA  3.48 8.71 12.20 12.91 28.57 71.43 105.86 
GUJRAT  59.25 134.10 193.35 179.97 30.64 69.36 93.08 
HARYANA  2.89 77.68 80.56 87.10 3.58 96.42 108.11 
HIMACHAL PRADESH  8.56 81.62 90.19 92.71 9.50 90.50 102.79 
JAMMU & KASHMIR  34.68 153.07 187.75 111.82 18.47 81.53 59.56 
JHARKHAND  26.55 58.43 84.98 31.19 31.24 68.76 36.70 
KARNATAKA  88.68 232.83 321.51 221.49 27.58 72.42 68.89 
KERALA  87.89 103.27 191.15 99.33 45.98 54.02 51.96 
MADHYA PRADESH  94.09 223.63 317.73 171.38 29.61 70.39 53.94 
MAHARASTRA  52.05 383.36 435.41 444.27 11.95 88.05 102.04 
MANIPUR  5.64 85.00 90.64 93.45 6.22 93.78 103.10 
MIZORAM  11.10 96.25 107.35 99.66 10.34 89.66 92.84 
MEGHALAYA  10.31 66.75 77.06 40.50 13.38 86.62 52.56 
NAGALAND  3.56 96.25 99.81 87.30 3.56 96.44 87.47 
ORISSA  12.89 114.94 127.84 139.46 10.09 89.91 109.09 
PUNJAB  66.38 43.44 109.82 28.26 60.44 39.56 25.73 
RAJASTHAN  128.96 281.79 410.75 260.78 31.40 68.60 63.49 
SIKKIM  5.86 75.72 81.58 76.07 7.19 92.81 93.25 
TAMIL NADU  17.60 174.84 192.45 209.40 9.15 90.85 108.81 
TRIPURA  37.62 79.50 117.12 71.56 32.12 67.88 61.10 
UTTAR PRADESH  76.86 339.39 416.25 311.38 18.46 81.54 74.81 
UTTARANCHAL  9.05 90.76 99.81 95.86 9.07 90.93 96.05 
WEST BENGAL  25.03 141.07 166.10 128.66 15.07 84.93 77.46 
DELHI  3.23 1.00 4.23 0.00 76.37 23.63 0.00 
PONDICHERRY  0.64 1.85 2.49 0.53 25.57 74.43 21.12 
A&N ISLANDS  0.31 3.53 3.84 0.88 7.96 92.04 22.95 
D & N HAVELI  0.08 0.66 0.74 0.26 11.36 88.64 34.92 
LAKSHADWEEP  0.02 2.61 2.63 0.57 0.79 99.21 21.57 
TOTAL  1133.23 3703.56 4836.79 3565.12 23.43 76.57 73.71 

Source; Macro Management Division, Ministry of Agriculture, Government of India 
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These above Centrally Sponsored Schemes are being constantly modified as per the 

need of the state on priority basis. 

 

The Department of Watershed in Karnataka is playing a major role in 

implementing the Macro Management schemes in the state. The main objective of the 

watershed development programmes is to conserve soil and moisture as well as to put 

the lands to the best use according to their capabilities to improve the overall 

productivity of the catchments in a holistic manner/way. The programme primarily 

consider land as a single entity and help in synchronizing all the land based activities to 

achieve productive potentials. The process of watershed development involves co-

coordinated multi-disciplinary activities and expertise from several Departments. To 

sustain the assets created under the programme, participation of the people/community 

as well as Panchayat Raj institutions is also essential. In Karnataka, various bodies and 

Departments have been implementing the watershed development programmes, which 

needed greater co-ordination in planning, implementation and supervision necessitating 

a concerted thrust on watershed approach/management. Following are the Centrally 

Sponsored Schemes (Macro mode) sponsored by the Department of Watershed. 1) 

National Watershed development project for Rain fed Area. (NWDPRA). 2) River valley 

Project (RVP).3) Reclamation of Saline, Alkaline and Water logged areas. 4) Drought 

Prone Area Development Programme (DPADP). 5) Integrated Wasteland Development 

Programme (IWDP). 6) Desert Development Programme (DDP). 

 

Karnataka is a progressive state in the field of modern horticulture in the country 

and its diverse agro-ecological conditions prevailing in Karnataka has made it possible to 

grow different types of horticultural crops such as fruits, vegetables, flowers, spices, 

plantation crops, root and tuber crops, medicinal and aromatic crops etc.  The state is 

the 3rd largest producer of fruits and stands fifth position in the area and production of 

vegetable crops. The State stands first in the area and third in the production of flower 

crops. It has also occupied second and third positions with respect to area and 

production of plantation crops, besides a largest producer of Spices, Aromatic and 

Medicinal crops. Considering these strengths many schemes were implemented by the 

Department of Horticulture, but with the intervention of National Horticultural Mission in 
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2005-06 the following schemes were restructured and allowed to be implemented by the 

Department of Horticulture under the macro management in the state.(1) Development 

of tropical arid zones fruits (2) Development of Vegetables, (3) Integrated development 

of spices, (4) Development of Cocoa (5) Plant protection (6) Integrated bio-technology 

in Horticulture Development, (8) Development of Mushroom, (9) Development of 

aromatic and medicinal plants,(10) Organic Horticulture, (11)  Use of plastics in 

agriculture, (12) Development of Commercial floriculture, (13) Project formulation 

Innovation and Evaluation 14) Horticulture information services and technology transfer 

(15) Development of farms and Nurseries. Similarly, subcomponents under macro 

management mode are also implemented by the Department of Co operation and 

Department of agricultural marketing. A detail about the financial and physical progress 

is achieved by the various departments under Macro Management of Agricultural 

Schemes from 2000-01 to 2007-08 is given in the table 2.3 

 

 The Macro Management of Agricultural Schemes has been given constant 

importance for their implementation in the state. It is evident from the fact that 

Governments have been earmarking financial allocation and have been constantly 

increasing expenditure in the state. The financial resources allocation earmarked under 

the Macro Management of Agricultural Schemes was in the order of Rs 568.17 crores 

during the period 2001-02 to 2007-08.The average annual allocation to the schemes is 

worked out at Rs 71.02 crores. What is impressive is that the eagerness shown for the 

implementation of the schemes, which is reflected in the form of utilization of the 

earmarked money. The utilization of the funds, which was very low, at 68 percent in the 

initial year of the scheme has exceeded to over 90 percent.  

 

 In the implementation of the MMASs five departments have played a significant 

role in the state. Department of Watershed has been a leader which was responsible to 

the tune of Rs 258.45 crores under the MMAs. The total share of the department is the 

total expenditure was in the order of 48.54 percent. This department has been able to    

utilize the allocation up to Rs 251.78 crores (or 97.42 percent). This department has 

spent Rs 31.47 crores annually to implement various MMASs coming under its purview. 

Department of Agriculture is the second in line with a resource control of Rs. 180.46 
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crores (32.10 percent).This is followed by the Horticulture department with funds of Rs 

107.95 crores (17.39 percent) is the third in the implementation of MMASs. About             

84 percent of the funds is reportedly utilized. Department of Co –operation was 

accounted to a total sanctioned funds of Rs 14.50 crores under the scheme, but has 

utilized only Rs 5.16 crores (35.60 percent), which is lowest among the line 

departments. Interestingly, since 2005-06 the department has not increased any 

expenditure. The department was mandated to provide subsidy for the development of 

weaker sections cooperatives, LAMPS and Primary Agriculture Cooperative Societies in 

the state, apart from providing share capital contribution and loans to these societies. 

Finally, Department of Agricultural Marketing has had only Rs 6.80 crores for providing 

infrastructure, developing revolving fund and competentation of APMCs. Over three 

fourth of the sanctioned amount has been utilized by the department. However, from 

2005-06, the department has not got any sanctions under the scheme.    

  

2.4  The Status of the Selected schemes in Karnataka.   

Among the four selected schemes viz, Sustainable Development of Sugarcane Based 

Cropping System (SUBACS), Integrated Nutrient Management (INM),Integrated Cereal 

Development Program (ICDP) Rice, Wheat, and Coarse Cereals and Foundation and 

Certified Seed Production of Vegetable Crops, first three of the above have been directly 

implemented by the Department of Agriculture, and the scheme for foundation and 

certified seed production of vegetable crop has been implemented and supervised by 

the Department of Horticulture, Government of Karnataka. However, as the component 

activities under the scheme have maintained its original forms to a considerable extent, 

the scheme has thus been incorporated in the study under valid justifications. Similarly, 

discussions with the Department of Horticulture revealed that the state has modified the 

scheme Foundation and Certified Seed Production of vegetable crops as the 

Development of Vegetable crops. However, as the scheme incorporates the same 

components and programmes the said name of the scheme has been considered as 

synonymous under valid grounds in the study. However, the other two schemes viz, 

Sustainable development of Sugarcane Based Cropping System (SUBACS) and 
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Table 2.3 : Financial achievement under the Macro Management Schemes by the line Departments in Karnataka  
2000-01 to 2007-08 (Rs in Crores) 

 

Departments Years 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 Total 

% of 
fund 

Utilized 
in total 

Amount Sanctioned 36.00 31.48 30.08 27.83 24.44 36.40 33.33 38.88 258.45
Amount Utilized 26.43 28.62 26.53 27.97 33.79 31.57 40.33 36.53 251.78

Department of  
Watershed 

Percentage (73.43) (90.91) (88.21) (100.51) (138.25) (86.73) (120.98) (93.94) (97.42)
48.54 

Amount Sanctioned 5.78 7.00 23.23 20.00 22.22 24.44 33.22 44.56 180.46
Amount Utilized 4.90 6.24 23.01 19.53 21.80 17.76 30.18 43.09 166.50

Department of 
 Agriculture 

Percentage (84.70) (89.17) (99.04) (97.63) (98.08) (72.66) (90.84) (96.71) (92.26)
32.10 

Amount Sanctioned 27.17 18.55 20.00 15.56 15.56 10.49 0.64 0.00 107.95
Amount Utilized 14.88 14.57 19.47 15.34 15.27 10.05 0.63 0.00 90.20

Department of  
Horticulture 

Percentage (54.77) (78.57) (97.33) (98.62) (98.17) (95.78) (97.98) (0.00) (83.56)
17.39 

Amount Sanctioned 1.42 1.06 10.00 0.56 0.56 0.35 0.35 0.22 14.50
Amount Utilized 1.42 1.06 1.58 0.56 0.56 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.16

Department of  
Co-operation 

Percentage (100) (100) (15.75) (100) (100) (0.) (0) (0) (35.60)
1.00 

Amount Sanctioned 0.00 2.29 2.57 1.06 0.89 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.80
Amount Utilized 0.00 2.29 1.73 1.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.07

Department of  
Agricultural 
 Marketing Percentage (0) (100) (67.15) (100) (0) (0) (0) (0) (74.55)

0.98 

Amount 
Sanctioned 70.37 60.37 85.88 65.00 63.66 71.68 67.54 83.66 568.17
Amount Utilized 47.63 52.78 72.30 64.45 71.42 59.38 71.13 79.62 518.71Total 

Percentage (67.68) (87.42) (84.19) (99.16) (112.18) (82.84) (105.32) (95.17) (91.30)

100 

 
Source: Progress report of Macro Management of Agriculture Scheme 2000-01 to 2007-08, Department of Agriculture, Government 
of Karnataka 
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Financial achievement under the Macro Management Schemes by the line 
Departments in Karnataka  

2000-01 to 2007-08 (Rs in Crores) 
Figure 2.1 

  

Integrated Nutrient Management (INM) have retained their original forms since their 

implementation and showing satisfactory progress. 

 

 The implementation of the MMAs can be better judged by its financial allocation 

and expenditure made under each of the scheme in the state. It must be borne in view 

that these schemes are implemented in the suitable agro-climatic conditions. It can be 

observed from table 2.3 that Rs 17.60 crores has been allotted under the three MMASs 

in the state during the period 2004-05 to 2007-08 of which Rs 13.48 crores has been 

spent with 76.58 percent of fund utilization. The allotted amount has been spent on the 

implementation of four schemes namely, Sustainable development of Sugarcane Based 

Cropping System (SUBACS), Integrated Cereal Development Programme (ICDP)/Work 

plan paddy, Integrated Nutrient Management (INM) and Foundation and Certified Seed 

production of Vegetable Crops. Out of Rs.17.60 crores the Integrated Cereal 
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Development Programme (ICDP) has had a major share of Rs. 7.96 crores which works 

out to 45.19 percent of total fund. This is followed by SUBASC with an amount of 

Rs.7.58 crores (43.04 percent), and Foundation and Certified Seed production of 

Vegetable Crops has been given of Rs.2.07 crores which is 11.77 of the total allocated 

fund.  What is notable is that, none of the scheme has been implemented to its total 

financial allocation. The overall financial achievement of all the schemes was around 77 

percent in the state with some exceptions of higher achievement in a few districts. They 

include Kodagu district achieved highest financial target with 99 percent with only two 

schemes, followed by Koppal (96.75 percent), Raichur (94.89 percent),Bangalore urban 

94.49 percent), Shimoga (91.04 percent), Udupi (90.93 percent) and Bagalkote (90.71 

percent),Contrarily, a few other district have been far behind in their achievement. Bidar 

district is the lowest among the group with only 29.43 percent of financial achievement, 

which is over two folds lower than the state average. Kolar followed with 56.62 percent, 

Bijapur (59.88 percent), Belgaum (68.28 percent), Davanagere (68.18 percent) and 

Hasaan (67.03 percent).Incidentally all the three schemes have been implemented in 

these districts. (Table 2.4)   

 

 Sustainable Development of Sugarcane Based Cropping System (SUBACS) was 

initially introduced in 15 districts of the state. (Belgaum, Bijapur, Bagalkote, Bidar, 

Bellary, Dahrwad, Davanagere, Gulbarga, Havery, Haasan, Kolar, Mandya, Mysore, 

Shimoga, Chikkamagalore). Among these districts Belgaum have had a lion share in the 

total allocation of funds since the inception of the scheme (Table 2.4). It reveals that the 

district had been allotted a highest amount of Rs 2.26.crores out of which Rs.1.5 crores 

have been utilized with the 68.15 percent of achievement followed by Bagalkote (1.47 

crores) Bijapur (Rs 0.77 croers), Bidar (Rs 0.71 crores) and Mandya  (Rs 0.61 crores). In 

fact these five districts account for 77 percent of the funds allotted and have together 

achieved 83 percent of their target, which is well above the state average of 61 percent. 

Contrary to this, the Havery district stands in the bottom in regard to the fund allocation 

with an allotment of Rs 0.03 crores out of which only 0.01 crores has been utilized, 

followed by Chikkamagalore and  Dharwad districts 0.05 crore each. It is important to 

note that, the allocation of funds for Dharwad, Chikkamagalore and Havery districts has 

been contracted from the year 2007 -08 due to the poor performance of these districts 
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under the scheme. It is evident from the table 2.5 that the financial target under 

SUBACS has been gradually increased from Rs 0.45 crores in 2004-05 to Rs 5.57 crores 

in 2007-08.But significantly, the target achievement is considerably lowat 61 percent 

.The major reason such a position is that not all the 15 district are showing the 

eagerness towards the same. Excepting a few districts which are traditionally sugarcane 

growing areas, not only has there been an erosion of interest but also some of them 

have even stopped getting allocation for the scheme. For example: Dharwad, Havery, 

Kolar, and Chikkamagalore have not been allocated any target under the scheme, during 

2007-08. However, it should also be noted that the districts like Bagalkote, Shimoga and 

Mandya have shown a satisfactory progress under the SUBACS. 

 

Integrated Cereal Development Programme (ICDP) which was later merged with 

the work plan of paddy has been given a total assistance of total Rs. 7.96 crores during 

2004-05 to 2007-08 out of which Rs.7.02 crores have been spent on various paddy 

promotion programmes with 88.27 percent of financial achievement. It has been 

implemented in all the Paddy growing districts of the state in which Mandya has got the 

highest allocation of the funds to the tune of Rs. 0.61 crores followed by Shimoga (Rs 

0.57 crores), Koppal (Rs 0.51 crores), Mysore (Rs 0.49 crores). The fund utilization of 

these districts also remains acceptable with Rs 0.57 crores, Rs 0.51 crores, and Rs 0.48 

crores respectively. On the other hand, district like Bagalakote (Rs. 0.09 crores), Kodagu 

(Rs. 0.09 crores) Bijapur (Rs.0.13 crores) Udupi (Rs. 0.18 crores) Dakshina Kannada 

(Rs. 0.19 crores) and Dharwad (Rs. 0.21 crores) have lowest allocation of funds under 

the scheme. In the year 2007-08, Chiakkaballapur has been given a separate allocation 

of Rs. 1 lakh under ICDP in order to encourage the Paddy growers in the region. It is 

significant to note that, the allocation of funds under the scheme has gradually been 

condensed for Bijapur, Gulbarga, Raichur, Bangalore Urban and Rural districts following 

the non-satisfactory performance of the said districts (Table 2.6). 

 

As is mentioned earlier, the Foundation and Certified Seed Production of 

Vegetable Crops has been restructured and continued as the Development of Vegetable 

Cops in Karnataka and its financial target and achievements from the year 2000-01 to 

2005-06 are presented in the table 2.7. It reveals that, as high as Rs.2.07 crores have 
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been allotted to the state out of which Rs 1.82.crores has been utilized with a 

satisfactory progress of 87.91 percent of the funds. A careful examination of the 

scenario shows that the Directorate of Horticulture Crops (Lalbagh) has been given the 

prominent importance and has been allotted Rs 0.76 crores which is 37 percent of total 

amount released. Among the districts, Belgaum and Havery have been provided higher 

allocation, followed by Bangalore Rural (Rs 01.87 crores), Kolar (Rs.0.70 crores), 

Tumkur (Rs.0.69 crores), and Dharwad (Rs. 0.68 crores) have had a higher share in the 

allocation of funds. Their share works out to be 25 percent of the total allocation.   

 

However, in terms of achievement Havery (Rs.0.11 crores), Belaguam (Rs.0.87 

crores), Kolar (Rs. 0.73 crores), Bangalore Urban (Rs.0.62 crores) Tumkur (Rs.0.59 

crores), and chitradurga districts have shown a convincible rate of fund utilization under 

the scheme. It can be seen that although the funds in the beginning years were 

concentrated to a few districts like Havey, Kolar, Bangalore urban and rural districts, the 

other districts were also brought under the purview of the scheme over the years. At 

present the scheme has been implemented in 27 vegetable growing districts of 

Karnataka and the fruits are reaching the farmers through various components of the 

scheme.    
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Table 2.4:  Financial Target & Achievement of SUBACS, ICDP Rice and Foundation and 

Certified Seeds of Vegetable crops. (2004-05 to 2007-08)                         (Rs in Crores) 

 
SUBACS ICDP F&C Total 

Districts Tar. Ach. Tar. Ach. Tar. Ach. Tar. Ach. 
% of 
Ach. 

Belgaum 2.26 1.51 0.16 0.14 0.11 0.09 2.54 1.73 68.28
Bijapur 0.77 0.40 0.14 0.13 0.04 0.03 0.94 0.57 59.88
Bagalakote 1.47 1.34 0.09 0.08 0.03 0.03 1.59 1.45 90.71
Bidar 0.71 0.09 0.12 0.13 0.03 0.03 0.85 0.25 29.43
Bellary 0.10 0.04 0.33 0.29 0.04 0.04 0.47 0.37 79.38
Dharwad 0.05 0.02 0.21 0.19 0.07 0.05 0.33 0.26 79.93
Davanagere 0.41 0.18 0.36 0.34 0.03 0.02 0.79 0.54 68.18
Gulbarga 0.23 0.08 0.23 0.21 0.04 0.03 0.50 0.32 63.91
Havery 0.03 0.01 0.35 0.26 0.11 0.11 0.48 0.38 79.49
Hassan 0.11 0.03 0.46 0.33 0.05 0.05 0.62 0.41 67.03
Kolar 0.25 0.00 0.32 0.29 0.08 0.07 0.65 0.37 56.66
Mandya 0.61 0.53 0.61 0.54 0.04 0.04 1.26 1.10 87.84
Mysore 0.28 0.13 0.49 0.48 0.05 0.03 0.81 0.64 78.89
Shimoga 0.24 0.23 0.57 0.51 0.03 0.03 0.84 0.77 91.1
Chikkamagalore 0.05 0.04 0.36 0.29 0.04 0.03 0.45 0.37 82.84
Koppal 0.00 0.00 0.51 0.49 0.02 0.02 0.53 0.52 96.75
Bangalre(Rural) 0.00 0.00 0.24 0.21 0.09 0.08 0.33 0.29 88.44
Udupi 0.00 0.00 0.18 0.16 0.03 0.03 0.21 0.19 90.93
Bangalore(Urban) 0.00 0.00 0.18 0.16 0.06 0.06 0.24 0.23 94.47
Tumkur 0.00 0.00 0.45 0.34 0.07 0.06 0.52 0.40 76.51
Chitrdurga 0.00 0.00 0.14 0.12 0.06 0.05 0.20 0.17 84.74
Kodagu 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.09 0.02 0.02 0.12 0.12 98.98
Raichur 0.00 0.00 0.38 0.36 0.03 0.03 0.41 0.39 94.89
Chamarajanagar 0.00 0.00 0.29 0.25 0.02 0.02 0.32 0.27 84.57
D.Kannada 0.00 0.00 0.19 0.18 0.05 0.03 0.25 0.21 85.05
U.Kannada 0.00 0.00 0.38 0.32 0.02 0.02 0.40 0.35 86.58
Gadag 0.00 0.00 0.14 0.11 0.05 0.05 0.18 0.16 86.8
Chikkaballpur 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 72
Directorate 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.76 0.65 0.76 0.65 85.63
Total 7.58 4.64 7.96 7.02 2.07 1.82 17.60 13.48 76.58

 
 
Note: This information is only for the schemes namely SUBACS, ICDP. Rice (Work plan paddy) 
and Foundation and Certified Seed production of Vegetable crops of MMASs. The information 
relating to Integrated Nutrient Management (INM) is not maintained by the Department of 
Agriculture, GOK for the period under review. The information regarding the Foundation and 
Certified Seeds (Development of Vegetable Crops) are considered only for the years 2004-05 and 
2005-06. 
 
