


















Plate - 11: Poultry in upland Plate - 12: Duckery in pond 

Table 12: Use of water by different components under each farming system models

Table 13: Area distribution of land to pond, bund area, upland and paddy area at 
different IFS sites 

IFS 
Unit 

Multiple use components  

Paddy 
cultivation 

Pisciculture On-dyke 
horticulture 

Vegetable 
cultivation 

Poultry Dairy Mushroom 

KLD1 √ √ √ √ √ -- -- 

KLD2 √ √ -- √ -- -- -- 

KLD3 √ √ -- √ -- -- -- 

NG1 √ √ √ √ √ √ √ 

NG2 √ √ -- √ -- -- -- 

MDL1 √ √ √ √ -- -- -- 

KRL1 √ √ √ √ -- -- -- 

BLP1 √ √ √ √ √ -- -- 

BLP2 √ √ -- √ -- -- -- 

GND1 √ √ -- √ -- -- -- 

IFS unit Pond  
area (m2) 

Bund  
area (m2) 

Upland  
area (m2) 

Paddy  
area (m2) 

Total  
area (m2) 

KLD1 300 210 500 3100 4110 

KLD2 150 150 550 2700 3550 

KLD3 150 150 450 2850 3600 

NG1 800 360 2400 1600 5160 

NG2 1400 450 1500 13000 16350 

MDL1 400 240 950 2500 4090 

KRL1 225 180 510 1100 2015 

BLP1 450 270 2000 1450 4170 

BLP2 200 180 950 1700 3030 

GND1 400 250 800 3000 4450 
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model NG2. The pond area was used for �ish culture and the bund area was used for 
growing of horticultural crops, whereas the upland area was used for dairy & poultry 
farming, mushroom and vegetable cultivation. Banana, papaya, drum stick and arhar 
were planted on the embankments around the pond as on-dyke horticulture. 
Vegetables like potato, brinjal, ladies �inger, tomato, cabbage, cauli�lower, cucumber, 
ridge gourd, cowpea, onion and chili were cultivated either as kharif (monsoon) or 
rabi (post-monsoon) vegetables. The water harvesting structures were used as a 
source of water for agriculture and other multiple use components in the post-
monsoon season, and also for supplementary irrigation to paddy crop during dry 
spells in the monsoon season. 

7. Performance evaluation of short duration 
aquaculture in WHSs

Low input-based scienti�ic �ish culture operation was carried out for three 
consecutive years (2010-11 to 2012-13) in ten water harvesting structures as a part 
of multiple uses for enhancing water productivity for rainfed farmers. Pre-stocking 

-1preparation such as application of lime (CaCO ) @ 750 kg ha , raw cattle dung (RCD) 3
-1

@ 7000 kg ha  as basal dose and fertilizer (urea : single super phosphate :: 1:1) @ 3 
st

ppm was carried out prior to stocking. Seven days after pond preparation in the 1  
week of August, �ish �ingerlings of Indian major carps (Catla catla, Labeo rohita and C. 
mrigala) were stocked after proper acclimatization @ 7500 �ingerlings/ha. Stocking 
composition was 30:30:40. Supplemental feeding was provided with a ratio of 60:40 
(rice bran: mustard oil cake) @ 5, 4, 3 and 2% of mean body weight (MBW), twice a 

st nd rd th
day, during 1 , 2 , 3  and 4  month to harvesting, respectively. Periodic manuring 

-1 -1with RCD @ 500kg ha and liming @ 50 kg ha  were carried out at every 15 days 
interval to maintain plankton population in the eco-system. Periodic observation on 
water quality and �ish growth parameters were carried out at regular intervals. Major 
physico-chemical parameters of pond water, e.g., dissolved oxygen (DO), 
temperature, pH, transparency, total alkalinity, nitrite –N, nitrate-N, ammonia, and 
total suspended solids were monitored monthly using standard method (APHA, 
1995). To evaluate the ef�iciency of water management, the net total water 
productivity (NTWP = total economic value of the produce (Rs.) - production cost 

3
(Rs.) / total volume of water used in m ) and net consumptive water productivity 
(NCWP = total economic value of the produce (Rs.) - production cost (Rs.) / volume of 

3consumptive water use in m ) was calculated.