Source: The Calculations are based on the information provided by the Department of Agriculture 
and Horticulture, Government of Karnataka. 
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Table 2.5: Financial achievement under SUBACS (Rs in Crores) 

2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 Total 
Financial Financial Financial Financial Financial 

Districts Tar Ach Tar Ach Tar Tar Ach Tar Ach % 
Belgaum 0.14 0.27 0.11 0.10 0.17 1.85 1.14 2.26 1.51 66.62
Bijapur 0.04 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.11 0.57 0.30 0.77 0.40 52.08
Bagalkote 0.11 0.13 0.06 0.06 0.12 1.19 1.15 1.47 1.34 90.89
Bidar 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.04 0.12 0.50 0.01 0.71 0.09 13.33
Bellary 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.10 0.04 44.79
Dharwad 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.02 45.00
Davanagere 0.02 0.02 0.06 0.05 0.10 0.23 0.11 0.41 0.18 43.41
Gulbarga 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.17 0.05 0.23 0.08 33.51
Havery 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.01 37.94
Hassan 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.09 0.03 0.11 0.03 29.29
Kolar 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.25 0.00 0.64
Mandya 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.10 0.05 0.54 0.43 0.61 0.53 85.86
Mysore 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.22 0.10 0.28 0.13 46.96
Shimoga 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.21 0.20 0.24 0.23 92.99
Chikkamagalore 0.04 0.04 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.04 84.50
Total 0.45 0.61 0.56 0.50 1.00 5.57 3.52 7.58 4.64 61.19

 
Note: The information regarding financial achievement of SUBACS for the year 2006-07 is not 

maintained by the Department of Agriculture, Government of Karnataka.  

 
Source: Department of Agriculture, Government of Karnataka. 
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Table: 2 .6 ICDP Rice Demonstrations under the Macro Management of Agriculture 
schemes (Rs in Crores) 

 
 

2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 Total 
Financial Financial Financial Financial Financial 

District Tar Ach Tar Ach Tar Ach Tar Ach Tar Ach % 
Dharwad 0.04 0.04 0.12 0.12 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.21 0.19 91.79
Mandya 0.29 0.29 0.08 0.07 0.03 0.02 0.21 0.16 0.61 0.54 89.09
Koppal 0.12 0.12 0.29 0.27 0.03 0.03 0.07 0.07 0.51 0.49 96.60
Shimoga 0.15 0.15 0.23 0.18 0.05 0.05 0.14 0.13 0.57 0.51 89.98
Bangalore Rural 0.04 0.04 0.15 0.13 0.04 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.24 0.21 88.53
Udupi 0.02 0.02 0.07 0.05 0.03 0.03 0.05 0.05 0.18 0.16 89.62
Bangalore 
Urban 0.03 0.03 0.11 0.10 0.03 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.18 0.16 92.63
Mysore 0.14 0.14 0.18 0.18 0.04 0.04 0.12 0.12 0.49 0.48 99.26
Tumkur 0.05 0.05 0.33 0.24 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.45 0.34 75.18
Havery 0.04 0.04 0.25 0.19 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.01 0.35 0.26 76.22
Kolar 0.05 0.05 0.22 0.19 0.04 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.32 0.29 92.39
Chitradurga 0.03 0.03 0.05 0.05 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.14 0.12 85.42
Davanagere 0.10 0.10 0.09 0.09 0.03 0.03 0.14 0.13 0.36 0.34 94.02
Kodagu 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.09 0.09 98.52
Raichur 0.21 0.21 0.13 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.03 0.38 0.36 94.51
Bidar 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.07 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.12 0.13 111.29
Chamarajanagar 0.06 0.06 0.16 0.12 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.02 0.29 0.25 83.29
Hassan 0.06 0.06 0.29 0.19 0.03 0.03 0.08 0.05 0.46 0.33 72.34
D.Kannada 0.02 0.02 0.09 0.08 0.03 0.03 0.05 0.05 0.19 0.18 92.29
Bellary 0.05 0.05 0.14 0.11 0.03 0.03 0.11 0.10 0.33 0.29 87.20
Chikkamagalore 0.04 0.04 0.25 0.19 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.36 0.29 81.74
U.Kannada 0.01 0.01 0.26 0.23 0.04 0.03 0.06 0.05 0.38 0.32 85.99
Gadag 0.04 0.04 0.06 0.05 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.14 0.11 82.59
Belgaum 0.03 0.03 0.05 0.05 0.02 0.02 0.06 0.05 0.16 0.14 86.24
Gulbarga 0.10 0.10 0.11 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.23 0.21 90.53
Bagalakote 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.09 0.08 84.85
Chikkaballpur 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 72.00
Bijapur 0.04 0.04 0.10 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.14 0.13 94.61

Total 1.86 1.86 3.93 3.32 0.75 0.68 1.42 1.16 7.96 7.02 88.28
 
Source: Department of Agriculture, Government of Karnataka 
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Table: 2.7 Foundations and Certified Seed Production of Vegetable 

Crops/Development of Vegetable Crops under Macro Management of Agriculture 

Schemes (Rs in Crores) 

 
 

2000-01 2001-02 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 Total 
Districts Tar. Ach. Tar. Ach. Tar. Ach. Tar. Ach. Tar. Ach. Tar. Ach. % 

BangaloreUrban 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.06 0.06 99.68
Bangalore Rural 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.09 0.08 88.20
Chitradurga 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.06 0.05 83.17
Kolar 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.04 0.02 0.02 0.08 0.07 92.34
Shimoga 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.03 96.57
Tumkur 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.07 0.06 85.30
Davanagere 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.02 98.80
Mysore 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.05 0.03 59.39
Chikkamagalore 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.03 91.23
D.Kannada 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.03 59.56
Belgaum 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.05 0.05 0.02 0.02 0.11 0.09 75.74
Bijapur 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.03 96.94
Dharwad 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.07 0.05 70.57
U.Kannada 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 96.12
Bagalkote 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.03 99.31
Gadag 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.05 0.05 99.56
Havery 0.06 0.06 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.11 0.11 99.91
Gulbarga 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.03 86.58
Bellary 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.04 97.96
Bidar 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.03 99.64
Hassan 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.05 0.05 98.84
Kodagu 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 100.86
Mandya 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.04 100.00
Chamarajanagar 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 100.00
Udupi 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.03 98.68
Raichur 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.03 100.00
Koppal 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 100.00
Directorate 0.06 0.03 0.17 0.15 0.07 0.07 0.23 0.18 0.25 0.21 0.76 0.65 85.63
Total 0.12 0.10 0.51 0.37 0.26 0.26 0.65 0.60 0.53 0.48 2.07 1.82 87.91

 
 
Source: Department of Horticulture, Government of Karnataka 
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Chapter III 
 

 Sustainable development of Sugarcane Based Cropping System (SUBACS) 
     
 
3.1 Farmers Profile: As mentioned earlier 60 farmers were selected to assess the 

impact of SUBACS Scheme. It can be discerned from table 3.1 that small farming 

holdings constituting the majority in the total sample with 48.33 percent, which is 

followed by marginal farming holdings (21.67 percent), Semi-medium (18.33 percent), 

Medium 10 percent and the large holdings with 0.02 percent .By social categories other 

Backward class farming holdings from a little less than two-third of the total sample 

farmers. Selected caste farming house holds constituting second largest with 13.3 

percent followed by others and scheduled tribe holds respectively with 11.7 and 10 

percent.  

 

Table 3.1:  Details of the selected sample farmers by holdings 
 

Holdings by 
Social Groups 
and Education 

Status 

Marginal Small Semi 
medium Medium Large Total 

Social Group 
2 5 0 1 0 8Scheduled 

Castes (15.38) (17.24) (0.00) (16.67) (0.00) (13.33)
1 2 3 0 0 6Scheduled 

Tribes (7.69) (6.90) (27.27) (0.00) (0.00) (10.00)
8 18 7 5 1 39Other Backward 

Classes (61.54) (62.07) (63.64) (83.33) (100.00) (65.00)
2 4 1 0 0 7

Others (15.38) (13.79) (9.09) (0.00) (0.00) (11.67)
13 29 11 6 1 60

Total (21.67) (48.33) (18.33) (10.00) (1.67) (100.00)
Educational Status 

2 3 3 0 0 8

Illiterate (16.92) (11.38) (30.00) (0.00) (0.00) (14.67)
4 15 7 4 0 30

Primary (30.77) (51.72) (63.64) (66.67) (0.00) (50.00)
3 11 0 0 0 14

SSLC (23.08) (37.93) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (23.33)
1 1 0 0 0 2

College (7.69) (3.45) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (3.33)
3 0 1 2 1 7

University (23.08) (0.00) (9.09) (33.33) (100.00) (11.67)
             
 Note: Figures in the parenthesis denotes the percentages to the Total 
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Educationally, most of the farmers have educational background with a majority 

(50.00 per cent) at the primary level, followed by high school (23.33 per cent), 

university (11.67 per cent) and only about two per cent of them have educational 

attainment up to Pre-University level. However, a small segment (13.33 per cent) of the 

farmers is illiterates. Further, by size of holdings, almost half of the small farmers are 

educated, followed by marginal farmers (21.67 per cent), semi-medium farmers (18.33 

per cent).  

 

However, at the same time, the incidence of illiteracy is only these three groups. 

All the medium and large farmers not only found to be educated but also have attained 

university levels. The total land holding of the selected farmers is in the order of over 

321 acres in the study area and the average holding is worked out at 5.35 acres    

(Table 3.2 ). Own land of the farmers constituting to over 291 acres (90.65 per cent), 

which has entitled each farmer to own at 4.85 acres and the rest has been leased in to 

the tune of 30 acres (9.34 per cent). With this, none of the selected farmers has leased 

out their lands. Across the farming sizes marginal and small farmers, the average 

holdings are respectively at 2.09 and 5.07 acres. Medium farmers have reported a 

higher size of holdings to the extent of 17.25 acres, followed by 16 acres by large and 

7.32 acres by the semi-medium farmers. In the study area, sugarcane and paddy have 

been the major crops, although raagi is also grown in a small area by the lower rung 

farming community. These three crops are grown in a total area of about 296 acres 

(91.98 per cent). One of the significant facts is that sugarcane and paddy have been 

given almost equal importance keeping the family consumption requirement and 

financial requirement, especially by the small, semi-medium and large farmers. Also, 

marginal farmers have used a large chunk of their lands for cultivation of sugarcane. 

Raagi as a main diet of the family in rural areas, is grown in a very limited area of 9.20 

areas (2.86 percent), mostly by the semi-medium, small and marginal farmers. In other 

words medium and the large farmers have not shown interest to grow raagi in their 

farm field.   
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Table 3.2: Land Holdings, Major Crops by Size 

Holdings by Size 
and Major Crops Marginal Small Semi 

medium Medium Large Total 

Land Holdings 
19.38 115.10 69.00 71.25 16.00 291.33Irrigated Own 

Lands (2.09) (5.07) (6.27) (13.08) (16.00) (4.85)
0 0 5.00 25.00 0 30.00Irrigated 

Leased-In 0 0 (1.05) (4.17) 0 (0.50)
0 0 0 0 0 0Irrigated Leased 

-Out 0 0 0 0 0 0
19.38 115.10 74.00 96.25 16.00 321.33Total Irrigated 

Lands (2.09) (5.07) (7.32) (17.25) (16.00) (5.35)
Area under Major Crops 

Area under 
Sugarcane 

13.25 
(1.00) 

59.25 
(2.10) 

43.30 
(3.00) 

32.30 
(5.30) 

16.00 
(16.00) 

164.10
(2.74)

Area Under 
Paddy 

4.93 
(0.75) 

52.50 
(2.00) 

25.00 
(2.80) 

35.00 
(6.00) 

0 
0 

122.25
(2.04)

Area Under 
Raagi 

1.20 
(1.20) 

3.35 
(0.20) 

5.70 
(0.30) 

0 
0 

0 
0 

10.25
(0.15)

 
Note: Figures in the parenthesis denotes the percentages to the Total 
 
 
3.2 Benefits of SUBACS 
 

Sugarcane seeds and Bio-agents are the main facilities made available to the 

farming community under SUBACS. Because of the complementary nature of these two 

benefits the distribution of them have been separately done to various categories of 

farmers and in the case of the majority of the farmers both Sugarcane seeds and Bio 

agents have been done. It is evident from the table 3.3 that a majority of the farmers 

(65 percent) have received Sugarcane Seeds across different holdings. Yet a little over 

one third of the farmers have reported to have not received seeds under the scheme. In 

the case of the Bio-agents about 97 p3ercnt of the farmers reportedly received the 

same. Excepting in the case of a few semi medium farmers all the other farmers across 

the holding size have received the Bio-agents under the scheme. Further, the table also 

indicates that a majority of the Sugarcane growers (80.83percent) have received both 

Sugarcane seed and Bio agents together.  
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Table 3.3 :  Distribution of Sugarcane seed and Bio-Agents under SUBACS. 
 

 

Farm holdings Marginal 
Farmer 

Small 
Farmer 

Semi 
medium Medium Large Total 

7 20 7 4 1 39
Yes (53.85) (68.97) (63.64) (66.67) (100) (65)

6 9 4 2 0 21
No (46.15) (31.03) (36.36) (33.33) (0) (35)

13 29 11 6 1 60

Sugarcane Cane  
distribution facility 

Total (21.67) (48.33) (18.33) (10.00) (1.67) (100)
9 15 1 4 0 29Government outlets 

(69.00) (52.00) (9.00) (67.00) (0.00) (48)
0 2 0 0 0 2Retail Shops 

(0.00) (7.00) (0.00) (0.00)  (0.00) (3)
0 0 1 0 0 1Open market 

(0.00) (0.00) (9.00) (0.00) (0.00) (2)
4 12 9 2 1 28Domestic 

(31.00) (41.00) (82.00) (33.00) (100) (47)
13 29 11 6 1 60Total 

(21.67) (48.33) (18.00) (10.00 ) (1.67) (100) 
13 29 9 6 1 58

Yes (1) (100) (81.82) (100) (100) (96.67)
0 0 2 0 0 2

No (0.00) (0.00) (18.18) (0.00) (0.00) (3.33)
13 29 11 6 1 60

Bio-Agents 

Total (21.67) (48.33) (18.33) (10) (1.67) (100)
20 49 16 10 2 97

Yes (76.92) (84.48) (72.73) (83.33) (100) (80.83)
6 9 6 2 0 23

No (23.08) (15.52) (27.27) (16.67) (0.00) (19.17)
26 58 22 12 2 120

Both Sugarcane Seed and 
Bio agents 

 

Total (21.67) (48.33) (18.33) (10) (1.67) (100)
Note: Figures in the parenthesis are averages to the total 
 
 

While the source of sugarcane seed procurement clearly indicates that farming 

communities have been depending upon various sources. Government and domestic 

sources have been playing a very significant role in supplying the sugarcane seeds to 

the farmers and as a results retail shops and open market have been least preferred by 

the farming community. Almost equal number of farmers has depended on government 

outlets and domestic sources and the rest upon the retail and open market.  It is quite 

interesting to note that despite the growth of the organized seed supply mechanisms, a 

good section of the farmers have strong faith on the domestic seeds, more so by the 

large and semi-medium farming categories. 100 and 82 per cent of these farmers have 

used such seeds from their own households. Marginal, medium and small farmers have 
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respectively depended upon the government outlets to the tune of 69.00, 67.00 and 

52.00 per cent for sugarcane seed procurement.  

                    Figure 3.1 
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 Source: Table 3.3 
 
 

Apart from the distribution of sugarcane seed and bio-agents under SUBACS, a 

number of other agricultural implements have been distributed to the sugar cane 

growers. They include Puddles, cultivators and disk blades (Table 3.4). Puddles have 

been distributed to the extent of 42 per cent of the farmers, followed by cultivator to 

nearly 37 per cent and the disk blades have been received by a very small segment of 

the farmers (3 per cent), particularly of the small holding segment. However, about 18 

per cent of the farmers have not received any assistance for implements. Assistance for 

agricultural implements across the farming community indicates that about 91 per cent 

of the semi-medium farmers have turned out to be the main beneficiaries, followed by 

medium (83.33 per cent), small farmers (82.76 per cent) and the marginal farmers have 

received these assistance to the extent of 76.92 per cent. Also, marginal farmers are the 

single largest segment, which were not received assistance to the tune of over 23 per 

cent, followed by small, medium and semi-medium farmers. 
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                Figure 3.2 
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Source: Table 3.3 
 

 
  
 
Demonstrations are one of the important interventions under the selected MMASs.        

The objective of the demonstrations is to expose the farmers towards the new 

techniques, methods, seed treatment, and various other components of cultivation, 

besides exposing to plant treatment, plant protection, efficient use of water, resistant 

varieties, method of planting, weed control, use of fertilizers etc. In the case of 

Sugarcane cultivation, the demonstrations include Ring Pit, Single Eye Bud 

demonstrations and Raton Management. At the time of sugar cane harvesting, a large 

portion of it comprised of tillers in subtropical India, where as in the case of tropical 

conditions, most of the cane is the main shoots. This may be one of the reasons for 

higher yield in tropical climate than in the sub tropical condition, as tillers short in size 

and thin diameter compared to main shoots. There fore, if the main shoot is increased 

and that of tillers decreased, considerable yield improvement can be achieved. 

Considering this advantage, ring pit method of planting sugarcane was developed during 

1984. It has been maintained that sugarcane planted with ring pit can provide 3-4  
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Table 3.4:  Assistance for agricultural implements 
 

Holdings  of the 
Farmer 

Marginal 
Farmer 

Small 
Farmer 

Semi -
medium Medium Large Total 

0 2 0 0 0 2
Disk/Blade (0) (6.90) (0) (0)  (0)  (3.33)

7 12 5 1 0 25
Sprayer (53.85) (41.38) (45.45) (16.67) (0)  (41.67)

3 10 5 4 0 22Cultivator 
(23.08) (34.48) (45.45) (66.67) (0)  (36.67)

3 5 1 1 1 11
No (23.08) (17.24) (9.09) (16.67) (100) (18.33)

13 29 11 6 1 60
Total (21.67) (48.33) (18.33) (10) (1.67) (100)

           
 Note: Figures in the parenthesis are the percentage to the total 
 

ratoons without reduction in the cane yield and also cost of the cultivation can be 

minimized in the long term. In this method of cultivation water and nutrient efficiencies 

can be achieved as compared to the conventional methods of cultivation. It is further 

believed that the sugar recovery can also be increased. Ratoon is an integral part of 

sugarcane and contributes a major share to total sugar production. Ratoon management 

or ratoon cropping is an old system practiced by the sugarcane growers for many years.  

 

In sugarcane, ratooning is an integral component of commercial cultivation of this crop 

and accounts for about 50 per cent of the total area (4.0 million hectares) under 

sugarcane in India. The average yield of sugar cane ratoon compared to the 

experimental maximum, however, ranges from 22 to 57 per cent. Considerable scope 

therefore exists for improvement in the productivity of ratoon cane. In fact, ratoon 

management is a most common demonstration conducted for the sugarcane crop and it 

is regularly followed by majority of the farmers .For the proper ratoon management of 

three practices namely thrash management, Nitrogen fertilization and artificial ripening, 

which are particular relevance should be efficiently implemented. Lastly, under the 

Single Eye bud demonstrations, the single eye sugarcane cropping method will be 

shown to the farmers by planting the cane at a distance of 150 cms.  This method has a 

conspicuous advantage that with equal spacing maintained on all the sides, sugarcane 

plants grow steadily. Continuous supply of nutrition and spacing induces the early 

physiological maturity, which is a major benefit for the farmers and single eye bud 
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sugarcane cropping pattern has given a cane yield at 135.03 tonne per hectare. As per 

the design of the scheme, farmers growing sugarcane are taken to field school for 

exposition at the district and block levels. The sugarcane growing farmers underwent 

various demonstration under SUBACS is presented in table 3.5.  

 
Table 3.5: Participation of the Sugarcane Growing farmers in the Demonstrations 

 
Category of the 
Farmer   Marginal Small 

Semi 
medium Medium Large Total 

13 29 11 6 0 59
No (22.03) (49.15) (18.64) (10.16) 0.00  (98.00)

0 0 0 0 1 1
Yes 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00  (100.00) (1.66)

13 29 11 6 1 60

Ring Pit 

Total (22.00) (48.00) (18.00) (10.00) (2.00) (100.00)
4 8 1 3 0 16

No (25.00) (50.00) (6.25) (18.75) 0.00  (27.00)
9 21 10 3 1 44

Yes (20.45) (47.73) (22.73) (6.82) (2.27) (73.33)
13 29 11 6 1 60

Single Eye Bud 

Total (21.67) (48.33) (18.33) (10.00) (1.66) (100.00)
4 5 1 2 0 12

No (33.33) (41.67) (8.33) (16.67) 0.00  (20.00)
9 24 10 4 1 48

yes (18.75) (50.00) (20.83) (8.33) (2.08) (80.00)
13 29 11 6 1 60

Raton 
Management 

Total (21.67) (48.33) (18.33) (10.00) (1.67) (100.00)
6 15 4 2 0 27

No (22.22) (55.56) (14.81) (7.41) 0.00  (45.00)
7 14 7 4 1 33

Yes (21.21) (42.42) (21.21) (12.12) (3.03) (55.00)
13 29 11 6 1 60

Farmers Field 
School 

Total (21.67) (48.33) (18.33) (10.00) (1.67) (100)
27 57 17 13 0 114

No (23.68) (50.00) (14.91) (11.40) (0.00) (47.50)
25 59 27 11 4 126

Yes (19.84) (46.83) (21.43) (8.73) (3.17) (52.50)
52 116 44 24 4 240

All the four 

Total (21.67) (48.33) (18.33) (10.00) (1.67) (100)
Note: Figures in the parenthesis are the percentage to the total 
 
 

As can be seen in the table 3.5 that less than half of the farmers have attended 

the demonstrations organized for the sugarcane growers. Among the four different 

demonstrations, Ratoon management a demonstration was largely attended by the 

sugarcane growers 80 percent of the farmers have attended the demonstration. This is 
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followed by Single Eye Bud demonstration which is attended by over 73 percent of the 

beneficiaries in the study area, and the farmer field school was attended by 55 percent 

of the farmers. However, excepting about two percent fo the farmers, none of the 

farmers have shown interest in attending the demonstration on Ring Pit method. By size 

of farmers, small farmers have largely attended the demonstrations (46.83 percent), 

followed by the semi medium farmers (21.43 percent), marginal (19.84 percent), 

medium (8.73 percent).All the large farmers have attended the demonstrations.  

Figure 3.3 

Participation of the sample farmers in various Sugarcane 
demonstrations 

Ring pit, 98.30%

Single eye, 26.70%

Ratoon 
Management, 80%

Farmers Field 
School, 45.00%

 
  Source : Table 3.5 
 
 
 
3.3 Cost of attending the demonstration: 
 

As reported by the officials at the District and the block levels, all the 

demonstrations and programs were organized by the Department of Agriculture, Govt of 

Karnataka. However the opinion of the sample farmers regarding the cost of 

participating in the demonstration is presented in the table 3.6. It is reported that 71.66 

percent of the costs involved in attending the demonstration was borne by the 

organizers, and 5 percent of the sample farmers are reported to have attended the 

demonstrations by their own. Only 1.6 percent of the sample farmers have borne the 
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cost of the demonstrations by other sources and remaining 21.67 percent of the farmers 

have not responded.  

 
Table 3.6   :   Cost of attending the demonstration 

 

 Farmers holdings 

Marginal Small Semi  
medium 

Medium Large Total 

8 21 9 4 1 43 
Organizers 

(61.15) (72.41) (81.18) (66.66) (100) (71.66) 
0 2 1 0 0 3 

Self Finance 
(0) (6.89) (9.09) (0) (0) (5) 
1 0 0 0 0 1 

Others 
(7.69) (0) (0) (0) (0) (1.67) 

4 6 1 2 0 13 
No response 

(30.80) (0.21) 9.09 (33.33) (0) (21.67) 
13 29 11 6 1 60 

Total 
(21.67) (48.33) (18.33) (10.00) (1.67) (100) 

 
 
3.4 Difficulties in attending the demonstrations. 

 

Difficulties or Constraints, which prevented in participating different demonstrations by 

the sample farmers, were identified as lack of proper transport facility, pre-occupation 

with other agricultural works. Table 3.7 shows that among all the other problems costs 

with other agricultural works were the major problems faced by 16.67 percent of the 

sample farmers who have attended the demonstrations. Problems like lack of proper 

transport facility were encountered by 1.67 percent. More over other problems like lack 

of distance from the village, late supply of the seeds, inadequate level of subsidy 

amount, insufficient extension services, institutional credit etc were generally observed 

at the field level.  

 

3.5 Use of Soil Ameliorates. 

Soil Ameliorates are considered as indispensable in the present day soil structure. 

Soil ameliorants like gypsum, zinc, Pirate, Lime Dolomite and organic manure are 

applied for reclamation of saline & alkali soils through blocks as per the recommendation 

of soil test reports. 
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Table 3.7: Difficulties in attending the demonstrations 
                 

Classification of the 
Farmer 

Marginal 
Farmer 

Small 
Farmer 

Semi 
medium Medium Large Total 

3 6 1 0 0 10 Costs other Agricultural 
works. (23.08) (20.69) (9.09) 0.00 0.00 (16.67)

1 0 0 0 0 1 No Proper Transport 
Facility. (7.69) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (1.67) 

0 1 0 0 0 1 
Other. 

(0.00) (3.45) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (1.67) 
9 22 10 6 1 48 

No. 
(69.23) (75.86) (90.91) (100.00) (100.00) (80) 

13 29 11 6 1 60 
Total. 

(21.67) (48.33) (18.33) (10.00) (1.67) (100) 

 Note: Figures in the parenthesis are the percentage to the total. 
 
 

Naturally, these ameliorates contains calcium, Sulfur, Salt and other chemicals, 

which are used to correct deficiencies in the soil structure. However in the study area it 

was observed that the use of the soil ameliorates was substantially low, in this sense 

that only 55 percent of the farmers have used the soil ameliorates.  The use of the Soil 

ameliorates are presented in the following table 3.8. It shows that Zinc has been widely 

used by the farmers other than the other chemicals. Among 32 farmers who have used 

the ameliorates 53 percent of them have used Zinc to the Soil. It also reveals that 45 

percent of the sample farmers have not used any kind of the soil ameliorates. Keeping 

the suitability, availability and affordability the sugarcane growers have been using five 

different varieties of the sugarcane seeds as can be seen in the table 3.9. The most 

suitable varieties of Sugarcane mentioned by the respondents indicate that all types of 

the sugarcane varieties have been used by the selected farmers.  There is no doubt in 

the fact that CO – 419 and CO-62175 are the most preferred varieties irrespective of the 

size of the among the selected farmers.  

 
These varieties preferred particularly by the farmers for their high yield and suitability to 

the soil structure in the region. However, the other varieties are also extensively used by 

the farmers, especially for their higher production of jaggery production for domestic as 

well as for commercial value. There have been considerable changes in the area, seed 

rate and Yield of the sugarcane cultivation for the sample farmers.  In fact, distribution 

of the sugarcane sets, various technology demonstrations have brought about a radical 
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change in the area of cultivation of sample farmers. The changes brought about by the 

intervention of the scheme are briefly described below as observed in the field. 

 

Table 3.8:  Use of Soil ameliorates. 
 

Farmer 
Holdings Marginal Small 

Semi 
medium Medium Large Total 

1 0 0 0 0 1 
Gypsum 

(7.69) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (1.67) 
8 12 8 3 1 32 

Zinc 
(61.54) (41.38) (72.73) (50.00) (100.00) (53.33) 

0 0 0 0 0 0 
Pirate 

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

Lime 
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

4 17 3 3 0 27 
Not Used 

(30.77) (58.62) (27.27) (50.00) (0.00) (45.00) 
13 29 11 6 1 60 

Total 
(21.67) (48.33) (18.33) (10.00) (1.67) (100.00) 

 

Firstly, there has been quantum of changes in the area of cultivation of 

sugarcane which is particularly true for medium and large farmers. However, there is 

also a considerable increase in the area of cultivation of the marginal and small farmers. 

The average area has increased from 30 guntars to 1.10 acres for the marginal farmers 

after the implementation of the scheme. In the case of small farmers the average area 

under the cultivation of sugarcane has increased from 1.30 acres to 2.30 acres. 

However, a significant increase area of cultivation has been taken in the case of medium 

and large farmers where the average area increased from 2.30 acres to 3.30 for the 

medium and from 12 acres to 16 acres to the large farmers. Secondly, there has been a 

considerable rise in the seed rates of the sugarcane seeds for the farmers in general. It 

was noticed during the field survey that when asked about the seed rates for the 

farmers those who had sought the seed from the private sources, a large difference was 

found in the rates which varies accordingly to the farm size of the farmers.  As it can be 

seen from the table 3.10 that there is a general increase in the yield rates for all 

categories of the farmers. The yield rate increased from 40 tonnes per acre to 45 tonnes 

after the intervention of the scheme for the marginal farmers. 
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Table 3.9 :  Best Varieties of Sugarcane preferred by the farmer 
 

Farmers holdings Marginal Small Semi 
medium Medium Large Total 

4 13 4 3 0 24 CO-419 
 (30.77) (44.83) (36.36) (50) 0  (40) 

4 12 7 2 0 25 CO-62175 
 (30.77) (41.38) (63.64) (33.33) (0)  (41.67) 

1 0 0 0 0 1 CO-86032 
(7.69) (0) (0) (0)  (0)  (1.67) 

4 3 0 1 1 9 White Sugarcane 
(30.77) (10.34) 0 (16.67) (100) (15.00) 

0 1 0 0 0 1 

Varieties 
  

Red Sugarcane 
 (0) (3.45) (0) (0)  (0)  (1.67) 

 
13 29 11 6 1 60 

Total. 
 
 (21.67) (48.33) (18.33) (10) (1.67) (100) 

      Note: Figures in the parenthesis are the percentage to the total 
 
 

It has also registered an increase of 6 tonnes for the small farmers however; surprisingly 

the yield rate remained constant as earlier for the semi-medium farmer. The 

intervention of the scheme has resulted in a considerable increase in the yield rates for 

medium and large farmers also it has increased from 42 to 44 tones per acre for the 

medium and from 40 to 50 tones for the large farmers.   

 
 
 

Table 3.10 :  Changes in the average area, Yield and Seed rate of Sample 
farmers 

 
Area (acres) Area 

(Guntars) Area(acres) Area 
(Guntars) Seed Rate (Rs) Yield (tones) 

Category of the farmer Then  Then Now Now Then  Now Then  Now 

Marginal 0 30 1 10 262 962 40 45 

Small 1 30 2 30 235 940 38 44 

Semi medium 2 3 4 25 229 929 44 44 

Medium 2 3 3 30 225 950 42 44 

Large 12 0 16 0 250 1050 40 50 
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3.6 Income impact of SUBACS. 
 

An analysis of the impact in terms of the total income, total expenditure and net 

return is very important dimension. With this the farmers will be convinced more about 

the benefits of the schemes, especially is not attractive, then the acceptance level of the 

new technique will be very low. In this perspective, the SUBACS scheme has made a 

visible change in income level before and after adopting the new technique of cultivation 

under SUBACS. It is clear that the farmers have earned a total income of Rs. 24.22 lakhs 

with an average income of Rs 40, 367 per farmer, which has increased to Rs. 28.95 

lakhs with Rs 48,250 average income after adopting the new techniques. But what is 

striking is that this increase is more conspicuous and higher among the medium and 

large farmers. In fact, the income of these two categories of farmers is substantially 

more than the other categories of the farmers, which is far below the average income. 

Proportionate to the increase in income, the total expenditure has also increased to Rs 

16,933 to Rs 18,633.However, excepting the small and medium all the other categories 

have experienced increase inn the expenditure. Finally, with regard to net return the 

total increase is worked out at Rs 17,77 lakh against Rs 14.06 lakh and average net 

return to Rs 29,617 over Rs 23,433 per farmer. But marginal small and semi medium 

farmers continue to register a net income, which is far below the average. The medium 

and large farmers have earned the income of over the average income in the study 

area.  

 

 It is thus for sure that the scheme SUBACS has brought about significant change 

in the Sugarcane cropping pattern, production and productivity of Sugarcane and other 

important technological aspects of Sugarcane cultivation in the region which invariably 

brought considerable changes in the Socio-Economic condition of the sample beneficiary 

farmers. However, it is disappointing that to find that the information regarding such an 

important ongoing scheme has hardly reached the masses. The average cane yield in 

India achieved so far is 71 t/hectare, which is far below the theoretical potential cane 

yield of 474 t/hectare. Yield increasing is been limited as the genetic variability has 

largely been exploited since 1920s. Yield improvement through augmenting the fertilizer 

inputs is possible but high cost of this generally makes the farmer beyond the reach. 
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Majority of farmers, here have either small or marginal holdings. The alternative left is 

to increase yields through non monetary inputs.    

 

Table 3.11: Impact of the scheme 

 
  

  Area Yield Income Expenditure Net returns 
Farm 
Size   Before After Before After Before After Before After Before After 

Total 18 27 520 585 297000 400000 195000 266000 102000 134000 

Marginal Avg 1 2 40 45 22846 30769 15000 20462 7846 10308 

Total 50 78 1102 1276 790000 905000 443000 432000 347000 473000 

Small Avg 2 3 38 44 27241 31207 15276 14897 11966 16310 

Total 58 96 484 484 425000 475000 175000 175000 250000 300000 

Semi Avg 5 9 44 44 38636 43182 15909 15909 22727 27273 

Total 55 95 252 264 730000 865000 153000 170000 577000 695000 

Medium Avg 9 16 42 44 121667 144167 25500 28333 96167 115833 

Total 19 25 40 50 180000 250000 50000 75000 130000 175000 

Large Avg 19 19 40 50 180000 250000 50000 75000 130000 175000 

Total 200 321 2,398 2,659 24,22,000 28,95,000 10,16,000 11,18,000 14,06,000 17,77,000 

All size Avg 3 5 40 44 40,367 48,250 16,933 18,633 23,433 29,617 
 
 
Note: Figures in the parenthesis are the per farm Income, Expenditure and Net profits. 
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Chapter IV 
 

Scheme for Integrated Cereal Development Programme (ICDP) 
 

Introduction 4.1: The specific interventions initiated under Macro Management of 

Agriculture Schemes relate to demonstration of improved production technology, 

distribution of quality seeds of high yielding and hybrid varieties, popularization of newly 

released varieties support of Micro Nutrients, Gypsum, integrated Nutrients and Pest 

management Rotavators, weeders and other farm implements, extensions etc. For the 

sake of uniformity, activities and cost norms followed under the National Food Security 

Mission (NFSM) have been adopted under Integrated Cereal Development Programme 

(ICDP) for Rice, Wheat, and Coarse Cereals. This would not only meet the demand of 

the states but also facilitate enhancement of agricultural production and productivity in 

the states to achieve the objective of Food security. The pattern of assistance for 

various components under the Integrated Cereal Development Programme (ICDP) 

scheme for Rice, Wheat and Coarse Cereals is given in the appendix. (See appendix A.1, 

A.2, A.3)  

 

 
4.2 Demographic Profile of the sample farmers 

 
        It can be discerned from the table 4.1 that the sample farmers consists of largly 

the small farmers (42 percent) and semi medium farmers (20 percent), flowed by 

marginal farmers (18 percent) medium (12 percent) and large farmers (8 percent). It 

can also be observed that there is an overwhelming majority of Other Back Ward 

communities (OBC) in the selected study area, which constitutes 57 percent, followed by 

23 percent of Scheduled Caste and 13 percent of Scheduled Tribe farmers. However, 

other farmers constitute only 7 percent of the total beneficiary farmers. The literates 

and illiterates among the selected sample constituting respectively 73 and 27 percent.  

It is evident from the table 3.4 that a majority of the farmers have an educational 

background up to high school followed by primary level. Also, a section of the farmers 

have been educated up to the intermediate and degree levels. However, almost over 

one- fourth of the sample are continued to be illiterates with its higher incidence among 

the small and marginal segments, which is more than the average illiteracy level. 
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Table 3.4: Demographic details of the Sample Farmers 

Classification  
of the Farmer 

Marginal Small Semi- 
medium 

Medium Large All 

5 5 2 2 0 14 SC 
 (45) (20) (17) (29) (0) (23) 

0 3 4 1 0 8 ST 
 (0) (12) (33) (14) (0) (13) 

6 15 6 4 3 34 OBC 
 (55) (60) (50) (57) (60) (57) 

0 2 0 0 2 4 Others 
 (0) (8) (0) (0) (40) (7) 

11 25 12 7 5 60 All social groups 
 (18) (42) (20) (12) (8) (100) 

5 7 3 1 0 16 Illiterate 
 (45) (28) (25) (14.30) (0) (26.70) 

4 3 4 2 2 15 Primary 
 (36.40) (12) (33.30) (28.60) (40) (25) 

2 9 3 3 1 18 SSLC 
 (18.20) (36) (25) (42.90) (20) (30) 

0 4 1 0 0 5 PUC 
 (0) (16) (8.30) (0) (0) (8) 

0 2 1 1 2 6 Degree 
 (0) (8) (8.30) (14.30) (40) (10) 
Figures in the parenthesis are percentages to that of all 

 

   

 4.3  Hybrid Paddy Demonstrations  

Cultivation of hybrid rice is promoted in a big way through the Hybrid Paddy 

Demonstrations and by offering heavy subsidies in areas where the paddy yields have 

reached the plateau. This was mainly intended to increase the rice production and 

productivity from the record 83.25 million tones in the last kharif seasons to the next 

higher level to enhance the productivity to 1.5 tones per hectare from the present 1 

tone per hectare by using high-yielding rice varieties. In order to increase the 

productivity of the Rice, various demonstrations on improved package of Practices, on 

system of Rice installation, Support for promotion of Hybrid Rice Seed, and Assistance 
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for distribution of High Yield Variety (HYV) Seeds were provided for different categories 

of the farmers under the ICDP scheme. 

4.4   SRI (System of Rice Intensification) Method of Paddy Cultivation: 

 

SRI is neither a new variety of Rice nor a hybrid but is only a method of 

cultivation of Paddy. This improved method of Rice cultivation is developed in 1983 in 

Madagascar and now has spread to many parts of the world more so in India. Naturally, 

Paddy being one of the major food item consumes lot of water, for its cultivation. 

Farmers often tend to cultivate paddy both for domestic consumption and for the 

marketing given the availability of the water. The objective of the SRI in which 

demonstration is a critical component to reduce the water consumption for cultivation. 

This method also reduces the cost of cultivation by cutting the use of pesticides and 

fertilizers and has potential to give higher yield due to improved soil microbial activity. 

Orientation and awareness programmes are being organized for the benefit of the 

farmers. Demonstration farms are being organized and community resource persons are 

developed to serve as nodal points for spreading the SRI method of cultivation. of 

Paddy. The selected farmers are provided trainings and demonstrations to practice this 

method of paddy cultivation. A continuous handholding support is also being provided in 

the field throughout the season by technical staff and experienced farmers. Equipments 

such as markers and weeders are also provided free of cost to the selected farmers. 

This method of cultivation practice is taken up in a different and more biologically 

enriched environment. It is believed that Yields are increased by 100 percent  or more, 

with a reduction in plant populations (by  >90%), less water (by > 50%), without using 

new 'improved' varieties  or by using chemical fertilizers, with usually reduced  costs of 

production, and thus considerably increases net income returns per hectare. 

 

Furthur, this method uses only compost for its cultivation. The key features of 

the SRI method of cultivation includes  a) Transplant young seedlings b) Reduce plant 

population c) Maintain aerated soil conditions d) Provide as much organic matter as 

possible to the soil e) Actively aerate the soil f) Re-emphasize biology and g) Rediscover 

the potentials of synergy and symbiosis. 
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4.5 Farmers Field School (FFS) 

 

The Farmer Field Schools (FFS) is a unique way to educate farmers and is an 

effective platform for sharing of experiences and collectively solving agriculture related 

problems. The Farmer Field School is a culmination of the concepts and the methods 

from agro ecology, experimental education and the community development. 

These FFS were initiated based on two premises. Firstly, although farming is done 

mainly on individual farms, the rural community plays an essential role in farmer's 

strategies for survival and development. Farmers would get together to share 

information and other forms of mutual supports with others, whom they trust. Secondly, 

farmers have a tradition of developing and applying technologies and refining it through 

their own experiences.  

They learn tacitly through learning by doing. It responds directly to the 

information needs of the small marginal woman farmers who have been largely 

neglected in conventional extension systems. The FFS offers farmers the opportunity to 

learn by sharing, by being involved in experimentations, discussions and decision-

making. This strengthens the sense of ownership of rural communities in technological 

packages and in evolving new skills of cultivation. The participation of beneficiary 

farmers in the hybrid rice demonstration is moderate. It is clear  that only 45 percent 

total beneficiary farmers (Table 4.2) were found to be attended  the hybrid paddy 

demonstration conducted in the study area  which consists 27 percent marginal,36 

percent small,58 percent semi medium,57 percent medium, and 80 percent of large 

farmers.  In the case of farmers participation of the beneficiary farmers here also we 

can find that the participation of the farmers in the SRI method is also negligible (20 

percent). This shows that the general attitude towards the demonstrations is not quite 

good. Again only 3 percent of marginal, 5 percent of small, 7 percent of semi- medium 

and 4 percent of medium and 5 percent of large farmers have found to tbe participated 

in the demonstration. Still disappointing fact is that farmer’s participation in the scented 

rice and integrated system demonstration are negligible. The negative attitude of the 

farmers in participating the demonstrations was expressed by the fact that only 1 farmer 
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has participated in the scented rice demonstration none for the integrated farming 

system demonstration.  

Table 4.2 : Participation of the sample farmers in various paddy demonstrations 

Hybrid Paddy 
Demonstration 

Sri Method 
Demonstration 

Scented Rice 
Demonstration 

Integrated Farming 
System Demonstration 

Yield Improvement 
Demonstration Category of 

the farmer No Yes Total No Yes Total No Yes Total No Yes Total No Yes Total 
8 3 11 8 3 11 11 0 11 11 0 11 10 1 11 Marginal 

 (73) (27) (100) (73) (27) (100) (100) (0) (100) (100) (0) (100) (91) (9) (100) 

16 9 25 20 5 25 24 1 25 25 0 25 25 0 25 Small 
 (64) (36) (100) (80) (20) (100) (96) (4) (100) (100) (0) (100) (100) (0) (100) 

5 7 12 5 7 12 12 0 12 12 0 12 12 0 12 Semi medium 
 (42) (58) (100) (42) (58) (100) (100) (0) (100) (100) (0) (100) (100) (0) (100) 

3 4 7 3 4 7 7 0 7 7 0 7 7 0 7 Medium 
 (43) (57) (100) (43) (57) (100) (100) (0) (100) (100) (0) (100) (100) (0) (100) 

1 4 5 2 3 5 5 0 5 5 0 5 5 0 5 Large 
 (20) (80) (100) (40) (60) (100) (100) (0) (100) (100) (0) (100) (100) (0) (100) 

33 27 60 38 22 60 59 1 60 60 0 60 59 1 60 Total 
 (55) (45) (100) (63) (37) (100) (98) (2) (100) (100) (0) (100) (98) (2) (100) 

Figures in the parenthesis are percentages to the total 
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The table 4.2 reveals the extent of participation of the sample farmers in the 

paddy demonstrations. It is clear from the table that out of 60 sample farmers, 45 

percent of them have attended the hybrid paddy demonstration, and 22 percent of the 

sample farmers have attended SRI method of paddy cultivation. Only one farmer has 

reported to attend the Scented rice demonstration. Similarly, one for the yield 

improvement demonstration. And none of the farmers have attended the yield 

improvement demonstration. 