The recorded mean minimum and maximum average values of various water quality 
parameters prevailed in the pond during ongoing experimental period were: water 

0temperature 27.1 - 33.8 C; water pH 6.9 – 8.8; dissolved oxygen (DO) 4.5 - 6.9 ppm; 
total alkalinity 87 - 129 ppm; dissolved organic matter 2.6 - 5.6 ppm; nitrite –N 0.006 - 
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0.07 ppm; nitrate-N 0.06 - 0.5 ppm; ammonia 0.01 - 0.21 ppm; transparency 29+4; and 
total suspended solid (TSS) 197 - 368 ppm. The TSS and DO concentration showed a 
decreasing trend with the advancement of rearing period while, gradual increase in 
nitrite, nitrate, ammonia were attributed to increased level of metabolites and organic 
matter. The periodic observation revealed that other water quality parameters did 
not show any speci�ic trend.  Overall crop performance (pooled over three years) in 

-1
terms of productivity was 1.35 - 2.73 t ha  (Table 14), while the net economic return 
was Rs. 1456.00 – Rs. 11362.00 per water harvesting pond. The apparent feed 
conversion ratio (AFCR) was 1.19-1.48. Growth rate and biomass contribution in 

Table 14: Performance evaluation of short-duration aquaculture in developed IFS units.

IFS unit Area 
(m2  )

DOC Yield 
(kg) 

Productivity 
(t ha-1) 

Net  
return 
(Rs.) 

Total 
water 

use ( 3m )

Consumptive 
water use(m3)

NTWP 
(Rs. m-3)

NCWP 
(Rs. m-3) 

KLD1 300 180 46.0 1.53 2392 570 435 4.19 5.49 

KLD2 150 150 28.0 1.86 1456 270 198 5.39 7.35 

KLD3 150 210 29.5 1.96 1534 300 230 5.11 6.67 

NG1 800 240 218.5 2.73 11362 1760 1416 6.45 8.02 

NG2 1400 180 189.4 1.35 9848 3080 2492 3.2 3.95 

MDL1 400 180 65.0 1.62 3380 760 564 4.45 5.99 

KRL1 225 240 48.2 2.14 2506 495 378 5.06 6.63 

BLP1 450 180 73.6 1.63 3827 855 635 4.47 6.02 

BLP2 200 150 34.5 1.72 1794 360 272 4.98 6.59 

GND1 400 180 67.8 1.69 3525 760 580 4.64 6.08 

every pond was always higher by C. catla followed by C. mrigala. Usually L. rohita was 
grown faster than C. mrigala. However, in every pond, bottom feeders (C. mrigala) 
registered better growth rates than the column feeder (L. rohita), probably due to 
their superior feed utilizing capability and their high degree of tolerance to 
�luctuations of DO and the rich detrital food web that was maintained through 
periodic manuring, liming and fertilization. The sustainability of short-duration �ish 
culture in WHSs refered to both the ecological  and the economic sustainability, which 
was the capacity of the production system to produce a positive income on a long-
term basis. Principally, even if a production system scores high in terms of ecological 
sustainability, it will not be adopted by farmers if it does not provide suf�icient income. 
However, the estimated net total water productivity (NTWP) of different WHSs 

-3
ranged from 3.2 to 6.45 Rs. m , while the net consumptive water productivity (NCWP) 

-1Stocking density: 7500 �ingerlings ha , DOC: days of culture, NTWP: net  total water productivity, NCWP: 
net  consumptive water productivity, Stocking size was 38 g (C.catla), 28 g (L.rohita) and 34 g (C.mrigala). 
Stocking composition was 30% (C.catla): 30% (L.rohita): 40% (C.mrigala). Selling price of �ish was 
Rs.100.00 per kg. 
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-3 ranged from 3.95 to 8.02 Rs. m (Table 14). Higher water productivity not only 
reduced the need for additional water, but also minimized the operational cost. 
Further, water productivity is an index of the economic value of water used, a useful 
indicator of ef�icient water management that de�ine the relationship between crop 
produced and the amount of water involved in crop production. 