4.6 Integrated Pest Management (IPM) demonstration 

In spite of the dramatic advances in Pest control technologies, which are largely 

based on chemical pesticides over the decades, pests have become increasingly serious 

constraints in agricultural production. Simultaneously, the problems of pest resistance 

and resurgence are increasing. Under these circumstances, the amicable solution for  

the plant protection community is the IPM. IPM is a system approach involving the use 

of cultural practices, Crop husbandry resistant verities, biological and chemical control 

strategies. IPM is more complex and too knowledge intensive for the farmers than the 

routine chemical sprays followed by them, which is often available on credit basis. IPM 

was promoted as an alternative pest control strategies in India since 1990s although 

there were only a few IPM technologies available and transformed to the farmers. Given 

the situation has improved, the farmers are growing increasingly responsive to scientific 

experts that are advocating the need of IPM.  

 

Although Integrated Pest Management (IPM) is accepted in principle as the most 

attractive option for the protection of agricultural crops from the ravages of pests, its 

implementation at the farmers’ level is rather limited. Pesticides still remain as the 

means of intervention and as an essential component of IPM strategy. It may not be 

possible to avoid chemical pesticides altogether but integrating non-chemical methods in 

pest management can reduce dependence on chemical use. This would reduce the costs 

considerably, besides offering protection in an ecologically sound manner. In Paddy 

cultivation, the cost of average pesticide application is Rs. 163.50 and Rs. 447.90 per 

hectare are provided respectively for IPM trained and untrained farmers. Excessive use 

of chemicals for pest control in agriculture is known to degrade the soil culture. 

Integrated Pest Management (IPM) involves a proper choice and blend of compatible 
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tactics (cultural, mechanical, biological and chemical), so that the components 

complement each other to keep the pest population at manageable levels. 

 

The IPM demonstration conducted for the paddy crop was poorly attended by 

the farming community. Table 4.3 reveals that only 17 farmers or 28 percent have 

attended the IPM demonstration especially, large farmer seemed to be more eager to 

attend the programme followed by the 36 percent of small farmers and 25 percent of 

semi-medium farmers. However It should be noted that none of the marginal farmer has 

attended the Integrated Nutrient Management demonstration (IPM). The poor 

participation of the farmers in the demonstrations conducted under the various schemes 

is an account of the various problems which are indicated in the table 4.4.  One of the 

prominent reasons for the poor participation of the farmers is that they were to forego 

all their agricultural works in order to attend the demonstrations. It was argued that 

these demonstrations were conducted when the agricultural activities were in the 

various stages of progress, which most farmers did not halt them.  Moreover, the 

contents of the demonstrations were not altogether new and were entirely different 

from what they are already aware of. About the agencies conducted the demonstrations 

40 percent of the beneficiary farmers have responded that State Agricultural University 

in collaboration with  the Agricultural development Officers (ADO), and 21.70 percent of 

the farmers have replied  that the field demonstration and training programs were 

organized by the Agricultural Development Officers (ADO) of the concerned block  

(Table 4.5). Only 1 percent of total sample have felt that it was organized by the Indian 

Council for Agricultural Research (ICAR).    

 

4.7 Sources of Seed Procurement 

Traditionally, farmers have been using the seeds, which are domestically 

cleaned, refined and protected for the sowing purposes. One of the strong reasons for 

the same was that the farmers have had lot of faith in the seeds besides they were 

unable to purchase the certified seeds from the open market. The availability of the 

seeds in the right time and right place, especially in their own villages was also a reason 

for using the seeds. 
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Table 4.3 : Participation of the farmers in the Integrated Pest Management 

(IPM)   demonstration 

Category 
of the 

Farmer 
Marginal Small Semi 

medium Medium Large Total 

7 18 9 6 3 43 

No 
  (1) (64) (75) (86) (60) (72) 

4 7 3 1 2 17 

Yes 
  0 (36) (25) (14) (40) (28) 

11 25 12 7 5 60 

Total 
  (18.33) (41.67) (20.00) (11.67) (8.33) (100) 

         Figures in the parenthesis are percentages to the total 

Table 4.4: Difficulties faced by the beneficiary farmers in attending the Integrated 

Pest Management (IPM) demonstrations.   

 

Category of 
the  Farmer Marginal Small Semi 

medium Medium Large Total 

1 4 3 2 0 10 Costs other 
Agricultural 

works (9) (16) (25) (29) (0) (17) 

Not 
interested - - - - - - 

Not Known - - - - - - 

0 0 1 0 0 1 No Proper 
Transport 

Felicity (0) (0) (8) (0) (0) (2) 

10 21 8 5 5 49 
No Response 

(91) (84) (67) (71) (100) (82) 

Other - - - - - - 

11 25 12 7 5 60 
Total 

(18.33) (41.67) (20) (11.67) (8.33) (100) 
    

      Figures in the parenthesis are percentages to the total   
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Table 4.5 : Agency of conducting the field demonstration /Training programs 

Category of the  
Farmer Marginal Small Semi 

medium Medium Large Total 

0 0 1 0 0 1 
ICAR 

(0) (0) (8.30) (0) (0) (1.70) 

3 4 2 1 3 13 Agricultural 
Development  

Officer (27.30) (16) (16.70) (14.30) (60) (21.70) 

1 10 5 6 2 24 State Agricultural 
Universities and 

Agricultural 
Development 

officers 
(9.10) (40) (41.70) (85.70) (40) (40.00) 

7 11 4 0 0 22 Not Attended the  
demonstration (63.00) (44) (33.30) (0) (0) (36.70) 

11 25 12 7 5 60 
Total 

(18.33) (41.67) (20) (11.67) (8.33) (100) 

 Figures in the parenthesis are percentages to the total   

 

As the time passes, more so under the present circumstances, which has paved 

the way for not only the availability of the certified seeds but also in the villages or near 

by places, farmers have been obtaining the seeds from many sources. This does not 

mean that the sources have entirely replaced the domestic seeds. Now a day, given the 

availability of seeds in every nook and corners, farmers are getting the seeds. From this 

perspective, the farmers in the study area have been growing Paddy, Wheat, Maize, 

Jower, Safflower and Kusube and have procured the sowing seeds largely from two 

sources namely Seed Corporation and Domestic. But in a few cases, farmer have also 

purchased seeds from open market and retail shops, as can be seen in the table 4.6    

 

It is found that the sources for the procurement of seeds differ according to the 

crop and the size of holdings of the farmer. In the context of the Paddy, the major 

source for the seed procurement has been the Seed Corporation (60.7 percent) and rest  

of the farmers have used domestic paddy (39.3 percent) seeds. For the Jowar crop 34.2 

percent of the beneficiary farmers had to depend on the Seed Corporation, followed by 

7.9 percent on retail shops, and 2.7 percent on the open markets, and considerable size 

of 55.3 percent of the farmers on the domestic Jowar. As much as 75.7 percent of the 
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wheat growers have been found to procure the seed from seed corporations and 24.2 

percent have depended on the domestic Jowar. Further, 23.5 percent of Maize has been 

bought from the seed corporation,11.7 percent from retail shop, and as much as 64 

percent from domestic sources. Wheat is one of the major crops in the selected block. 

The Frontline Demonstration on Wheat / Barley are being organized through Indian 

Council for Agricultural Research (ICAR) research system and by the department of 

Agriculture to demonstrate specific farm implements for Rice-Wheat cropping systems 

such as Zero Till Seed Drills, Seed cum fertilizer drill, Strip drills and Raised bed planters, 

Control of weed through mechanical, cultural and chemical measures and to 

demonstrate other latest improved methods for cultivation of Wheat.  

  

Table 4.6 : Sources of Seed procurement 

 

Paddy Jower Category 
of the 
farmer 

Seed 
Corporations 

Retail 
Shops 

Open 
market Domestic 

Total Seed 
Corporations 

Retail 
Shops 

Open 
market Domestic 

Total 

Marginal 3 0 0 0 3 2 1 1 5 9 

Small 7 0 0 3 10 5 0 0 9 14 

Semi 
medium 5 0 0 3 8 3 2 0 2 7 

Medium 1 0 0 2 3 2 0 0 2 4 

Large 1 0 0 3 4 1 0 0 3 4 

Total 17(60.7) 0 0 11(39.3) 28 13 (34.2) 3 (7.9) 1 (2.7) 21 
(55.3) 38 

 Wheat Maize 

Marginal 5 0 0 1 6 0 1 0 0 1 

Small 14 0 0 1 15 1 0 0 7 8 

Semi 
medium 4 0 0 4 8 0 0 0 2 2 

Medium 2 0 0 2 4 2 1 0 2 5 

Large 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

Total 25(75.7) 0 0 8(24.2) 33 4(23.5) 2 (11.7) 0 11(64.7) 17 

 Sesamum Urddal 

Marginal 0 1 0 1 2 0 0 1 2 3 

Small 2 0 0 5 7 0 0 0 2 2 

Semi 
medium 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 

Medium 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 

Large 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 3 

Total 3 (25) 1(8.3) 0 8 (66.6) 12 2 (20) 0 1 (10) 7 (70) 10 

Figures in the parenthesis are percentages to the total   
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Table 4.7 : Participation of the sample farmers in the wheat demonstration 

 

Category  of  the 
farmer Marginal Small Semi 

medium Medium Large Total 

7 10 8 5 5 35 
No 

(64) (64) (67) (71) (100) (58) 

4 15 4 2 0 25 
Yes 

(36) (36) (33) (29) 0 (42) 

11 25 12 7 5 60 
Total 

(18) (42) (20) (12) (8) (100) 

Figures in the parenthesis are percentages to the total 

                                          

The table 4.7 reveals that 42 percent of the beneficiary farmers have found to be 

participated in the demonstrations organized for the wheat of which marginal and small 

farmers consists 36 percent each, followed by semi medium farmers. The participation 

of the medium farmers is also satisfactory constituting the 29 percent of total 

beneficiaries. However, none of the large farmers have participated in the 

demonstrations. Integrated  programme for cereal development in Coarse Cereals based 

Cropping systems areas has been implemented in some  states, where  comparatively 

larger area coverage under coarse cereals  and have potential for increasing production 

and productivity. A few states like Gujarat, Karnataka Madhya Pradesh, Maharashtra, 

Rajasthan and Sikkim have been intensified for this purpose. The programme 

components includes demonstrations of improved practices, Seed replacement and seed 

distribution, Seed minikits of high yielding varieties of Coarse cereals and hybrid of 

Jower and Bajra, assistance for the micro nutrients, assistance  for Gypsum, and also 

farmers training. As is mentioned earlier that ICDP has been wined up in the year 

1999but coarse cereals have been merged with the work plan (Macro Management of 

Agriculture), under which demonstration were under taken. 

 

Table 4.8 reveals that as high as 61.54 percent of the farmers have participated 

in the Jowar demonstrations fallowed by 30.77 percent for the Safflower 

demonstrations. In case of maize and Kusube crops the rate of participation stands quite 
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low. Interestingly, the percentage of participation of the small farmers in demonstration 

is significant on the demonstrations.            

4.8 Demonstrations on Coarse Cereals 

Photo No 4.1 

 
Demonstration on Jower Crop, RSK Garaga, Dharwad 

Photo No 4.2 

 
Groundnut Demonstration RSK Garaga, Dharwad 
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Table 4.8 : Participation of the sample farmers in the coarse cereal demonstrations. 

 

Category of 
the farmer Marginal Small 

Semi 
medium Medium Large Total 

2 6 6 2 0 16 Jowar 
  (12.50) (37.50) (37.50) (12.50) (0) (61.54) 

0 1 0 0 2 3 Maize 
  (0) (33.33) (0.00) (0) (66.67) (11.54) 

0 1 0 0 0 1 Kusube 
  (0) (100) (0) (0) (0) (3.85) 

0 8 0 0 0 8 Safflower 
  (0) (100) (0.00) (0) (0) (30.77) 

2 14 6 2 2 26 Total 
  (7.69) (53.85) (23.08) (7.69) (7.69) (100) 

     Figures in the parenthesis are percentages to the total 
 

4.9  Soil Testing 

Soil testing is one of the components of the scheme in order to correct the soil 

acidity/alkalinity. It has been observed that 51 percent of the beneficiary farmers have 

got their soil tested, of which farmers with the medium and large farmers constitute 

higher percentage. At the same time, Lack of awareness about the advantages of soil 

testing has impeded 48.30 percent of the beneficiaries from testing its salinity. Out of  

the total farmers got their soil tested, 38 percent of the have got their  the soil test done 

by the department of agriculture under centrally sponsored schemes, while 13 percent 

of the sample farmers have got soil tested by their own initiation. However, even though 

there are several opportunities for the farmers for soil testing, we find that still 38 

percent of the farmers have not got soil tested which needs a serious attention by the 

concerned department.   

An attempt was made during the field survey to know the reasons for not getting 

the soil tested. It is significant to note that 28 percent of the beneficiaries have 

expressed their disinterest on the aspect. On the other hand only 6 percent of the 

farmers found to be not aware of the soil test. It can be derived from the above table 

that though there is a significant proportion of the farmers have not got the soil tested 

but they do know the importance of it which needs much attention from the 

implementing agencies of the CSS (Centrally Sponsored Schemes).  
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Table 4.9 : Number of sample farmers who got soil tested 

Category of the farmer Marginal Small Semi medium Medium Large Total 

9 11 6 3 0 29 No 
(81) (44) (50) (43) 0  (48) 

2 14 6 4 5 31 Yes 
(18) (56) (50) (57) (100) (51) 

11 25 12 7 5 60 Total 
(18) (42) (20) (12) (8) (100) 

 Agency of conducting the soil test 

2 14 2 1 4 23 Agricultural 
Development Officer 

(18) (56) (16) (14) (80) (38) 
0 0 4 3 1 8 

Own 
(0) (0) (33) (42) (20) (13) 

9 11 6 3 0 29 
Not Tested the Soil 

(81) (44) (50) (43) 0 (48) 

11 25 12 7 5 60 
Total 

(18) (42) (20) (12) (8) (100) 

                                Reasons given by the Farmers for not testing the Soil 
7 5 1 1 3 17 Not Interested 

(63) (20) (8) (14) (60) (28) 

3 1 0 0 0 4 Not Aware of It 
(27) (4) (0) (0)  (0)  (6) 

1 11 11 6 2 29 Not tested the Soil 
(9) (76) (91) (85) (40) (48) 

11 25 12 7 5 60 Total 
(18) (42) (20) (12) (8) (100) 

Figures in the parenthesis are percentages to the total 

 

4.10  Subsidy for the agricultural implements: 

 

Subsidized supply of modern tools of cultivation is one of the important 

components under the ICDP, with a view to facilitate farming community to adopt new 

technology. Also, subsidy is being made available to the farmers for procurement of 

electric implements. Puddlers, cultivators and multipurpose tool bars are being issued 

from the department of agriculture on the subsidized rate to facilitate farmers avail the 

implements and adopt modern methods of cultivation. Similarly, diesel pump sets and 

sprinklers are encouraged to be used. It reveals that only 13 percent of the farmers 

availed the subsidy for the peddlers. Only 2 percent of the multipurpose tool bars and 
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Cultivators have been availed by the sample farmers. It was observed that the only 

source reported to obtain the subsidy was the local agricultural officer. Most importantly, 

as much as 83 percent of the farmers have not been able to avail agricultural 

implements. It is to be noted that none of the beneficiaries from the marginal category 

have been reported to avail the subsidy under the macro management scheme in the 

study area. 

4.11 Farmers who have availed the subsidy for and electric implements. 

 

Similar to the agricultural implements the government also provides the electric 

implements at a subsidized rate. As shown in the below table 4.10, 16.7 percent of the 

beneficiary farmers have got subsidy for the diesel pump sets, 8.33 percent of the 

farmers have availed subsidy for the drip irrigation. Never the less, around 72 percent of 

the sample farmers have not been able to avail the subsidy. When asked about the  

reason most frequent answer given was they were not aware of the facilities of the 

scheme.  

4.12  Changes in the Area, Productivity and Income of the sample farmers 

under the scheme. 

The implementation of the ICDP and distribution of the benefits of the scheme 

have imparted the farmers in its own way. First of all, the area used to grow various 

cereals (Paddy, Jower, horse gram, Maize, Green gram, Groundnut, Wheat, sesamum, 

Safflower Soybean, Sugarcane, and others) has increased 478 as against 361 acres. The 

average area under cereals has increased to 7.98 from 6.01 acres. In the process of 

bringing additional land for cultivation of the cereals large farmers have played a major 

role. These farmers have grown the cereals in 161 acres after receiving the benefits 

under the scheme. They are followed by small farmers (111 acres) semi medium 

farmers (97 acres) medium farmers (81 acres) and marginal farmers (27.7 acres). 

Secondly, increase in the productivity from 6.23 quintal per acres to 7.91 quintal per 

acres is noteworthy. The productivity increase is even more conspicuous among the 

large, medium, and semi-medium farmers, in which the increase is respectively 5, 2.29 

and 2.05 quintals which is more than the average.Thirdly, increase in productivity has 

resulted with increase in the income from the cereals to the farmers. The income has 

increase to Rs 11,602 from Rs 4,531 a net increase of Rs 7071. Across the farming size 
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large, medium and semi medium farming have reportedly registered higher income with 

a net increase at Rs 23,873 Rs 13,439 and Rs 8715 respectively. However, in the case of 

the marginal and small farmers the increase in the income is only superficial. 

 

Table 4.10 : Farmers who have availed the subsidy for the agricultural and 

electric implements. 

Subsidy for the agricultural  implements 

Category of 
the  Farmer Marginal Small 

Semi 
medium Medium Large Total 

0 2 2 1 3 8 
Peddlers 

(0) (8) (17) (14) (60) (13) 
0 0 0 1 0 1 

Cultivator 
(0) (0) (0) (14) 0 (2) 

0 0 0 0 1 1 Multi 
purpose Tool 

Bars (0) (0) (0) (0) (20) (2) 

11 23 10 5 1 50 Not  Availed 
the Subsidy 

100 (92) (83) (71) (20) (83) 
11 25 12 7 5 60 

Total 
(18) (42) (20) (20) (8) (100) 
Subsidy for the electric implements. 
0 4 2 3 1 10 Diesel Pump 

Set (0) (16) (17) (43) (20) (17) 
0 0 0 1 4 5 Sprinkler or 

drip (0) (0) (0) (14) (80) (8) 
0 0 0 2 0 2 

Other 
(0) (0) (0) (29) 0 (3) 

11 21 10 1 0 43 Not Availed 
the Facility 

(100) (84) (83) (14) 0 (72) 
11 25 12 7 5 60 

Total 
(18) (42) (20) (12) (8) (100) 

           Figures in the parenthesis are percentages to the total 

 

Fourthly, one of the very interesting facts is the reduction in the expenditure in 

the cultivation of cereals. The average expenditure has reduced from Rs 8000 to Rs 

5578 and among all the size of farming excepting the marginal farmers. Reduction in 

expenditure is more conspicuous among the large farmers with a net drop of Rs 11,930 

followed by Rs 6,722 (medium), Rs 2165 (Semi medium) Rs 728 (Small).This positive 

change can be attributed to the better management and application of scientific method 

of cultivation. 
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Table 4.11 : Impact of the scheme 

Area Productivity/Acre Income Expenditure Profit Farm 
Size   Before After Before After Before After Before After Before After 

Total 23 28 49 59 20,100 64,694 33,500 39,089 13,400 28,105 Marginal 
Avg 2 3 4 5 1,827 5,881 3,045 3,554 1,218 2,555 
Total 88 112 81 106 82,500 1,44,200 1,18,500 1,00,307 36,000 76,144 Small 
Avg 4 4 3 4 3,300 5,768 4,740 4,012 1,440 3,046 
Total 70 97 94 118. 53,500 1,58,086 91,500 65,526 38,000 92,561 Semi 

Medium Avg 6 8 8 10 4,458 13,174 7,625 5,461 3,167 7,713 
Total 58 81 70 86 54,000 1,48,076 1,05,000 57,929 51,000 90,147 Medium 
Avg 8 12 10 12 7,714 21,154 15,000 8,276 7,286 12,878 
Total 122 161 80 105 61,750 1,81,117 1,31,500 71,850 69,750 1,09,267 Large 
Avg 24 32 16 21 12,350 36,223 26,300 14,370 13,950 21,853 
Total 361 479 374 475 2,71,850 6,96,173 4,80,000 3,34,701 2,08,150 3,96,224All size 
Avg 6 8 6 8 4,531 11,603 8,000 5,578 3,469 6,604

 

Finally, the net increase in the profit from Rs 3,469 to Rs 6,604 is another positive 

aspect of the scheme and across all size of the family, especially among the marginal 

farmers in whose case profit is over double (Table 4.11).The crop wise area, productivity 

and income, expenditure by farming size are presented in the table 4.12.    It is evident 

that the average area and productivity of almost all crops have been increased 

irrespective of the size of the holdings. It is significant to note that there is general 

increase in the area and the yield rates of Paddy, Ground nut, Sugarcane, Sesamum for 

all the sizes of sample farmers. It should also be noted that the yield rates of major 

crops have registered an increase after the implementation of the ICDP Schemes for the 

medium and large farmers compared to the marginal and small farmers. With regards to 

the cereals the reflection of the efforts made under the scheme ICDP has also been 

evident from the average area and productivity of the Jowar, Maize Ground nut, Urddal 

Green gram etc. Though, the total area under the wheat cultivation accounts for a 

smaller proportion compared to the Paddy and other crops it remains significant to note 

that the yield rate got increased for all size classes with the intervention of the scheme. 

In an attempt the impact generated by the scheme ICDP- on the Income, expenditure 

and gross profit of the farmers before and after the implementation of the scheme, the 

average income has increased for marginal and small farmers together with increase in 

expenditure. This is also prominent among small, semi medium and medium farmers. 
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Table 4.12 : Change in Area, productivity and Income of the sample farmers by crop 

Marginal Farmer 
Area Productivity/Acre Income (Rs) Expenditure(Rs) Profit (Rs) 

Crops Before After Before After Before After Before After Before After 
Paddy 4 4 15 20 4500 10750 5500 9000 1000 1750 
Jower 3 8 7 5 1500 5000 2500 3000 1000 2000 
Horsegram 2 3 4 4 100 6000 1500 3700 1400 2300 
Maize 0.5 0.2 5 7 4000 12000 6500 6000 2500 6000 
Green Gram 2 1 5 5 3000 5000 3500 4500 500 3000 
Groundnut 3 2 4 3 1500 6000 2500 3000 1000 3000 
Wheat 5 6.5 3 5 1500 8444 3500 4389 2000 4055 
Sesamum 1 1 2 4 1500 5000 4000 2000 2500 3000 
Safflower 2 2 4 6 2500 6500 4000 3500 1500 3000 
Total 23 28 49 59 20100 64694 33500 39089 13400 28105 
Avg 2 3 4 5 1827 5881 3045 3554 1218 2555 

Small Farmer 
Paddy 20 30 20 23 10000 23333 15000 10111 5000 13222 
Jower 15 21.5 3 6 6500 15884 10000 5179 3500 10705 
Horse Gram 1 1.2 5 5.5 5000 5000 6000 3000 1000 2000 
Maize 5 7 5 5 7500 6750 8000 5888 500 863 
Green gram 7 6.5 4 4 2500 8333 6500 5000 4000 3333 
Groundnut 10 12 5 6 2500 5300 2500 5000 0 300 
Wheat 15 16 2 4 3000 8500 5000 5429 2000 3071 
Urddal 5 6.5 2 4 27500 4750 35000 35000 7500 2000 
Cowpeas 0.2 0.2 5 4 1500 8000 3000 3000 1500 5000 
Sesamum 2 2 1 3 2500 7500 5000 1750 2500 5750 
Safflower 3 5 2 3 2500 4600 3500 4200 1000 400 
Sugarcane 2 2 25 35 3500 35000 8000 10000 4500 25000 
Soyabeans 3 2 2 3.75 8000 11250 11000 6750 3000 4500 
Total 88 112 81 106 82500 144200 118500 100307 36000 76144 
Avg 4 4 3 4 3300 5768 4740 4012 1440 3046 

Semi medium Farmer 
Paddy 15 18 20 24 14500 25000 18000 12000 3500 13000 
Groundnut 3 5 10 8 2500 12667 5000 4667 2500 8000 
Soyabean 4 8 5 7 5000 10333 10000 4000 5000 6333 
Jower 20 33 5 5.6 6500 10140 8000 5180 1500 4960 
Green gram 1 1 4 5 4500 8000 7500 5000 3000 3000 
Wheat 15 17 10 8 6000 14375 10500 8250 4500 6125 
Urddal 2 2 5 5 4000 10000 5000 6000 1000 4000 
Sugarcane 8 12 20 38 4500 37571 12500 15429 8000 22143 
Cotton 2 1 15 18 6000 30000 15000 5000 9000 25000 
Total 70 97 94 119 53500 158086 91500 65526 38000 92561 
Avg 5.8 8.1 7.8 9.9 4458.3 13173.8 7625.0 5460.5 3166.7 7713.4 

Medium farmer 
Paddy 15 23 15 21 10000 32143 25000 12429 15000 19714 
Grount nut 5 4 10 8 4500 15000 10000 6000 5500 9000 
Sugarcane 10 16 25 32 15000 43333 25000 19000 10000 24333 
Jower 20 27 8 11 4500 12600 15000 6000 10500 6600 
Wheat 5 8 6 4 9000 15000 11500 4000 2500 11000 
Green gram 2 2 2 5 5500 15000 8500 5500 3000 9500 
Urddal 1 1 4 5 5500 15000 10000 5000 4500 10000 
Total 58 81 70 86 54000 148076 105000 57929 51000 90147 
Avg 8 12 10 12 7714 21154 15000 8276 7286 12878 

Large Farmer 
Paddy 65 80 20 25 10000 39167 25000 17500 15000 21667 
Soyabean 1 1 6 8 8000 15000 15000 8000 7000 7000 
Groundnut 4 4 10 15 8500 37000 27000 5000 18500 32000 
Sugarcane 25 40 20 34 20000 56250 35000 23750 15000 32500 
Jower 20 30 10 9 750 9400 8000 5600 7250 3800 
Maize 3 3 10 10 10000 17500 15000 8000 5000 9500 
Wheat 4 3 4 4 4500 6800 6500 4000 2000 2800 
Total 122 161 80 105 61750 181117 131500 71850 69750 109267 
Avg 24 32 16 21 12350 36223 26300 14370 13950 21853 
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The success of any scheme lies in the one to one interaction between the field 

level officials and the farming community, supervision, technical advises. We find that 

these critical inputs are altogether missing in the implementation of the scheme. It is 

extremely disappointing to find from the table 4.13 that the information regarding such 

an important on going scheme has hardly reached the masses. Given the commercial 

nature and the limited access to the electronic media, farming communities have limited 

knowledge access about the scheme. It is clear from the table 4.13 more than half of 

the farmers have had no information about the scheme. This only compels the presence 

of the official machinery in popularizing the scheme among the farming community.  

 

4.13 : Sources of information about the   Schemes 

Category of 
the farmers Marginal Small Semi 

medium Medium Large Total 

1 1 2 0 0 4 
Booklets 

(9) (4) (17) (0) (0) (7) 

1 0 0 0 0 1 Video films 
(9) (0) (0) (0) (0) (2) 
3 9 2 2 2 18 

Radio 
(27) (36) (17) (29) (40) (30) 

1 1 0 0 0 2 
T V 

(9) (4) (0) (0) (0) (3) 

No 5 
(46) 

14 
(56) 

 

8 
(67) 

5 
(71) 

3 
(60) 

35 
(58) 

11 25 12 7 5 60 
Total 

(18) (42) (20) (12) (8) (100) 
  Figures in the parenthesis are percentages to the total 
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Chapter V 
 

Scheme for Integrated Nutrient Management (INM) 
 
 

5.1: Introduction. One of the challenges for agriculture sector in the coming years will 

be to meet the increasing demand for food in a sustainable way. Declining soil fertility 

and mismanagement of plant nutrients have contributed for such threat and hence 

made this task more difficult. As long as agriculture remains a soil-based industry, 

increases in productivity is unlikely to be attained without ensuring that plants are given 

adequate and balanced supply of nutrients. Sustainable agricultural production 

incorporates the idea that natural resources should be used to enhance output and 

incomes, especially for low-income groups, without depleting the natural resource base. 

In this context, Integrated Nutrient Management (INM) schemes maintains soil as 

storehouse of plant nutrients that are essential for vegetative growth. INM’s goal is to 

integrate the use of all natural and man-made sources of plant nutrients, so that crop 

productivity increases in an efficient and environmentally benign manner, without 

sacrificing soil productivity of future generations. 

 

Under the scheme, soil health cards are being issued by the State Governments 

to the farmers for advising them on the use of correct and balanced use of fertilizers for 

maximum efficiency and profitability. The main thrust of the Integrated Nutrient 

Management (INM) scheme is to ensure adequate availability of quality fertilizers to 

farmers through periodical demand assessment and timely supply, promoting judicious 

and balanced use of chemical fertilizers in conjunction with organic manures and bio-

fertilizers, promotion of organic farming and ensuring quality control of fertilizers 

through implementation of Fertilizer (Control) Order, 1985. Integrated Nutrient 

Management (INM) Demonstrations are also conducted by the Department of 

Agriculture, Govt. of Karnataka in block and the panchayat level to facilitate the farmers. 

Such demonstrations were conducted in the selected block for Paddy in the year 2005-

06 in Kundur, Arakere, and Belagumba and in other villages of the block in one hectare 

areas of the marginal and small farmers. The prime objective of this demonstration is to 

supply the micro nutrients for the crops through the compost, green manures, bio-
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fertilizers and fertilizers etc and there by to increase the yield and productivity of the 

crop and also to preserve the soil health and the environment.  

5.2 Objectives of the Integrated Nutrient Management (INM) demonstration 

(a) To supply the integrated nutrients at the equilibrium quantities to increase the 

productivity. (b)To distribute the green menus, use of fertilizers, compost, and bio 

fertilizers on the basis of the soil test. (c) To arrange the workshops at the field level 

(Kshetrotsava) and the training programmes to provide the technical information from 

the resource persons of the Agricultural universities, to the farming communities, and 

(d) To distribute the high yield verities of seeds (HYV).  

5.3  Demographic details of the sample farmers 
 
The demographic profile of the sample households by the farm size category is 

presented in the table 5.1. The beneficiary sample largely consists of small and marginal 

farmers which constitute 70 percent, followed by 20 percent of semi medium farmers 

the rest are the medium and large farmers. 

Table 5.1: Details of the Selected sample farmers by holdings. 
 

Farmers 
Holdings  Marginal Small Semi 

medium Medium Large Total 

SC 3 3 1 0 0 7 
 (20.00) (11.11) (8.33) (0.00) (0.00) (11.67) 

ST 3 3 0 0 0 6 
 (20.00) (11.11) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (10) 

OBC 5 17 10 2 2 36 
 (33.33) (62.96) (83.33) (50.00) (100.00) (60) 

Others 4 4 1 2 0 11 
 (26.67) (14.81) (8.33) (50.00) (0.00) (18.33) 

Total 15 27 12 4 2 60 

Caste 

 (25.00) (45.00) (20.00) (6.67) (3.33) (100) 
Illiterate 3 5 1 0 0 9 

 (20.00) (18.52) (8.33) (0.00) (0.00) (15) 
Primary 7 11 3 0 0 21 

 (46.67) (40.74) (25.00) (0.00) (0.00) (35) 
SSLC 3 9 5 1 0 18 

 (20.00) (33.33) (41.67) (25.00) (0.00) (30) 
PUC 2 2 2 2 1 9 

 (13.33) (7.41) (16.67) (50.00) (50.00) (15) 
Degree 0 0 1 1 1 3 

 (0.00) (0.00) (8.33) (25.00) (50.00) (5) 
Total 15 27 12 4 2 60 

Educational 
Status 

 (25.00) (45.00) (20.00) (6.67) (3.33) (100) 
   Figures in the parentheses are percentages to the respective totals. 
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Also, the sample beneficiary farmers largely consists of Other Backward 

community, as a good proportion of 36 percent can be found in the survey region. The 

proportion of Other General Category works out to be 18.33 percent of the total sample 

farmers. It should be noted that the population of the Scheduled Caste and Scheduled 

Tribe categories consists of a small portion of the total sample farmers constituting 

11.67 and 10 percent respectively in the survey region. It can also be found from the 

table 5.1 that a little more than third of the farmers have educational background of 

primary level (35 percent), and a little than 30 percent have studied up to the high 

school level. Only 5 percent of the sample farmers have attained education up to the 

University level. However, a small segment of the sample farmers (15 percent) are 

illiterates. Further, by size of the household more than 80 percent of the marginal and 

small farmer are educated at Primary, SSLC and the intermediate Levels. However, at 

the same time, the incidence of illiteracy is only among these three groups. All the 

medium and large farmers are not only found to be educated but also have attained 

university level education. 

5.4  Distribution of the Nutrients under INM. 

Distribution of nutrients, as noted earlier is one of  the thrust objectives of INM and its 

performance in the study area is presented in table 5.2. It can be noted that only less 

than one-fourth of the farmers have received the nutrients under the scheme. Among 

the four nutrients bio-fertilizer were distributed to a large number of farmers (33.33 

percent) and the enriched compost to 15 percent of the farmers. Agri gold nutrient were 

also provided to over 13 percent of the farmers. One of the positive aspects is that 

under the scheme the nutrients have been largely distributed to the lower rung farmers 

to the extent of over 90 percent. Small and Semi medium farmers have been provided 

with the order of 33.33 and 31.37 percents. Marginal farmers have obtained the 

nutrients to the extent of 25 percent followed by medium farmers19.80 percent.   

Surprisingly, large farmers have not received any nutrients.    
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Table 5.2: Distribution of nutrients under INM 
 
 

 
Components Marginal Small Semi 

Medium Medium Large Total 

4 4 4 2 0 14 
Micro Nutrients 

(26.67) (14.81) (33.33) (50.00) (0.00) (23.33) 

5 7 8 0 0 20 
Bio-Fertilizer (PSB) 

(33.33) (25.93) (66.67) (0.00) (0.00) (33.33) 

2 3 4 0 0 9 
Enriched Compost 

(13.33) (11.11) (33.33) (0.00) (0.00) (15.00) 

2 3 0 3 0 8 
Distribution of  Agri Gold 

(13.33) (11.11) (0.00) (75.00) (0.00) (13.33) 

13 17 16 5 0 51 
Total 

(21.66) (15.74) (33.33) (31.25) (0.00) (21.25) 
Figures in the parentheses are percentages to the respective totals. 
 
 
Figure: 5.1  

Distribution of Micro Nutrients under INM
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Apart from giving the assistance on various components of the fertilizers a 

number of other agricultural implements have also been distributed to the farmers under 

the scheme. They have been classified as manually operated and Bullock drawn 

implements. Manually operated implements include Sprayers and Tractors and Bullock 

drawn implements include puddles and Cultivators. Manually operated implements have 
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been distributed to the extent of 47 percent of the farmers mostly to the small, semi 

medium and marginal farmers. Tractors and sprayers were distributed to 16 farmers. 

How ever, the distribution of the bullock drawn implements was under taken in a very 

small scale to the extent of little more than 13 percent.  

Table: 5.3 Assistance availed by the farmers for various agricultural implements. 
 

Farmers 
Category Marginal Small 

Semi 
medium Medium Large Total 

12 13 4 3 0 32 Not availed 
(80.00) (48.15) (33.30) (75.00) 0.00  (53.33) 

3 8 0 1 0 12 Sprayer 
(20.00) (29.63) 0.00  (25.00) 0.00  (20.00) 

0 6 8 0 2 16 Tractor 
0.00  (22.22) (66.70) 0.00  (100.00) (26.67) 

15 27 12 4 2 60 Total 
(100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) 

15 21 10 4 2 52 Not availed 
(100.00) (77.78) (83.30) (100.00) (100.00) (86.67) 

0 6 0 0 0 6 Puddler 
0.00  (22.22) 0.00  0.00  0.00  (10.00) 

0 0 2 0 0 2 Cultivator 
0.00  0.00  (16.70) 0.00  0.00  (3.33) 

15 27 12 4 2 60 Total 
(100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) 

 
Figures in the parentheses shows percentage to the total 

 
5.5  Soil testing. 
 

Soil testing helps in diagnosing the soil health and envisages soil specific and 

crop specific solutions. It also helps to identify problems in the soil, their nutritional 

status, texture and structure. Based on the analysis, farmers are advised on soil fertility 

management through rational use of manure, fertilizers and amendments to make 

agriculture more productive and sustainable. Soil testing becomes indispensable to 

assured nutritional security, maintenance of soil health, enhancement of soil fertility and 

to leave a good heritage for the future generations. Recognizing this paramount need, 

government has established soil testing labs in Hassan, Chikmaglur, Kodagu, Tumkur, 

Uttarakannad, Haveri,  Bellary, Koppal, Bijapur districts of Karnataka. Soil testing reports 

(or Soil Health Cards) are being sent directly to farmers after analysis. This enables 

farmers to make informed decisions about soil health management and maintenance 

depending on the crop to be sown. Unfortunately, for the reason of unawareness about 



 67

the advantages of soil testing, farming community has desisted itself for decades from 

application of such method. In this contest, soil testing as one of the important 

components under INM is making some difference if not fully. 

 
The impact of the scheme is also evident on account of growing interest of the 

farmers in getting their soil tested. Under the scheme, about 37 percent of the 

beneficiaries have got their farm soil tested. It was found that half of the semi medium, 

medium and large farmers have got the soil tested although the preparedness of the 

small and the marginal farmers for soil testing is still below the average level         

(Table 5.4). On ascertaining the reasons for disinterest on soil testing a few farmers 

maintained their disinterest in such experiments rather they would they would continued 

to do in the traditional way. In these circumstances, the scheme needs to go a long way 

in changing the mind set of the farming community, especially those disinterested in the 

scientific application. 

 
Table 5.4: Soil testing by farm Size 
 

Soil Test Marginal Small 
Semi 
medium Medium Large Total 

11 18 6 2 1 38 

NO (73.33) (66.67) (50) (50) (50) (63.33) 

4 9 6 2 1 22 

Yes (26.67) (33.33) (50) (50) (50) (36.67) 

15 27 12 4 2 60 

Total (25.00) (45.00) (20.00) (6.67) (3.33) (100) 
 

Figures in the parentheses shows percentage to the total 
 

The participation of the sample households in the INM demonstration by farm 

size category is presented in the above table 5.5, which reveals that during the 

reference year, 40 percent of the marginal, 66.70 percent of the small, 66.70 percent of 

semi-medium, 50 percent of medium and 100 percent of the sample farmers have 

participated in the Integrated Nutrient Management demonstrations on KRH-2 variety of 

Paddy. The other farmers were of the opinion that attending such demonstrations costs 

other agricultural works. 
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Table 5.5: Integrated Nutrient Management (INM) Demonstrations  

INM Demonstration for KRH-2 Paddy at Kundur. 
 

Marginal Small 
Semi 
Medium Medium Large Total Category of 

     the farmer               
9 9 4 2 0 24 

No (60) (33.30) (33.30) (50) (0) (40) 
6 18 8 2 2 36 

Yes (40) (66.70) (66.70) (50) (100) (60) 
15 27 12 4 2 60 

Participation in 
the INM 

Demonstrations 
 

Total (100) (100) (1) (100) (100) (100) 
Figures in the parenthesis are percentages to the total 
 

 
Figure 4.2: Participation of the farmers in the paddy demonstrations. 
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 Photo 5.1: Participation of farmers in the INM Demonstration 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
It should also be noted that the Tumkur district has good proportion of the 

cropping intensity, while at the same time the district is also nearby to the industrial 

areas of Bangalore. Thus, the farmers remain busy throughout the year in some job or 

the other. Hence, for a majority of these farmers, the demonstrations/training programs 

are attended at the cost of other important jobs scheduled before. Again, a good 

proportion of the sample farmers objected about the lack of good transport facility, and 

also about the distance of the venue of the training program from their respective 

villages.    It was found that all the demonstrations were conducted by the Agricultural 

development Officers of the concerned block, with the involvement of the State 

Agricultural Universities (SAUs) and State Agricultural Officers (SAO).  
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Photo No 5.2 

 
 
Training program for the farmers on the Integrated Nutrient Management (INM) held 

at Kundur in 2005-06.  

Photo No 5.2 

 
Field Demonstration (Kshetrotsava) at Kundur village, Tumkur. 
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The cost of participating in the demonstrations/training programs are generally 

borne by the organizers and 33 and 63 percent of the marginal and small farmers, 66 

percent of semi-medium farmers and 50 and 100 percent of medium and large farmers 

were borne by the organizers. However, each farmer from marginal and small size 

holdings have been reportedly participated in the demonstration from their own cost. 

The reasons advanced by the sample households for not attending the Integrated 

Nutrient Management (INM) demonstrations shows that around 40 percent marginal, 22 

percent small, 25 percent semi medium, farmers were not aware of such demonstrations 

.Further, 20 percent of marginal, 0.04 percent of small,16. 70 percent of semi medium 

farmers and 50 percent of the medium farmers reported to have not interested in 

attending the demonstrations. These apart from poor transport facilities and lack of time 

were also highlighted by the sample farmers during the field survey.                                                                  

 
5.6 Changes in the average Yield, Cost and Income of sample farmers for 
various crops according to the size. 
 
 

Consequent upon the implementation of the Integrated Nutrient Management 

(INM) there have been changes in the area, yield, Total Cost and Income across all 

categories of the farming households (Table 5.6). The total area under the scheme, crop 

have increased to 316 acres from 195, a net addition of 121 acres or 62 percent 

increase. Significantly, there has also been an increase under the average land under 

cultivation of INM crops each farm from 3 acres to 5 acres, which is an indication of the 

farming community towards the application of nutrients under the scheme. Which is 

even more significant is that nutrient application has been under taken across all size of 

farm households especially among the large farmers. In their case, both the land under 

cultivation and its average size have increased by over 3 folds. But the only exception is 

that marginal farmers, whose average land remained unchanged. 

 

With regard to the yield, there is a net increase of 1317 quintals, over the 

previous condition. But the increase in the total yield is more conspicuous among the 

semi-medium farmers and the small farmers. In case of the marginal and large farmers 

the total and the average yield remained unchanged, despite a marginal increase in the 

total areas. How ever, there has been a drop in the total yield as well as average yield in 
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each of the marginal farmer. One of the conspicuous changes under the INM 

intervention is the reduction in the cost of cultivation and increase in the total and net 

income to the farming households. The average reduction in the cost of cultivation is in 

the order of Rs 663 from Rs 4,909 to 4,246 under the scheme. Across the various size, 

the reduction in the cost is much more in the case of large farmers at Rs 5,750 followed 

by Rs 2,469 (marginal farmers) Rs 1,056 (Semi medium) and Rs 305 (Small farmers). 

However, the reduction in the cost of cultivation has not been a reality in the case of 

marginal farmers, contrarily the cost has increased because of the scale of operation. 