8. Crop diversi�ication and formation of farmer 
groups

Farmers were encouraged for crop diversi�ication from paddy to vegetables, pulses, 
pisciculture and mushroom cultivation. During the four year study period (2010-11 to 
2013-14), farmer groups were formed in both Dhenkanal sadar block and Odapada 
block for vegetable cultivation on the banks of River Brahmani by river lift irrigation 
water. Water lifting pumps were provided to the farmers for irrigation to vegetables. 
Three farmer groups in the Khallibandha and Nuagaon villages were formed for water 
melon cultivation by river lift irrigation. In total 40 farmers were involved in three 
groups and 45 ha was put under cultivation. Two farmer groups were formed in 
Odapada block for vegetable cultivation by river lift irrigation. A group of farmers in 
Dhenkanal sadar block carried out mushroom cultivation.  

9.  Trainings and exposure visits of farmers 

Trainings on 'Rainwater management for sustainable agriculture and rural 
livelihoods' were conducted in each of the six villages, details of which are mentioned 
in Table 15. Different topics of the training included 'soil and water conservation in 
watersheds', SRI method of rice cultivation', 'drip and sprinkler irrigation methods', 
'rainwater harvesting in farm ponds and its multiple use', 'Scope of NREGA in 
watershed development' and 'Government schemes in agriculture and water 
management'. In the training at Khallibandha, farmers from four villages, i.e., 
Khallibandha, Nuagaon, Mandapala and Khamara villages participated whereas in 
other trainings, only farmers from the respective villages participated. 

Table 15: Details of training in the study area 

Sl. No. Site/ village Block  No. of farmer Date 

1. Khalliban dha Dhenkanal Sadar 49 24.3.2009 to 25.3.2009 

2. Gunadei Odap ada 31 12.11.2009 

3. Kaunriapala Odapada 30 14.11.2009 

4. Belp ada Odapada 30 15.11.2009 

5. Nuag aon Dhenkanal Sadar 36 30.1.2011 

6.  Mandapala Dhenkanal Sadar 32 1.2.2011 
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In addition, two 7-day training programs on 'Scaling up of water productivity in 

agriculture', one each in Dhenkanal Sadar block and Odapada block, respectively were 

conducted. One 7-days training program was conducted during 20-26 February 2010 

at Khallibandha village in which 60 farmers from Khallibandha, Nuagaon and 

Mandapala villages attended the program. Out of the 60 farmers, there were 11 

women farmers. The other 7-day training program was conducted during 12-18 

November 2010 at Belpada village in which 58 farmers fram Belpada, Gunadei and 

Kaunriapala villages attended the program. Out of the 58 farmers, there were 24 

women farmers. In both the training programs, 28 training lectures covering almost 

all aspects of agriculture and water management were delivered to the farmers. The 

farmers expressed deep satisfaction over the trainings conducted for them as was 

evident from the feed-back analysis. 

18

Four exposure visit programmes were conducted for farmers from both the cluster of 

villages to expose them to soil & water conservation measures, drip and sprinkler 

irrigations, nursery management, crop management under net house, 
rd thvermicomposting and organic farming. During 3  March 2010 and 20  November 

2010, exposure visits were conducted for the farmers from the Dhenkanal Sadar block 

and Odapada block, respectively to Dudhukateni watershed, Sai temple farm, S.M. 