With the reduction in the cost of cultivation the average total income and the net 

income increased by RS 837 and Rs 1,499 respectively. The maximum total increase in 

income accrued among the large farming category at Rs 19,500 and net income at Rs 

25,250 whereas in the case of the other categories the total and net income increase is 

only marginal. The crop wise area, yield and income by all size of farm holdings are 

presented in the table 5.7 

 

Across the crops, paddy ragi, beetle nut, banana and Sapota are grown in larger 

areas by all size of farmers than any other crops. This is largely due to cost factor and 

income consideration more so among all the farmers excepting the marginal farmers. 
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Table: 5.6 Impact of the scheme 

 
 

Area Yield(Qtls) Total Cost (Rs) Total Income (Rs) Net Returns (Rs) 
Farm 
Sizes  Before After Before After Before After Before After Before After 

Total 29 36 58 62 19,133 21,666 23,000 27,634 3,867 5,968Marginal 

Average 2 2 4 4 1,276 1,444 1,533 1,842 258 398

Total 45 75 473 595 45,629 37,407 60,556 63,213 14,927 25,806Small 

Average 2 3 18 22 1,690 1,385 2,243 2,341 553 956

Total 53 90 4055 5358 63,750 51,082 1,01,568 1,11,248 37,818 60,166Semi-
medium 

Average 4 7 338 447 5,313 4,257 8,464 9,271 3,152 5,014

Total 60 89 934 822 59,000 49,125 76,375 70,625 17,375 21,500Medium 

Average 15 22 234 206 14,750 12,281 19,094 17,656 4,344 5,375

Total 8 27 4150 4149 1,07,000 95,500 2,12,000 2,51,000 1,05,000 1,55,500Large 

Average 4 14 2075 2074.5 53,500 47,750 1,06,000 1,25,500 52,500 77,750

Total 195 316. 9670 10,987 2,94,512 2,54,780 4,73,499 5,23,720 1,78,987 2,68,940All sizes 

Average 3 5 161 183 5 4,24 7,892 8,729 2,983 4,482
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Table 5.7: Crop wise Changes in the Area, Yield and Net Returns (INM) 
 
 

Marginal Farmers 

Area Yield(Qtls) Total Cost Total Income Net Returns 

Crop Before After Before After Before After Before After Before After 

Paddy 13 15 24 27 7333 11000 11067 17000 3734 6000 

Raagi 2 1.5 12 13.4 2867 3333 4800 4033 1933 700 

Flower 0 0 5 7 1133 1000 1200 1200 67 200 

Tomato 1 1 12 10 1333 1333 0.8 1 -1332.2 -1332 

Coconut 1 0.5 2 2 2867 1467 2333 2000 -534 533 
Areca 
nut 0 0 1.6 1.6 3200 3000 2333 2333 -867 -667 

Cowpeas 1 2 1.27 1.4 400 533 1267 1067 867 534 

Banana 2 3.25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Beatle 
nut 8 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Potato 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Sapoto 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 29 36 58 62 19,133 21,666 23,001 27,634 3,868 5,968

Average 2 2 4 4 1,276 1,444 1,533 1,842 258 398

Small Farmers 

Area Yield(Qtls) Total Cost Total Income Net Returns 

Crop Before After Before After Before After Before After Before After 

Paddy 15 20.05 29 28 12815 9926 20259 16259 7444 6333 

Raagi 12 20.5 14 16 3585 3241 5741 6141 2156 2900 

Flower 0 0.25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Tomato 1 2.5 1 1 370 296 370 296 0 0 

Coconut 0 0.5 9 9 10333 10426 11667 13778 1334 3352 

Arecanut 0 0 6 6 10519 8444 12037 14963 1518 6519 

Cowpeas 1 2 1 0 111 111 296 370 185 259 

Banana 4 6 22 33 5192 2778 5556 6481 364 3703 
Beatle 
nut 10 17 389 500 667 667 2037 1444 1370 777 

Potato 0 0.25 2 2 1667 1296 1852 2370 185 1074 

Sapoto 2 5.5 0 0 370 222 741 1111 371 889 

Total 45 75 473 595 45,629 37,407 60,556 63,213 14,927 25,806

Average 2 3 18 22 1,690 1,385 2,243 2,341 553 956
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Semi Medium Farmers 

Area Yield(Qtls) Total Cost Total Income Net Returns 
Crop Before After Before After Before After Before After Before After 

Paddy 16 26 20 25 12083 10083 22333 24583 10250 14500 
Raagi 10 15 12 14 3667 3083 5500 6583 1833 3500 
Flower 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Tomato 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Coconut 0 0 11 11 13333 11833 18333 19250 5000 7417 
Arecanut 0 0 10 14 20333 17333 33333 35750 13000 18417 
Cowpeas 0 0 0 0 250 250 667 833 417 583 
Banana 11 17 1 1 7500 3750 10000 13333 2500 9583 
Beatle 
nut 12 19 4000 5292 4501 3417 7917 6333 3416 2916 
Potato 0 0 1 1 1250 833 1818 2083 568 1250 
Sapoto 3 8 0 0 833 500 1667 2500 834 2000 
Total 53 89.5 4055 5358 63,750 51,082 1,01,568 1,11,248 37,818 60,166
Average 4 7 338 447 5,313 4,257 8,464 9,271 3,152 5,014

Medium Farmers 
Area Yield(Qtls) Total Cost Total Income Net Returns 

Crop Before After Before After Before After Before After Before After 
Paddy 5 7 28 26 14250 10250 11750 12000 -2500 1750 
Raagi 1 2 11 12 4000 3125 3875 4125 -125 1000 
Flower 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Tomato 0 0 8 13 12500 10000 18750 15000 6250 5000 
Coconut 0 0 8 13 12500 10000 18750 15000 6250 5000 
Arecanut 0 0 2 6 7500 8750 8750 9500 1250 750 
Cowpeas 0 0 0.3 0.3 750 750 2000 2500 1250 1750 
Banana 15 19 2 2 3750 3750 8750 10000 5000 6250 
Beatle 
nut 35 51 875 750 3750 2500 3750 2500 0 0 
Potato 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Sapoto 4 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 60 89 934.3 822.3 59,000 49,125 76,375 70,625 17,375 21,500
Average 15 22 234 206 14,750 12,281 19,094 17,656 4,344 5,375

Large Farmers 
Area Yield (Qtls) Total Cost Total Income Net Returns 

Crop Before After Before After Before After Before After Before After 
Paddy 2 5 35 38 13500 11500 32500 25000 19000 13500 
Raagi 0 2 17.5 19 7500 6500 7000 6000 -500 -500 
Flower 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Tomato 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Coconut 0 0 55 45 21000 20000 25000 37500 4000 17500 
Arecanut 0 0 35 40 20000 17500 100000 150000 80000 132500 
Cowpeas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Banana 4 12 7 7 30000 20000 25000 22500 -5000 2500 
Beatle 
nut 0 0 4000 4000 15000 20000 22500 10000 7500 -10000 
Potato 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Sapoto 2 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 8 27 4149.5 4149 1,07,000 95,500 2,12,000 2,51,000 1,05,000 1,55,500
Average 4 14 2075 2075 53,500 47,750 1,06,000 1,25,500 52,500 77,750
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Chapter VI 
 

Scheme for Foundation and Certified Seed Production of Vegetable Crops. 
 

 

6.1 Introduction: As is mentioned earlier the scheme Foundation and Certified Seed 

Production of Vegetable Crops was implemented by the Department of Horticulture 

Government of Karnataka. According to the official sources the scheme of foundation 

and certified seeds production of vegetable crops was not successful and later the same 

was merged in to the scheme of Development of Vegetable Crops. Under the new 

scheme seed distribution was undertaken in the state. Therefore, the study considered 

Development of vegetable crops for the evaluation under the valid justifications by the 

department of Horticulture, Government of Karnataka.  

6.2 Socio Economic Profile of the sample house holds. 

  The socio –economic profile of the sample farmers is presented in the table 6.1. 

It reveals that about 16.70 farmers belonging to the Scheduled Caste (SC) and 23.30 

percent of the farmers belonging to the Scheduled Tribe (ST) categories. There is 

overwhelming majority of the Other Backward Community (OBC), which account for 

55.00 percent of total sample farmers. Other castes constitute a mere 5.00 percent of 

the population. The table also reveals that the percentage of small and semi medium 

farmers (36.70 and 20 percent respectively) are fallowed by the marginal farmers, 

(21.70 percent).Medium and large farmers constitutes 15 and 6.70 percent of the total 

beneficiary farmers. Educationally, the percentage of literates in the Primary and 

Secondary school levels are higher among the sample farmers than in the Pre-University 

and University levels. As it is indicated in the table 6.1, 33.30 and 21.70 percent of the 

beneficiary farmers have had educational attainment up to Primary and SSLC levels. 

However, it can be discerned from the table that 18.30 and only 6.70 percent of farmers 

have studied up to the Pre-University and Degree level. Further, by size of holdings 

91.66 percent of the Semi medium farmers are educated followed by 84.61 percent of 

marginal and 75 percent of large farmers. The educational level is also not only found to 

be higher on small (68.18) and medium (66.66) farmers but also they have attained 

education up to the university level.                                                                     
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Table 6.1:  Socio Economic Profile of the sample house holds. 

Category of the 
Farmers Marginal Small Semi-

medium Medium Large Total 

4 3 2 0 1 10 SC 
(30.80) (13.60) (16.70) 0.00 (25.00) (16.70) 

2 6 3 3 0 14 ST 
(15.40) (27.30) (25.00) (33.30) 0.00 (23.30) 

6 13 6 5 3 33 OBC 
(46.20) (59.10) (50.00) (55.60) (75.00) (55.00) 

1 0 1 1 0 3 

Caste 

Others 
(7.70) 0.00 (8.30) (11.10) 0.00 (5.00) 

Total 13 22 12 9 4 60 
 (21.70) (36.70) (20) (15) (6.70) (100) 

2 7 1 1 1 12 Illiterate 
(15.40) (31.80) (8.30) (11.10) (100) (20.00) 

9 3 5 2 0 20 Primary 
(69.20) (13.60) (41.70) (22.20) (0) (33.30) 

2 8 3 0 1 13 SSLC 
(15.40) (36.40) (25.00) 0.00 (100) (21.70) 

0 4 1 5 1 11 PUC 
0.00 (18.20) (8.30) (55.60) (100) (18.30) 

0 0 2 1 1 4 

Educational 
Status 

Degree 
0.00 0.00 (16.70) (11.10) (100) (6.70) 
13 22 12 9 4 60 Total  

(21.70) (36.70) (20) (15) (6.70) (100) 

 Figures in the parenthesis are percentages to the total 

 
6.3 Distribution of Vegetable Seeds:  
 

In order to give a boost to the production of vegetable crops and to introduce 

high yielding hybrid seeds having local advantages, high yielding varieties of seeds have 

been distributed to the farmers at a very nominal price in the form of minikits by the 

Department of Horticulture. The minikits consists of seeds, planting materials, fertilizers 

and chemicals. Table 6.2 presents the vegetable seeds distribution to the sample 

farmers in the selected block. It is clear that all the beneficiary farmers have availed the 

benefit of high yielding variety of seeds given by the Department of Horticulture. The 

major seeds like chilly, brinjol, Ladies finger, cucumber etc were distributed to the 

farmers at the very nominal prices.   
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Table 6.2 Distribution of Vegetable Seeds:  
  
Category of the 

Farmers  Marginal Small Semi-
medium Medium Large Total 

13 22 12 9 4 60 Yes 
 

(100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

Vegetable  
Seeds 

No 

(0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) 

Total  13 22 12 9 4 60 

    (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) 

Figures in the parenthesis are percentages to the total 

Notwithstanding this fact, a good number of farmers have faced certain difficulties 

while availing the seed distribution facilities by the Department of Horticulture. A good 

proportion of the beneficiary farmers have felt that the assistance given by the 

department was insufficient to avail the minikits. Similarly, around 12 percent of the 

beneficiaries have felt costlier to get the hybrid seeds. It should be pointed out here that 

the marginal and small farmers were found to have faced more difficulties in getting the 

minikits than the rest of the categories of the farmers.   

6.4  Demonstrations on the Vegetable crops: 
 

The demonstrations were also conducted for horticultural crops by the Department 

of Horticulture, Government of Karnataka under the scheme. In the study area, 

demonstrations were conducted during the reference period in the Karikoppa, Basapura, 

Kanakapura, and Bhu kodihalli villages for the crops Tomato, Chilly, and Brinjol. The 

responses of the farmer’s participation in the demonstration appear encouraging.  A good 

proportion of our sample farmers are found to have participated in demonstrations 

conducted on chilly, Tomato and Brinjol. This in turn reflects the initiative and boosted 

morale from the farmer’s side to adopt the new technologies and cope with the growing 

awareness on the timely planting, Resistant Verities, use of fertilizer, weed control etc, as 

initiated from the implementing authority under the scheme.The growing interest of the 

farmers on the demonstration programmes is reflected with more than half of the sample 
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farmers have found to be participated in the technology demonstrations conducted on 

Chilly, in which 75 percent of large farmers have participated, followed by a dominant 

majority of 62 percent of marginal and 59 percent of small farmers. The proportion of the 

participation of the medium farmers in the chilly demonstrations accounts for 33 percent. 

However, it can be pointed out from the table 6.3 that the enthusiasm of the farmers for 

the other demonstration was not as good as the chilly demonstration. The proportion of 

the farmers who have participated in the Brinjol demonstration is disappointing with only 

11 percent of medium, and 8 percent of semi medium followed by only 25 percent of the 

small farmers have participated. It looks comparatively better than the Brinjol that the 

farmers particularly marginal (15 percent) and small (4 percent) categories have been 

largely benefited from the technology demonstration on the Tomato crop. While 

examining the reason for not participating in the demonstrations it was admitted that 

either the farmers were not aware of the government schemes or they were not 

interested. However, it should be noted that all most all the farmers who had actively 

participated in the technology demonstrations and other related training programs on the 

horticultural crops insisted upon regular consideration of organization of the 

demonstrations on the timely planting, weed control and introduction of the resisting 

varieties of seeds. In addition to this, most of the sample beneficiaries suggested that, the 

input support on the demonstration programs like Green manuring, Organic manures, 

micro nutrients etc should be increased, so as to increase the area coverage and 

beneficiary coverage under the scheme, in the large numbers.  

 

 Table: 6.3 No of sample farmers who have attended the demonstrations of different 

vegetable crops: 

Category of 
the Farmers   Marginal Small 

Semi-
medium Medium Large Total 

8 13 4 3 3 31 Chilly 
(62) (59) (33) (33) (75) (52) 

0 1 1 1 0 3 Brinjol 
0  (5) (8) (11) 0  (5) 
2 4 0 0 0 6 Tomato 

(15) (18) 0  0  0  (10) 
3 4 7 5 1 20 Not attended 

(23) (18) (58) (56) (25) (33) 
13 22 12 9 4 60 

Crops 

Total 
(100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) 
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Figure 6.1 

Vegetable Crop Demonstrations particpated by the Farmers
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Source: Field Survey 

6.5 Participation in the Training Programmes by the sample farmers.  Apart from 

conducting various demonstrations on the various horticultural crops, the Department of 

Horticulture also under take the training and other extension programmes for educating 

the farmers about the modern methods of cultivations and technical know how, at the 

field levels. Such training progrmmes successfully held at Haveri and Dharwad districts 

where over 58 percent of the farmers have participated Ariu programme. Ariu is a major 

training progrmme which is which is intended to educate the farming community which 

was largely attended by the farmers, by all size. More than two third of the vegetable 

growers have attended the training progrmme followed by 22.86 percent of participation 

of the farmers in satellite based training programmes organized by the horticulture 

department. However, it is a matter of significance that still a greater proportion of the 

beneficiary farmers remained unable to  participate in the training progrmmes on account 

various reasons like, unable to borne the cost of transportation  and lack of prior 

information about the training programmes. Again, a good proportion of the sample 



 
 

81

beneficiary farmers desisted as the venue of the training programmes was far from their 

respective villages.                                                                                                                              

Table 6.4: Participation in the Training Programmes by the sample farmers. 

Holdings of the Farmers Marginal Small Semi-
medium Medium Large Total 

5 10 4 3 3 25 
Ariu 

(71.43) (62.50) (80.00) (75.00) (100.00) (71.43) 

2 5 1 0 0 8 
Satellite 

(28.57) (31.25) (20.00) (0.00) (0.00) (22.86) 

0 1 0 1 0 2 Ariu & 
Satellite (0.00) (6.25) (0.00) (25.00) (0.00) (5.71) 

7 16 5 4 3 35 

Training 
Programmes. 

Total 
(20.00) (45.71) (14.29) (11.43) (8.57) (58.33) 

Figures in the parenthesis are percentages to the total 

6.6 Use of Soil ameliorates. 

As the acidity and salinity reduce the soil productivity, the scheme encouraged the 

use of soil ameliorants like Zinc, Gypsum, Pytirate and Lime in the farm field. For 

improving the availability of these soil ameliorants in adequate quantities at places where 

they are needed and at proper time, incentives would be provided to the dealers/state 

agencies to facilitate transportation. The Dealers of the Soil ameliorants receiving the 

incentives for transportation have to pass on the incentives to the farmers on reduced 

prices. The growing awareness of the scientific farming technology can also be observed 

among the beneficiary farmers from the increased percentage in the utilization of the soil 

ameliorants like Zinc, Gypsum and lime. In fact, Zinc Sulfate has been supplied by the 

government at the subsidized rates to the farmers. As presented in the table 6.5 half of 

the sample farmers have used zinc sulfate in their farm land. In fact, this is an 

encouraging trend of using soil ameliorates was never been attempted earlier by the 

sample farmers. The percentage use of the ameliorant is higher among medium          
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(77.78 percent), followed by semi-medium (50 percent) and large (50 percent) farmers 

than in the marginal and small farmers who have used the ameliorants to the tune of 

46.15 and 40.91 percent respectively. It was found that all the farmers have got zinc 

ameliorant by the nearby Raitha Samparka Kendra of the concerned block. 

Table: 6.5: Use of Zinc sulfate by the sample farmers 

Holdings of the Farmers Marginal Small Semi-
medium Medium Large Total 

7 13 6 2 2 30 
No 

(53.85) (59.09) (50) (22.22) (50.00) (50) 

6 9 6 7 2 30 
Yes 

(46.15) (40.91) (50) (77.78) (50.00) (50) 

13 22 12 9 4 60 

Soil Ameliorates 
(Zinc) 

Total 
(21.67) (36.67) (20) (15.00) (6.67) (100) 

Figures in the parenthesis are percentages to the total 

Distribution of Certified Seeds of vegetable seeds of vegetable crops demonstration and 

training progrmmes on the modern method of cultivation under the foundation and 

certified seeds progrmme have attracted the farming community to cultivate vegetable 

crops in the larger areas. Growing demand for the vegetable with remunerative of  return 

have also prompted the farmers . Distribution of vegetable seeds minikits to all the 

farmers is itself a testimony for the acceptance of the scheme across all sizes of farmers. 

This has resulted with the increase in area under cultivation. It is evident from the table 

6.6 that the total area under the foundation crops seeds production of vegetable crops 

has increased from 226 acres to 325 acres, with a net increase of 99 acres .By various 

farm sizes, 28 acres of land have been additionally brought under the cultivation of 

vegetable crops by the small farmers followed by the semi medium and medium farmers 

with 27 acres each. Large and marginal farmers have been able to bring to 6 acres 

additionally under the cultivation of vegetable crops with increase in total area .The 

average area under cultivation by all size has also increased from 4 to 5 acres an increase 

of 1 acres across the board. The average increase is much more among the large and 
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medium farmers with 3 acres each, followed by semi medium farmers ( 2 acres) and one 

acre  in the case of small farmers. However, the average acre of cultivation of the 

vegetable crops has remained unchanged in the case of the marginal farmers. Together 

with the area, the yield of the vegetable crops has increased from 1230 quintals to 1492 

quintals, a net increase of 262 quintals with an average yield from 21 to 25 by all size of 

farmers. The increase in the yield is more conspicuous among the medium and large 

farmers, where as in the case of others a category, the increase in yield is only marginal. 

The total cost of cultivation of the vegetable crops is in the order Rs 2, 64,760 with an 

average cost Rs4,413 per farmers. This is certainly more than the total cost of cultivation 

of Rs 1, 97,122 before adopting the new technique of farming cultivation. The average 

cost was Rs 3,285 per farmer. The net increase is respectively Rs67,638 and Rs1128.The 

increase in the cost of cultivation has been experienced by all size of farmers, excepting 

the marginal farmers in whom case the total cost as well a the average cost of cultivation 

have reduced  from Rs 28,599 and from Rs 2,245 to Rs 2,200. 

 

            What is significant is that the increasing costs is very conspicuous among the 

large farmers from Rs 42,000 to Rs 72,333 a net increase of Rs 30,333 and the average 

cost of Rs 10,500 to Rs18,083 with a net increase of Rs 7,583 Whereas in the case of 

others the increase was comparatively low. Further, the increasing cost of cultivation has 

been more good by increasing income for the farmers. The total income has increased 

from  Rs,2,95,221 to Rs4,31,400 with a net increase of Rs 1,36,179.The average income 

of the farmers also increased from Rs 4,920 to 7,190 a net increased of Rs 2,270 per 

farmer. The total and average income increases being experienced by all the size of 

farmers including the marginal farmers, but the difference in increase before and after 

adoption of new technique of cultivation is more visible in the case of the medium and 

large farmers. The average income increase has respectively 6,473 to Rs 9,574 and 

Rs16,042 to Rs29,167 a net increase of Rs 3,101 and Rs 13, 125.  

 

               Finally, the foundation and certified seeds distribution of vegetable crops 

scheme has facilitated the farmers wit h net income, which has increased from Rs1,635 to 

Rs2,777per farmer. Although, there has been a total and average net increase in income 

across all the farm size as compared to their previous, the net income increase among the 
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marginal, small and semi medium is far below the average net income in the study area. 

However, the medium and large farmers have earned more net income, which is above 

the average. Especially, the large farmers’ net income is almost four folds more. 

The new methods of cultivation as well as the incentives under the Foundation and 

Certified Seed production of vegetable crops have attracted the farmers to bring more 

area under cultivation. The total additional area as is noted already has increased by 100 

acres and in fact all the vegetable crops have been grown in larger area after receiving 

various benefits as compared to the situation before implementation of the scheme. 