Agro planters and processors, Sheela nursery and Farm for art of organic farming in 

Plates 13 to 16:  View of trainings to the farmers in study villages 
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Dhenkanal district. From Dhenkanal Sadar block, there were 36 farmers from 

Khallibandha, Nuagaon and Mandapala villages. From Odapada block, there were 51 

farmers from Gunadei, Belpada and Kaunriapal villages, out of which there were 18 
th st

women farmers. During 29  October 2011 and 1  November 2011, exposure visits 

were conducted for the farmers from the Odapada block and Dhenkanal Sadar block  

respectively to Soil Conservation Demonstration Centre, Bishwanahakani. During the 

exposure visit, the farmers were exposed to on-�ield demonstration of water 

harvesting structures, contour bunds, contour trenches, loose boulder structures, 

gravity fed irrigation systems, plantations and green house technologies. From 

Dhenkanal Sadar block, there were 41 farmers from Khallibandha, Nuagaon and 

Mandapala villages. From Odapada block, there were 41 farmers from Gunadei, 

Belpada and Kaunriapal villages, out of which there were 6 women farmers.

Plates 17 to 20:  View of exposure visits of the farmers

10. Economic analyses of WHS based integrated 

farming system 

The economic analysis of integrated farming systems was done based on collection of 

data on yield, production, market price and cost of cultivation of different components 



of multiple use of water through questionnaire survey of the farmers. The gross 

income was calculated from the production and market price of the commodities and 

net income was calculated by deducting the cost of cultivation from gross income. The 

net income per hectare from individual land components was estimated for all 

farming system models by dividing the net income by area. Finally, the net income per 

hectare for different combinations of land components and entire farming system was 

estimated for every 10 models (Table 16 through 19). 

The net return/ ha from the pond area varied from a minimum of Rs. 70,343/- in 

model NG2 to a maximum of Rs. 1,42,025/- in model NG1 (Table 16). Out of the 10 IFS 

units, cultivation was done on the embankment in only 5 models. The net return/ ha 

from the bund area varied from a minimum of Rs. 74,074/- in model BLP1 to a 

maximum of Rs. 3,19,444/- in model NG1 (Table 17). Intensive cultivation on the 

embankment of the pond resulted in higher net income/ha from the bunds. The net 

return/ha in the upland area varied from a minimum of Rs. 41,333/- in model NG2 to a 

maximum of Rs. 6,10,417/- in model NG1 (Table 18). Poultry cultivation increased the 

net return/ ha from the upland area substantially. The net return/ha from the paddy 

area varied from a minimum of Rs. 15,862/- in model BLP1 to a maximum of Rs. 

25,375/- in model NG1 (Table 19). The net income/ ha was lowest under paddy 

cultivation and the highest in uplands especially where poultry was taken up as a 

component. The net income/ha from the bund area was higher than the pond area 

especially where intensive cultivation was done in the bund area. 

Table 16: Net income from pond area in different IFS units

IFS unit Expenditure (Rs.) Gross return (Rs.) Net return (Rs.)  Net return/ha (Rs./ha) 

KLD1 2208 4600 2392 79733 
KLD2 1344 2800 1456 97067 
KLD3 1416 2950 1534 102267 
NG1 10488 21850 11362 142025 
NG2 9092 18940 9848 70343 

MDL1 3120 6500 3380 84500 
KRL1 2314 4820 2506 111378 
BLP1 3533 7360 3827 85044 
BLP2 1656 3450 1794 89700 
GND1 3255 6780 3525 88125 
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Table 17: Net income from bund area in different IFS units

IFS unit Expenditure (Rs.) Gross return (Rs.) Net return (Rs.) Net return/ha (Rs./ha)

KLD1 800 3000 2200 104762

KLD2 -- -- -- --

KLD3 -- -- -- --

NG1 9700 21200 11500 319444

NG2 -- -- -- --

MDL1 4000 11000 7000 291667

KRL1 1350 4100 2750 152778

BLP1 1800 3800 2000 74074

BLP2 -- -- -- --

GND1 -- -- -- --

Table 18: Net income from upland area in different IFS units

IFS unit Expenditure (Rs.) Gross return (Rs.) Net return (Rs.) Net return/ha (Rs./ha)

KLD1 39400 67500 28100 562000

KLD2 1700 4900 3200 58182

KLD3 1900 4800 2900 64444

NG1 365800 512300 146500 610417

NG2 4200 10400 6200 41333

MDL1 3100 9600 6500 68421

KRL1 1600 4320 2720 53333

BLP1 198800 283100 84300 421500

BLP2 2300 6700 4400 46316

GND1 2050 5500 3450 43125

Table 19: Net income from paddy area in different IFS units

IFS unit Expenditure (Rs.) Gross return (Rs.) Net return (Rs.) Net return/ha (Rs./ha)

KLD1 8500 14700 6200 20000

KLD2 7000 12000 5000 18519

KLD3 6300 11200 4900 17193

NG1 4800 8860 4060 25375

NG2 28000 60000 32000 24615

MDL1 4500 10250 5750 23000

KRL1 2200 4075 1875 17045

BLP1 2600 4900 2300 15862

BLP2 3700 6800 3100 18235

GND1 6480 12000 5520 18400

21



The net income/ha from different IFS involving different combination of land 
components is presented in Table 20. The net return/ha from the pond + bund area 
varied from a minimum of Rs. 47,211/- in model BLP2 to a maximum of Rs. 1,97,086/- 
in model NG1, whereas the net return from pond + bund + upland area varied from a 
minimum of Rs. 46,571/- in model BLP2 to a maximum of Rs. 4,75,736/- in model 
NG1. The net return/ha from pond + bund + paddy area varied from a minimum of Rs. 
20,425/- in model KLD3 to a maximum of Rs. 97,543/- in model NG1. 

The net income/ha from the IFS area i.e., whole system without considering the �ixed 
cost of the system was the highest in model NG1 (Rs. 3,36,089/-) followed by model 
BLP1 (Rs. 2,21,647/-) and model KLD1 (Rs. 94,628/-). It was the lowest in model 
KLD3 (Rs. 25,928/-) followed by model KLD2 (Rs. 27,200/-). The net income/ha from 
the IFS area i.e., whole system with considering the �ixed cost of the system was the 
highest in model NG1 (Rs. 2,50,624/-) followed by model BLP1 (Rs. 1,44,549/-) and 
model KLD1 (Rs. 68,691/-). It was the lowest in model GND1 (Rs. 16,708/-) followed 
by model BLP2 (Rs. 17,769/-). The analysis indicated that by taking up poultry in the 
uplands and doing intensive cultivation on the bund area in addition to �ish culture in 
the pond would increase the net income substantially from the WHS based IFS 
models. The huge variation in the net income/ha in different IFS models also 
emphasized the extent and role of the farmer in building a successful model. If the 
farmer is enterprising and sincere in his/ her approach, the farming system models 
would be successful. 

Table 20:  Per hectare net return from different combination of land components 

Net return/ ha (Rs./ha)IFS unit

Pond + bund 
area

Pond+ bund 
+ upland area

Pond+ bund + 
paddy area

Total IFS area 
without 

considering fixed 
cost

Total IFS area 
considering the 

fixed cost

KLD1 90039 323683 29895 94628 68691

KLD2 48533 54776 21520 27200 22017

KLD3 51133 59120 20425 25928 20817

NG1 197086 475736 97543 336089 250624

NG2 53232 47904 28180 29387 18837

MDL1 162188 106164 51369 55330 32836

KRL1 129778 87169 47382 48888 32908

BLP1 80931 331349 37452 221647 144549

BLP2 47211 46571 23529 30673 17769

GND1 54231 48103 24781 28079 16708
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11.  Impact analysis 

Impact on the farming situation of the farmers on adoption of this pond-based water 
management technology is realized through a comparison of farming pattern, 
acreage, production of different components in the system, cost of cultivation and 
gross income before and after adoption of the technology. Impact analysis in the 
current study was done by comparative position of physical, social, �inancial, human 
and natural assets of the farmers before and after adoption of technology due to 
intervention.