Tomato continued to be the main vegetable crop, which is grown by all the farmers, 

excepting the marginal farmers. This crop is grown with an additional area of cultivation of 

24 acres. Table (6.6) This is followed by Ladies finger (22 acres), Brinjol (11.25 

acres),Chilly (11.30 acres),Cauliflower (10.3 acres), Ridge guard (9 acres),Green guard 

(8.8 acres), Beans (2 acres), and Cluster beans (1.3 acres) .The total yield has increased 

to 1,571 quintals as against 1,265 quintals and the highest yield registered with Brinjol 

additionally by 106 quintals. The lowest yield registered to the cluster beans (5 quintals) 

and Beans (6 quintals). All the other crops have registered increase in the yield between 

these two ranges. The total cost of cultivation has increase by Rs.8,9071 or by 44 percent.  

 

           By crops, the cost of cultivation is proved very high in the case of cluster beans 

(150 percent),followed by Cauliflower (73 percent),Tomato (68 percent),Green guard (43 

percent) Bringjol (41 percent),Beans (30 percent), Chilly (27 percent),Ladies finger (26 

percent) and Ridge guard (10 percent). From the bottom line Ridge gourd, Ladies finger 

and Chilly are found to be the favorable crops for the small, semi medium and medium 

farmers because of their affordable cost of cultivation. Against the increasing cost of 

cultivation the total income and net income have also increased to Rs.4,52,547 and 

Rs.1,40,754 from responsibility Rs 3,03,188 and Rs.1,00,466.Thus the net income to the 

farmers are in the order of Rs. 1,49,359 and Rs.60,288.The highest net return is 

registered in the green guard wit h Rs.17091, followed by chilly (Rs.13,445),Ladies finger 

(Rs.12,132), Cauliflower (Rs.9,917), Ridge guard (Rs.5,435), Tomato Rs (3,033) and 

Beans (Rs.1,300).The negative net return is in the case of cluster beans, apart from the 

fact that the net return on Brinjol found to be lesser than the previous net income . 
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Table 6.6: Impact of the scheme by farm size 

 
Area(Acre) Yield (qtls/acre) Total Cost     (Rs) Total Income (Rs) Net Returns Farm Size 

  Before After Before After Before After Before After Before After 

Total 10 16 185 212 29,186 28,599 40,729 51,834 11,543 23,235Marginal 
Average 1 1 14 16 2,245 2,200 3,133 3,987 888 1,787

Total 81 109 210 242 51,782 65,426 79,921 1,06,365 28,139 40,939Small 
Average 4 5 10 11 2,354 2,974 3,633 4,835 1,279 1,861

Total 50 77 300 337 34,935 47,842 52,146 70,367 17,211 22,525Semi 
medium Average 4 6 25 28 2,911 3,987 4,346 5,864 1,434 1,877

Total 56 83 310 395 39,219 50,560 58,258 86,167 19,039 35,607Medium 
Average 6 9 34 44 4,358 5,618 6,473 9,574 2,115 3,956

Total 30 40 225 306 42,000 72,333 64,167 1,16,667 22,167 44,334Large 
Average 7 10 56 77 10,500 18,083 1,6042 29,167 5,542 11,084

Total 226 325 1230 1492 1,97,122 2,64760 2,95,221 4,31,400 98,099 1,66,640All sizes 
Average 4 5 21 25 3,285 4,413 4,920 7,190 1,635 2,777

 
Source: Field Survey 
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Table 6.7 : Change in Area, Productivity and Income of the sample farmers under 
Foundation and Certified Seed Production of Vegetable Crops by Crops. 

 
Marginal Farmers 

Area(Acre) Yield (qtls/acre) Total Cost     (Rs) Total Income (Rs) Net Returns 
Crops Before After Before After Before After Before After Before After 

Ladies Finger 3 4.25 30 27 7400 6300 10700 15020 3300 8720 
Cluster Beans 1.5 2.8 15 20 2000 5000 2000 4500 0 -500 
Green Guard 1 1 55 49 7000 5286 9000 11643 2000 6357 
Brinjol 2 3.25 45 65 5700 4500 7500 6400 1800 1900 
Chilli 1 3.3 20 23 5419 4846 7529 9771 2110 4925 
Beans 1 1.5 20 28 1667 2667 4000 4500 2333 1833 
Total 10 16 185 212 29,186 28,599 40,729 51,834 11,543 23,235

Small Farmers 
Ladies Finger 15 19.5 30 34 7533 9000 13067 17533 5534 8533 
Ridge gourd 8.5 14 20 14 8200 8067 9933 12733 1733 4666 
Beans 5 6.5 25 23 7000 8600 8600 12000 1600 3400 
Cauliflower 15 21 25 29 6500 7250 10500 15000 4000 7750 
Tomato 15 17.5 35 42 8375 9938 15000 18250 6625 8312 
Chilly 12.5 17 10 13 6486 8571 13571 18786 7085 10215 
Brinjol 10 13 65 87 7688 14000 9250 12063 1562 -1937 
Total 81 108.5 210 242 51,782 65,426 79,921 1,06,365 28,139 40,939

Semi medium farmers 
Brinjol 7.5 10 80 97 10000 16500 16500 22500 6500 6000 
Ladies Finger 14 25 70 64 8900 11600 12300 16300 3400 4700 
Tomato 20 30 80 93 8004 9947 11701 15656 3697 5709 
Ridge gourd 8.5 12 70 83 8031 9795 11645 15911 3614 6116 
Total 50 77 300 337 34,935 47,842 52,146 70,367 17,211 22,525

Medium Farmers 
Brinjol 18.5 23 75 122 8667 10333 12667 16667 4000 6334 
Ladies Finger 9 13 25 42 8167 9667 9167 14000 1000 4333 
Cauliflower 5.2 8 85 81 8000 8500 11000 20000 3000 11500 
Green gourd 8.5 14 50 67 5552 9727 13091 18000 7539 8273 
Tomato 15 25 75 83 8833 12333 12333 17500 3500 5167 
Total 56.2 83 310 395 39,219 5,05,60 58,258 86,167 19,039 35,607

Large Farmers 
Ladies Finger 3.5 6 40 58 8500 11500 10000 17500 1500 6000 
Green gourd 2 4 100 114 10000 15000 20000 37500 10000 22500 
Tomato 8.5 10 50 86 11000 28333 16667 31667 5667 3334 
Chilly 15.5 20 35 48 12500 17500 17500 30000 5000 12500 
Total 30 40 225 306 42,000 72,333 64,167 1,16,667 22,167 44,334 

All Crop by all size of holdings 
Tomato 58.5 82.5 240 304 36212 60551 55701 83073 19489 22522 
Ladies Finger 41.5 63.5 165 198 33100 41767 44534 65333 11434 23566 
Brinjol 38 49.25 265 371 32055 45333 45917 57630 13862 12297 
Chilly 29 40.3 65 84 24405 30917 38600 58557 14195 27640 
Cauliflower 28.7 39 160 196 25500 44083 38167 66667 12667 22584 
Ridge gourd 17 26 90 97 16231 17862 21578 28644 5347 10782 
Green gourd 13 21.8 220 250 24552 35013 44091 71643 19539 36630 
Beans 6 8 45 51 8667 11267 12600 16500 3933 5233 
Cluster Beans 1.5 2.8 15 20 2000 5000 2000 4500 0 -500 
Total 233.2 333.15 1,265 1,571 2,02,722 2,91,793 3,03,188 4,52,547 1,00,466 1,60,754 

Source: Field Survey 
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Chapter VII 
 

7.1 Summary and Conclusion. 
 

  
 Macro Management of Agricultural scheme is one of the major initiatives of  the 

agriculture sector in the country, which is aiming at ensuring that the central assistance 

for various schemes is spent on focused and specific interventions and to alleviate the 

rigidity in the uniformly structured centrally sponsored schemes. Under the new 

schematic design, the states have been given freedom to develop agriculture sector and 

pursue the activities on the basis of their own regional priorities. Originally, although 

there were 27 centrally sponsored schemes, under the MMASs with the intervention of 

National Horticultural Mission in 2005-06, only 10 schemes have been left with the 

agriculture sector. The Funding pattern under the macro management is that the central 

government provides 90 percent of the scheme and state governments contribute 10 

percent from their own resources. Out of central government’s assistance, 80 percent is 

grant and 20 percent is loan. In case of the North Eastern States, the entire expenditure 

will be borne by the Government of India and these are expected to implement the 

schemes. The MMASs intend to improve efficacy in supplementing and complimenting 

the efforts of the state towards enhancement of agricultural Production and Productivity. 

Also the role of the scheme has been redefined to avoid overlapping and duplication of 

efforts and to make it more relevant to the present agricultural requirements in the 

states to achieve the basic objective of food security as well as to improve the livelihood 

system for the rural mass. Further, Macro management mode is considered as a major 

step towards achieving decentralization in pursuance of restoring primacy of the state in 

agricultural planning and development.  

 

The Macro Management Schemes became operational in the state of Karnataka 

in the year 2000-01, which gave a free hand to finalize sector wise allocation as per the 

requirements of its developmental priorities. The state has identified the Department of 

Agriculture, Department of Agricultural Marketing, Department of Horticulture, 

Department of watershed and Department of Co-operation, as the implementing 

agencies of the MMASs, in the state. Among the four selected schemes viz, Sustainable 

Development of Sugarcane Based Cropping System (SUBACS), Integrated Nutrient 
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Management (INM), Integrated Cereal Development Program (ICDP) Rice, Wheat, and 

Coarse Cereals and Foundation and Certified Seed Production of Vegetable Crops for the 

study, the first three have been directly implemented by the Department of Agriculture, 

and the last scheme is being implemented and supervised by the Department of 

Horticulture, Government of Karnataka. As the component of activities under the three 

schemes have been retained in their original forms, the schemes have thus been 

implemented as they are in the study region. However, the state has modified and 

renamed the Foundation and Certified Seed Production of Vegetable Crops with same 

Components and programmes, as development of Vegetable crops. Further, the ICDP 

has been subsumed in 1999-2000 and subsequently merged with macro mode (Work 

plan) since 2000-01 in the state.  

 
This study was conducted in four districts of the state viz. Mandya, Tumkur, 

Haveri and Dharwad. Considering the physical and financial targets achieved under the 

scheme Mandya was selected for the study of Sustainable development of Sugarcane 

based cropping system (SUBACS), followed by Tumkur district for the Integrated 

Nutrient Management (INM), Haveri district for Foundation and certified seeds 

production of vegetable crops, and lastly, Dharwad district was selected for the study of 

Integrated Cereal Development Program (ICDP). Furthur,one block from each of the 

district was selected for the study purpose and for capturing the ground realities with 

regard to the each scheme. The total sample size of the farmers is 240, representing 60 

beneficiary farmers under each scheme from each block. In addition to the primary data 

collected from the selected block, the secondary data has also been collected form the 

official sources,  including the different nodal offices in the state, district and at the 

selected blocks. The primary data has been collected through a tested questionnaire 

using stratified sampling survey method. The selection of the sample blocks has been 

based on the progress of the particular scheme implemented. The 2007-08 has been 

considered as the reference year in the study. 

 

By social group, the beneficiary samples have been drawn from the four 

categories in the study region. The beneficiary farmers belonging to Other Back ward 

Class (OBC) constitute the largest sample with 59.16 percent (142) in the total, followed 

by the Scheduled Caste ( 39 farmers or 16.25 percent), Scheduled Tribes (34 farmers or 
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14.17 percent) and Others (25 farmers or 10.92 percent). Further by farm size, a 

majority of the sample constituted by small farmers (42.92 percent), followed by 

marginal farmers (21.67 percent), semi medium farmers (19.58 percent), medium 

farmers (10.83 percent) and large farmers (5.00 percent).Educationally, excepting the 

45 beneficiary farmer (18.75 percent) all the other farmers respondents are literates and 

a majority of them have the educational attainment up to primary (35.42 percent) level. 

26.25 and 11.25 percent of the respondent farmers have studied up to pre-matriculation 

and matriculation level respectively. Also, a little over 8 percent of the sample farmers 

have had university level education in the study region.  

 

The implementation of the MMAs can be better judged by the financial 

commitment made under each of the scheme of government. It must be borne in view 

that these schemes are implemented in the suitable agro-climatic conditions. It can be 

observed that 17.60 crores have been allotted under the three MMASs in the state 

during the period 2004-05 to 2007-08 (The financial details of Integrated Nutrient 

Management are not available). Of which Rs 13.48 crores has been spent with 76.58 

percent of fund utilization. The allotted amount has been spent on the implementation 

of three schemes namely, Sustainable development of Sugarcane Based Cropping 

System (SUBACS), Integrated Cereal Development Programme (ICDP)/Work plan paddy, 

and Foundation and Certified Seed production of Vegetable Crops. Out of Rs.17.60 

crores between the three schemes, the Integrated Cereal Development Programme 

(ICDP) has had a major share of Rs. 7.96 crores in the total allocation which works out 

to 45.19 percent of total fund. This is followed by SUBAS C with an amount of Rs.7.58 

crores (43.04 percent), and Foundation and Certified Seed production of Vegetable 

Crops has been given of Rs.2.07 crores, which is 11.77 of the total allocated fund.  What 

is disappointing   is that, none of the scheme has been implemented to its total financial 

strength. The overall financial achievement of all the schemes was around 77 percent in 

the state with some exceptions of higher achievement in a few districts. They include 

Kodagu district achieved highest financial target with 99 percent with only two schemes, 

followed by Koppal (96.75 percent), Raichur (94.89 percent), Bangalore Urban (94.49 

percent), Shimoga (91.04 percent), Udupi (90.93 percent) and Bagalkote (90.71 

percent), contrarily, a few other districts have been far behind in their achievement. 
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Bidar district is the lowest among the group with only 29.43 percent of financial 

achievement, which is over two folds lower than the state average. Kolar district is 

followed with 56.62 percent, Bijapur (59.88 percent), Belgaum (68.28 percent), 

Davanagere (68.18 percent) and Hasaan (67.03 percent).Incidentally all the three 

schemes have been implemented in these districts. With this brief, the following 

paragraphs recapitulates the main findings of the study on the five major fronts namely, 

(a) Distribution of Benefits under the schemes; (b) Demonstrations and Training 

organized; (c) Impact of the Schemes on the farming community; and (d) Problems 

faced by the farmers in getting access to various benefits and in attending 

demonstrations and trainings, and finally, policy implication emerging out of the study.  

 

7.2 Distribution of benefits: Sugarcane seedlings and Bio-agents are the main 

facilities made available to the farming community under SUBACS. Because of the 

complementary nature of these two inputs the distribution of them have been separately 

done to various categories of farmers and in the case of the majority of the farmers 

both Sugarcane seeds and  Bio- agents have been done. It is found that a majority of 

the farmers (65 percent) have received Sugarcane seedlings across different holdings. 

In the case of the Bio-agents about 97 percent of the farmers reportedly received the 

same, excepting a few semi medium farmers, under the scheme. Further, 80.83 percent 

Sugarcane growers have received both Sugarcane seedlings and Bio- agents together. 

Apart from the distribution of sugarcane seedlings and bio-agents under SUBACS, a 

number of other agricultural implements have also been distributed to the sugarcane 

growers. Puddles have been distributed to the extent of 42 per cent of the farmers, 

followed by cultivator to nearly 37 percent. But the disk blades have been distributed to 

a very small segment of the farmers (3 percent), particularly of the small holding 

segment. Assistance for agricultural implements across the farming community indicates 

that about 91 percent of the semi-medium farmers have turned out to be the main 

beneficiaries, followed by medium (83.33 per cent), small farmers (82.76 per cent) and 

the marginal farmers have received these assistance to the extent of 76.92 per cent. 

Similar to the agricultural implements, about 17 percent of the beneficiary farmers have 

got subsidy for the diesel pump sets, and 8.33 percent of the farmers have availed 
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subsidy for the drip irrigation. Never the less, lack of awareness has impeded the 

remaining 72 percent of the farmers from availing the subsidy under the scheme. 

 

Considering the indispensable nature of the Soil structure, ameliorants like 

gypsum, zinc, Pirate, Lime Dolomite and organic manure are applied for reclamation of 

saline & alkali soils through blocks as per the recommendation of soil test reports. 

Naturally, these ameliorates contains calcium, Sulfur, Salt and other chemicals, which 

are used to correct deficiencies in the soil structure. However in the study area, it was 

observed that the use of the soil ameliorates was substantially low, in the sense that 

only 55 percent of the farmers have used the soil ameliorates and  Zinc has been widely 

used by the farmers. Among 32 farmers who have used the ameliorates, 53 percent of 

them have used Zinc to the Soil. It also reveals that 45 percent of the sample farmers 

have not used any kind of the soil ameliorates. The growing awareness about the 

scientific farming technology is observed among the beneficiary farmers. The use of the 

soil ameliorants like Zinc, Gypsum and lime is increasingly growing . In fact, Zinc Sulfate 

has been growing and the same has been supplied by the government at the subsidized 

rates to the farmers. Half of the sample farmers have used zinc sulfate in their farm 

land. In fact, this is an encouraging trend of using soil ameliorates was never been 

attempted earlier by the sample farmers. The percentage use of the ameliorant is higher 

among medium (77.78 percent), followed by semi-medium (50 percent) and large (50 

percent) farmers than in the marginal and small farmers who have used the ameliorants 

to the tune of 46.15 and 40.91 percent respectively. It was found that all the farmers 

have got zinc ameliorant by the nearby Raitha Samparka Kendra of the concerned block.  

 

Soil testing is one of the components of all the four schemes, which is intended 

to correct the soil acidity/alkalinity. It has been observed that 51 percent of the 

beneficiary farmers have got their soil tested, of which the medium and large farmers 

constitute the majority. At the same time, Lack of awareness about the advantages of 

soil testing has impeded 48.30 percent of the beneficiaries from testing its salinity. Of 

the total farmers got their soil tested, 38 percent of them have got their soil test done 

by the department of agriculture, while 13 percent of the sample farmers have got soil 

tested by their own initiation. However, even though there are several opportunities for 
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the farmers for soil testing, we find that still 38 percent of the farmers have not got their 

farm soil tested, which needs a serious attention by the concerned department. An 

attempt was made during the field survey to know the reasons for not getting the soil 

tested. It is significant to note that 28 percent of the beneficiaries have expressed their 

disinterest on soil testing and 6 percent of them are found to be not aware of the soil 

test at all. The impact of the scheme is also evident on account of growing interest of 

the farmers in getting their soil tested. Under the ICDP scheme, about 37 percent of the 

beneficiaries have got their farm soil tested. It was found that half of the semi medium, 

medium and large farmers have got the soil tested although the preparedness of the 

small and the marginal farmers for soil testing is still below the average level. On 

ascertaining the reasons for disinterest on soil testing a few farmers maintained their 

disinterest in such experiments, as rather they would continued to do in the traditional 

way. In these circumstances, the scheme needs to go a long way in changing the mind 

set of the farming community, especially for those disinterested in the scientific 

application.   

 

Despite distribution of nutrients is one of the thrust objectives of INM only a less 

than one-fourth of the farmers have received the benefits under the scheme. Among the 

four nutrients, bio-fertilizer was distributed to a large number of farmers (33.33 percent) 

and the enriched compost to 15 percent of the farmers. Agri gold nutrient were also 

provided to over 13 percent of the farmers. One of the positive aspects is that under the 

scheme the nutrients have been largely distributed to the lower rung farmers to the 

extent of over 90 percent. Apart from giving the assistance, manually operated and 

Bullock drawn implements have also been distributed. Manually operated implements 

include Sprayers and Tractors and Bullock drawn implements include puddles and 

Cultivators. Manually operated implements (Sprayers and Tractors) have been 

distributed to 13 percent of the farmers. In order to give a boost to the production of 

vegetable crops and to introduce high yielding hybrid seeds having local advantages, 

high yielding varieties of seeds have been distributed to the farmers at a very nominal 

price, in the form of minikits consists of seeds, planting materials, fertilizers and 

chemicals. It is clear that all the beneficiary farmers have availed the benefit of high 

yielding variety of seeds given by the Department of Horticulture. The major seeds like 



 93

chilly, brinjol, Ladies finger, cucumber etc were distributed to the farmers at a very 

nominal price.  

 7.3 Demonstrations and Trainings 

 Demonstrations are one of the important interventions under the selected   MMASs. The 

objective of the demonstrations is to expose the farmers towards the new techniques, 

methods, seed treatment and various other components of cultivation, besides exposing 

to plant treatment, plant protection, efficient use of water, use of resistant varieties, 

method of planting, weed control, use of fertilizers etc. In the case of Sugarcane 

cultivation, the demonstrations include Ring Pit, Single Eye Bud demonstrations and 

Raton Management. Among the four different Sugarcane demonstrations, Ratoon 

management demonstration was largely attended by the sugarcane growers, 80 percent 

of the farmers have attended the demonstration. This is followed by Single Eye Bud 

demonstration, which is attended by over 73 percent of the beneficiaries in the study 

area, and the farmer field school was attended by 55 percent of the farmers. However, 

excepting about two percent of the farmers, none of the farmers have shown interest in 

attending the demonstration on Ring Pit method. By size of farmers, small farmers have 

largely attended the demonstrations (46.83 percent), followed by the semi medium 

farmers (21.43 percent), marginal (19.84 percent), medium (8.73 percent).All the large 

farmers have attended the demonstrations. Only 17 farmers or 28 percent have 

attended the IPM demonstration especially, large farmer seemed to be more eager to 

attend the programme followed by the 36 percent of small farmers and 25 percent of 

semi-medium farmers. However, it should be noted that none of the marginal farmer 

has attended the Integrated Nutrient Management demonstration (IPM). The 

participation of the sample households in the INM demonstration by farm size reveals 

that 40 percent of the marginal, 66.70 percent of the small, 66.70 percent of the semi-

medium, 50 percent of medium and 100 percent of the sample farmers have 

participated on KRH-2 variety of Paddy. The others farmers were of the opinion that 

attending such demonstrations costs other agricultural works.   

 Cultivation of hybrid rice is promoted in a big way through the Hybrid Paddy 

Demonstrations and by offering heavy subsidies in areas where the paddy yields have 

reached the plateau. This was mainly intended to increase the rice production and 

productivity to 1.5 tones per hectare from the present 1 tone per hectare by using high-
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yielding rice varieties. In order to increase the productivity of the Rice, various 

demonstrations on improved package of Practices, on system of Rice installation, 

Support for promotion of Hybrid Rice Seed, and Assistance for distribution of High Yield 

Variety (HYV) Seeds have been provided for different categories of the farmers under 

the ICDP scheme.  

System of Rice Intensification (SRI) Method is an  improved method of Rice 

cultivation with less water consumption. It reduces the cost of cultivation by cutting the 

use of pesticides and fertilizers and is potential to give higher yield on account of 

improved soil microbial activity. Orientation and awareness programmes are being 

organized for the benefit of the farmers. Further, the key features of the SRI method of 

cultivation includes  a) Transplant young seedlings b) Reduce plant population c) 

Maintain aerated soil conditions d) Provide as much organic matter as possible to the 

soil e) Actively aerate the soil f) Re-emphasize biology and g) Rediscover the potentials 

of synergy and symbiosis. The Farmers Field Schools (FFS) is a unique way to educate 

farmers and is an effective platform for sharing of experiences and collectively solving 

agriculture related problems. The Farmer Field School is a culmination of the concepts 

and the methods from agro ecology, experimental education and the community 

development. These FFS were initiated based on two premises. Firstly, although farming 

is done mainly on individual farms, the rural community plays an essential role in 

farmer's strategies for survival and development. Farmers would get together to share 

information and other forms of mutual supports with others, whom they trust. Secondly, 

farmers have a tradition of developing and applying technologies and refining it through 

their own experiences. The participation of beneficiary farmers in the hybrid rice 

demonstration is moderate. It is clear  that only 45 percent total beneficiary farmers 

were found to be attended  the hybrid paddy demonstration conducted in the study area  

which consists of 27 percent of  marginal, 36 percent of  small, 58 percent of semi 

medium, 57 percent of  medium, and 80 percent of large farmers. The participation of 

the beneficiary farmers in the SRI method is also negligible (20 percent). This shows 

that the general attitude towards the demonstrations is not quite good. Again only 3 

percent of marginal, 5 percent of small, 7 percent of semi- medium and 4 percent of 

medium and 5 percent of large farmers have found to be participated in the 

demonstration. 
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Integrated Pest  Management (IPM) demonstration involve the use of cultural 

practices like Crop husbandry resistant varieties, and biological and chemical control 

strategies to minimize the use of pest in the cultivation. IPM encourages a proper choice 

and blend of compatible tactics, so that the components complement each other to keep 

the pest population at manageable levels. The demonstrations were conducted for 

horticultural crops in Karikoppa, Basapura, Kanakapura, and Bhu kodihalli villages for the 

crops Tomato, Chilly, and Brinjol. The response of the farmer’s participation in the 

demonstration is encouraging.  The participants of the  demonstrations on chilly, 

Tomato and Brinjol  reflects the initiative facilitated to adopt the new technologies and 

cope with the growing awareness on the timely planting, resistant verities, use of 

fertilizer, weed control etc. Apart from conducting various demonstrations on the various 

horticultural crops, the Department of Horticulture also undertaken, the training and 

other extension programmes for educating the farmers about the modern methods of 

cultivations and technical know how, at the field levels were also organized. Such 

training progrmmes successfully held at Haveri and Dharwad districts where over 58 

percent of the farmers have participated Ariu programme. Ariu is a major training 

progrmme which is intended to educate the farming community which was largely 

attended by the farmers by all size. More than two third of the vegetable growers have 

attended the training programme followed by 22.86 percent of participation of the 

farmers in satellite based training programmes organized by the horticulture 

department. 

 
 

7.4 Impact of the schemes: The implementation of the SUBACS, ICDP, INM, and 

Foundation and Certified Seed Production of Vegetable Crops in the study region has 

made visible positive difference among the farming community in terms of bringing 

additional area under cultivation, which has resulted with increased productivity as well 

as income. The total area under cultivation has increased to 1442 acres after the 

implementation of the MMA schemes from 983 acres. In other words, 453 acres of land 

has been additionally brought under cultivation of these crops, with an increase of 46.69 

percent under the schemes. The average area per farmer under the crops has also been 

increased too 6 acres from 4 acres, with the implementing of their schemes, Semi-

medium farming segment has taken a lead in bringing additional area under the 
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cultivation. These farmers have increased their total lands to 360 acres from 231 acres  

under these schemes, with an additional area of 129 acres the average area of each 

farmers increased to 8 acres from 5 acres. Medium size farmers are the second largest 

segments to increase the total area under cultivation to 348 acres from 229 acres and 

the average area per farmers to 13 acres from 3 acres. The small farmers have brought 

a total additional cultivated area to the extent of 374 acres from 264 acres and the 

average to increase to 4 acres from 3 acres. Furthur, an additional 74 acres were added 

by the large farmers by increasing the total area to 254 acres from 179 acres  In fact 

this category of farming size is the singles most to increase the average area under 

cultivation to 21 acres from 15 acres. Lastly, the marginal farmers have increased the 

total area under the cultivation to 107 acres from 80 acres but the average area 

remained unchanged at 2 acres. Secondly, with the increase in area under cultivation 

the total yield has jacked up to 15,611 quintals from 13,672 quintals with the 

implementation and adoption of new methods of cultivation under the MMA Schemes. As 

a result, the yield per acre also increased to 65 quintals from 57 quintals. Excepting 

among the medium size farmers, all the other farmers have increased their average 

yield per acre at 29 quintals in the case of semi-medium farmers, followed by 9 quintals 

(marginal farmers). Thirdly, one of the conspicuous change after the implementation of 

the schemes is the increase in the total income of the farmers from Rs 34, 62,570 to         

Rs 45, 46,293 lakhs. With this the average total income also increased to 14,427 from 

Rs 18,943 per farmer.  

 

By size, small farmers have earned highest income, which is three times more 

than the average total income of the farmer in the study region. These farmers have 

multiplied their average income to Rs 90,910, as against Rs 9835 under the scheme. 

However, excepting the semi-medium farmers who have experienced income loss all the 

other farmers have had only a marginal increase in their total income. Fourthly, the best 

testimony for having adopted new method of cultivation under the scheme is the cost of 

cultivation, which has marginally reduced. The total cost of cultivation reduced from Rs 

19.87 lakhs to Rs 19.72 lakhs and the average cost per farmers also reduced from Rs 

8282 to Rs 8218 with the new methods of cultivation and adoption of new technique. 

The reduction in the cost of cultivation is the case of all the farming sizes, excepting the 
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marginal farmers, in whose case the same has increased from Rs 2.78 lakhs to Rs 3.55 

lakhs and the average cost per farmers from Rs 5323 to Rs 6834.The same can be 

attributed to the scale of operations. Finally, increasing net income is an impact in itself 

to the famers.The total net income return has increased to Rs 26.08 lakhs from Rs 18.91 

lakhs in the post implementation of the scheme. With this, the average net income per 

farmer also increased to Rs 10,870 from Rs 7880. Further there has been an increase in 

the net return/income across all the farming, more so among the large and the medium 

farmers.   The increase is more than three folds for the large and medium farmers than 

the average. 

 

7.5 Problems encountered: Farmers in the study region have encountered a number 

of problems and experienced difficulties in getting access to various benefits under the 

selected MMA schemes. In fact, it is these problems and difficulties have affected the 

effectiveness of the schematic interventions. These difficulties have been highlighted 

with a view to address them by the policy intervention and implementation agencies to 

make these scheme more effective in terms of wider reach of the farming community 

besides further improving the walks of the life. As emanated by the study, the problems 

of the farmers of the scheme can be classified in to two categories. (a). Benefits 

oriented problems and (b). The demonstration and Training oriented problems. Under 

the first category many of the farmers faced problems with regard to late supply of 

seeds, inadequate subsidy and insufficient extensive services. Many have pointed out 

that the certified seeds were not available at the right time or before the 

commencement of sowing season in full swing. This is especially true in the case of 

SUBACS, Foundation and Certified production of Vegetable Crops, where in a majority of 

the farmers have experienced the late of supply of certified seeds. This is on account of 

lack of outlets of supplying of certified seeds in the village. As noted earlier, subsidized 

supply of agricultural implements, micro nutrients, seeds, bio-agents have been 

inadequate in the sense that the unmet cost of these inputs was more which is 

experienced by majority of the farmers of all the schemes. Especially, under Foundation 

and Certified Seed production of Vegetable Crops. A good proportion of the beneficiary 

farmers have felt that the assistance given by the department was insufficient to avail 

the minikits. Similarly, around 12 percent of the beneficiaries have felt costlier to get the 
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hybrid seeds. It should be pointed out that the marginal and small farmers were found 

to have more difficulties in getting the minikits than the rest of the categories of the 

farmers.  Lack of availability of proper extension services is one of the problems pointed 

out by the farmers. The functionaries in charge of the schemes are reported to have 

hardly visited the farm fields to extend the technical inputs for the farmers. More so, 

under the ICDP a large numbers of farmers have been deprived of the extensional 

services by the field functionaries. 

 

The demonstration related problems as experienced by the farming community 

are many. Undoubtedly, the demonstrations and trainings have been organized in large 

numbers under these schemes and the farmers have also attended these progrmmes in 

large numbers.  But, still a good proportion of the farmers have not been able to either 

attend the programme or would have faced many problems while attending them. Since 

these demonstrations and training programme are organized in Agricultural Universities 

and in other town areas, farmers have faced the problems of proper transportation 

facility in attending to them. This problem was largely experienced under all the 

schemes especially by the lower rung farmers. In the absence of proper transportation 

facility many are resorted to travel by different modes, which would have caused them a 

number of other related problems. Inconvenient timings of the demonstrations and 

trainings was the other problem. The poor participation of the farmers in demonstrations 

and trainings is large on account of these problems. Many were to forego their 

agricultural works in order to attend the demonstrations and especially some of the 

demonstrations were conducted when the agricultural activities were in the various 

stages of progress which the farmers did not forego. 

 

The cost involved in attending the demonstrations is one of the major 

considerations of the farming community. Though in most cases the organizers of the 

demonstrations have borne the cost, still a good number of farmers have made to meet 

these expenses from their own sources. This is especially true in the case of the 

marginal and small farmers. In fact, many of the farmers have desisted from attending 

the demonstration an account of the cost. More so, in the case of Sustainable 

Development of Sugarcane Based Cropping System (SUBACS) and Integrated Nutrient 
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Management (INM) progrmmes. Lack of awareness about the demonstrations and 

training is also attributed as one of the reasons for the lower participation of the 

farmers. It is disappointing to note that almost half of the farmers under Integrated 

Nutrient Management (INM) and Foundation and Certified Seeds Production of 

Vegetable Crops reported to have not aware of the demonstrations.  

 

Finally, lack of interest amongst a section of farmers towards the demonstration 

and training is one of the reasons for poor turn out, more so under Integrated Nutrient 

Management (INM) Scheme. The reasons advanced by the sample households for not 

attending the Integrated Nutrient Management (INM) demonstrations shows that 

around 40 percent marginal, 22 percent small, 25 percent semi medium, farmers were 

not aware of such demonstrations. Further, 20 percent of marginal, 0.04 percent of 

small, 16.70 percent of semi medium farmers and 50 percent of the medium farmers 

reported to have not interested in attending the demonstrations. These apart from poor 

transport facilities and lack of time were also highlighted by the sample farmers during 

the field survey. A good proportion of the beneficiary farmers have felt that the 

assistance given by the department of Agriculture and Horticulture was insufficient to 

avail the benefits. It should be pointed out that the marginal and small farmers were 

found to have faced more difficulties in getting the benefits than the rest of the 

categories of the farmers.   

 

7.6 Policy Implications 

 

       Undoubtedly, MMASs is a significant intervention in the agriculture sector with 

positive impact in the farming community. These schemes have been able to bring the 

visible change among the farmers in all measures. To be precise, the overall goal of the 

schemes and their objectives have been by and large accomplished in the state. The 

additional land brought under the cultivation of various crops under the schemes studied 

has facilitated increasing the total yield of the crops and the net income to the farmers. 

What is impressive with the intervention of the scheme is that there has been a 

substantial reduction in the cost of cultivation. This has been possible with the help of 

the adoption of  scientific method and of new techniques in the cultivation. The various 
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demonstrations and training progrmmes meant to expose the farming community, for 

the effective cultivation methods of various crop have been a great help and 

opportunities themselves for the farmers for the better exposure. Having established 

these benefits accrued to the farming community there are all the necessities to 

implement these schemes with increased vigor and efforts of the implementing agencies 

and with the public financial commitments of the state in particular, in order to make 

these progrmmes more conspicuous and benefits are wide spread across all the farm 

sizes. With these briefs the following are some of the policy implications of the study. 

 

           1. The commitment of the government in terms of financial allocation for the 

MMASs needs up gradation to ensure that these schemes should not suffer on account 

of public financial allocation. It should be noted that mere public financial allocation 

would not broad base the coverage of the schemes. What is much more needed is the 

release of the total allocation of the funds besides, incurring expenditure to the fullest 

extent by the line departments. Fixing of expenditure accountability on the line 

departments would go a very large way not only in broad basing of the programmes but 

also coverage of more number of farmers. Further, it is also necessary to see to that the 

financial allocation is fully spent under various schemes. Additional impetus needs to be 

given to such districts which are lagging behind in the implementation of these schemes, 

by engaging the line departments in a result oriented way. Districts like Bidar, Kolar, 

Bijapur, Gulbarga, Belguam and Davanagere needs up gradation of the monitoring and 

supervisory mechanism in order to achieve higher performance under these schemes. 

The line departments in these districts needs to be further facilitated to live up to the 

necessities of the schemes.  

 

2.     The distribution of various benefits under the schemes should be first targeted to 

the most disadvantaged farmers. The lower rung of the farming community namely, the 

marginal, the small and the semi-medium farmers needs to be given the priority in 

distribution of various benefits particularly, the inputs, implements and in the 

demonstrations. Given the disadvantaged situation, prioritizing this section will facilitate 

them to make the needed difference in the cultivation and in the economic position of 

their families. To make these schemes more participatory meeting the total expenses of 
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the agriculture operations including stepping up of the subsidy amount are necessary 

under the schemes. Also meeting the total cost of attending the demonstration and 

trainings and provision of transportation facility would make substantial difference in the 

adoption of new methods of cultivation under these schemes. Organizing 

demonstrations at the panchayat level preferably in each village would go a very long 

way in order to attract higher participation of the farming community. Also, organizing 

demonstrations and training during the right time before the commencement of 

agriculture seasons (both Khariff and Rabi) would further facilitate in achieving higher 

performance. Given the socio economic background of the vulnerable groups, 

particularly SC/ST and the women headed farming families needs priority within priority 

groups of the farmers in the distribution of all the inputs and other financial assistance. 

 

3.  For all practical purposes, villages panchayath needs to be taken as the unit of 

administration and within its purview, the need of the hour is to establish outlets to 

distribute various inputs like micro nutrients, fertilizers, bio-agents, green manures etc. 

under these schemes. Establishment such outlets at each panchayath level would not 

only ensures effective distribution of these benefits but also mandates the implementing 

agencies in identifying the right target group of farmers. Having soil testing units at 

each panchayath level would go a very big way in influencing the farming community in 

getting their farm soils tested in a regular interval. Certainly, this facility would change 

the mind set of the farming community towards soil testing and in undertaking 

corrective measures from time to time. Further, introduction of mobile soil testing unit is 

also a immediate need in order to take the soil testing facility in the interior and 

hinterlands of the most backward areas. Ensuring extension services and technical 

persons at each panchayath level is also a need of the hour in order to canvass and 

campaign about the MMAs at the gross root level. The presence of these services at the 

local level brings in cultivation of various crops besides offering technical know how for 

the farming community. It is indeed necessary in order to erase the misconceptions 

about the adoption of new techniques and methods of cultivation of various crops in the 

minds of the farmers, especially among the lower rung farmers owing to their risks 

consciousness. These units can also judiciously decide the application of the pest 

management techniques and their suitability across all the crops.  
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4.      The implementation of MMASs in the state has successfully achieved reduction in 

the cost of cultivation on the one hand and increasing agricultural income on the other 

hand. This is one of the testimonies of the benefit of the MMAS. With this, the state has 

to make all the efforts to implement the schemes with all eagerness in order to further 

infuse the new but cost effective methods of cultivation. This is imminent in order to 

increase production and productivity and net income return to the farming families. It 

goes without saying that maximization of productivity and income would facilitate the 

lower rung farmers to improve their living conditions with the given existing local 

resources at their control. It should not be misconstrued that the upper rung farming 

community namely medium and large farmer’s interest are neglected. However, it 

should be noted that these farmers should be encouraged in order to take lead in 

transforming the goals of these schemes into a reality. Particularly, they can take lead in 

the adoption new techniques of cultivation of various crop with the improved techniques 

and could be a model for the rest of the farming community. Given their capabilities 

these farmers can showcase the benefits of new schemes to the wider community.  

 

5. Lastly, given the lowest awareness level about the MMAs in the state, the need of the 

hour is to the proposed extension service centers at each panchayath level needs to 

step up the canvass and educate the farming community about the MMASs their 

contents and benefits that would accrued to them with their implementation. Publication 

of information about each of the scheme in the local language and distribute the same 

to all the farming families would substantially enhances the understanding of these 

schemes. In this regard the present campaigning method of broadcasting through radios 

and televisions needs further consideration to reach wider farming community.  
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Appendix A.1:  Pattern of Maximum permissible assistance under ICDP Rice 
 

Sl.No Components Description/Assumptions Pattern of 
Assistance 

1 

Demonstration of improved package 
of Practices 

Assistance for improved seed, 
balanced fertilizer, plant      
protection,weedicile.One 
demonstration of 0.4 ha at 
every 100 hactare area of Rice  

Rs.2500 per 
demonstration of 0.4 
ha(Assistance limited 
to Rs.2500/-per acre 
for single crop. 

2. 

Demonstration on system of Rice 
Intensification 

Assistance for improved seed, 
balanced fertilizer, plant      
protection, weedicile.One 
demonstration of 0.4 ha at 
every 100 hactare area of Rice 

Rs.3000 per 
demonstration of 0.4 
ha 

3. 

Demonstration on hybrid Rice 
technology 

Assistance for improved seed, 
balanced fertilizer, plant      
protection,weedicile.One 
demonstration of 0.4 ha at 
every 100 hactare area of Rice 

Rs.3000 per 
demonstration of 0.4 
ha 

4. 
Support for the promotion of hybrid 
Rice Seed. 
(a) Assistance for production of hybrid 
rice seed 

Seed requirement @15kg/ha 

Rs.1,000per qtl or 
50% of the cost, 
which ever is less 
Rs.2,000 per qtl or50 
%of the cost, which 
ever is less. 

5.  Assistance for distribution of HYV 
seeds 

Desired SRR 33% Seed 
required @40kg/ha seed rate 

Assistance @ Rs.5 per 
kg r 50 % of the cost, 
which ever is less 

6. Seed mini kits of high yielding 
varieties 

One seed kit of 5 kg at every 
50 ha area of Rice. Full cost of the seed 

7.  
Incentives for Micro nutrients (in 
deficient soils) 

Target area about 30 % of the 
deficient area. 

Assistance @Rs.500 
per ha or 50% of the 
cost, which ever is 
less. 

8. 
Incentive for liming in acid soils Target area about 30 % of the 

acid affected soils 

Assistance @Rs.500 
per ha or 50% of the 
cost, which ever is less 

9. Assistance for plant protection 
chemicals and bio- pesticides 

About 10% targeted area of 
rice 

Assistance@Rs500 per 
haor50% of the cost, 
which ever is less 

10. 
Training of farmers at FFS Pattern One FFS at every 1,000 ha 

(2-3 villages) 

Assistance at 
Rs.17.000 per 
training 

11. Front line demonstration By ICAR/SAUs systems Rs. 6,250 per ha. 
12. Front line demonstration Hybrid 

Rice By ICAR/SAUs systems Rs.7,500 per ha 
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Appendix  A.2:  Pattern of Maximum permissible assistance under ICDP Wheat. 
 

Sl.No Components Description Pattern of 
Assistance 

1 Demonstration of improved package 
of practices 

Assistance for improved seed, 
balanced fertilizer,plant 
protection,weedicide.One 
demonstration of 0.4 ha at 
every 50 ha area of wheat. 

Assistance @Rs.2000 
per demonstration 

2. Seed replacement(33% SRR-Seed 
distribution 

Desired SRR 33 % Seed 
required @100 kg /ha seed 
rate 

Assistance @Rs.5 per 
kg or 50% of the 
cost, which ever is 
less. 

3. Distribution of seed minikits One seed minikit of 5 kg at 
every 50 ha Full cost of the seed 

4. Incentive for micro nutrients 
Target area about 30 % of the 
deficient area of targeted 
district. 

Incentive @ Rs.500 
per ha or 505 of the 
cost, which ever is 
less. 

5. Incentive for  Gypsum - 

Assistance @ Rs.500 
per ha or 50% of the 
cost, which ever is 
less. 

6. Farmers Training on FFS Pattern One FFS at every 1000 ha 
area 

Assistance @ Rs. 
17,000 /-per training. 

7 Front line demonstration By ICAR/SAUs Systems Rs. 6250 per ha. 
 
 

Appendix A.3:  Pattern of Maximum permissible assistance under ICDP Coarse          
Cereals 

 

Sl.No Components Pattern of Assistance 

1. Demonstration of improved package of 
practices Rs.2,000/- per demonstration 

2. Seed replacement(33% SRR) -Seed 
distribution 

Rs.800/- per qtl or 50% of the cost which 
ever is less. 

3. Seed Minnikits of HYVs of Coarse Cerelas  
and Hybrid of Jowar and Bajra Full cost of the seed 

4. Incentive for Micro nutrients (in different 
Soil) 

Assistance Rs 500/- hectare 50% of the cost 
which ever is less. 

5. Incentive for  Gypsum(Salt affected soils) Assistance Rs 500/- hactare 50% of the cost 
which ever is less. 

6. Farmers Training Assistance @ Rs.17,000/-per training  
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