Physical assets included the type of housing condition, sanitation, conveyance, 
electric, cooking and communication facility. Social assets mainly referred to the 
recognition of farmers, their social and political participation, active involvement in 
developmental works, common services used and group membership pattern. 
Financial assets were measured on the basis of sources of income, kinds and extents of 
savings and investment ability, lending and borrowing capacity. Human assets 
involved language competencies, education/ literacy, farm management skill and 
mobility. Natural assets were the natural resources owned by the farm family viz. farm 
size, irrigated land, livestock holding, poultry and �ish pond. All above-mentioned 
variables under �ive types of assets were measured on the basis of the responses of 
farmers on a 5-point continuum scale (minimum and maximum value is 1 and 5, 
respectively) during interview schedule survey and focus group discussion. Overall 
standard of living of farmers was assessed on the basis of their assets holding before 
and after adoption of a particular technology; the value of overall standard of living 
ranging from 5 to 25.  A sample of 34 farmers including the 10 farmers with water 
harvesting structures was considered under this impact analyses. 

The average level of different types of assets of the sampled farmers before and after 
the technological interventions is presented in Fig. 9. Out of the �ive types of assets, 
physical assets, �inancial assets and natural assets are found to be below average 
during pre-adoption stage with physical assets increasing considerably to come to the 
above average level at the post-adoption stage. Maximum improvement occurred in 
physical assets (increased by 78%) followed by natural asset (66%) that indicated the 
improvement in living condition and natural resources especially the water 
resources. The gain in social, human and �inancial assets were found to be in the range 
of 21-23%. Improvement in socio-economic condition and social recognition were 
also re�lected which resulted in achievement in motivation leading to inculcate the 
entrepreneurial abilities of the farmers. The increased income motivated the farmers 
to invest and intervene further leading to the growth in physical and �inancial assets.
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The change in overall standard of living of the sampled farmers is presented in Fig.10. 
It is inferred that living standard of all the farmers except only one, was below average 
level prior to adoption of technological interventions under the project. However, 
with the change of farming situation, adoption of technologies helped in bringing the 
living standard of 10 farm families at above average level as evident from the score of 
greater than 15. Standard of living of the farmers, who are engaged in short-duration  

Fig. 9: Average level of different types of assets measuring livelihood of farmers

Fig. 10:  Overall standard of living of selected farmers before and after adoption
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�ish farming / poultry farming / dairy farming  besides crop farming, improved 
relatively better. Mean value of overall standard of living of all sampled farmers 
derived through addition of the mean values of �ive assets, indicatesd that this had 
increased from 10.24 to 14.15 (minimum and maximum possible value is 5 and 25, 
respectively). The minimum score increased from 7.21 to 10.43 while the maximum 
score increased from 16.21 to 19.57 which clearly showed the improvement in overall 
level of living of farmers due to adoption of technological intervention provided under 
the project. 

12.  Conclusions 

The study was carried out in two clusters of villages in Dhenkanal Sadar block and 
Odapada block in Dhenkanal district of Odisha. The land use and soil map of the study 
villages were prepared.  Water harvesting structures were constructed in farmers' 
�ield on a participatory basis in which farmers contributed to a part of the 
expenditure. Multiple use of water was done from the water harvesting ponds to 
develop them as integrated farming system models. Crop diversi�ication was done in 
the study villages along with imparting adequate trainings and exposure visit to the 
farmers. The economic analysis of the systems of use of harvested water by different 
components indicated that poultry cultivation in the uplands and intensive 
cultivation around the embankments of the pond area would be essential in 
improving the net return from the farming system models. The farmer needs to be 
very enterprising and sincere for developing a successful integrated farming system 
model. The impact analysis of the study indicated that there was substantial 
improvement in the livelihood of the rainfed farmers due to the technological 
interventions.
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