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INDIA'S SOIL HEALTH CARD SCHEME

* 85 Million USD Scheme launched by the Government of . 4
India in 2015 IFPRI

* Cards to carry information on crop-wise application of nputs
(fertilizers and micro-nutrients)

* Factcheck - Indian agriculture currently faces double whammy
of both over-utilization of 1mportant but cheap fertilizers and
severe under-utilization of relevant micronutrients

Cyclel

Samples Collected Samples Tested SHCs Printed SHCs Dispatched
2,53,49,546 2,53,49,546 10,73,89,421 10,73,89,421

Cycle 1l

Samples Collected Samples Tested SHCs Printed SHCs Dispatched
2,49,36,889 1,78,45,095 6,06,96,394 5,65,51,388




IMPLICIT ASSUMPTIONS

So1l health cards convey meaningful and useful
information about soil quality and fertilizer application IFPRI

Smallholder farmers will be able to understand the
contents of the soil health card

Smallholder farmers will trust the quality and reliability
of the information provided

The information will alter tarmers’ preterences for best
mix of fertilizers

No other constraints inhibit farmers ability to act on
these altered pretferences.



IFPRI'S RESEARCH

e To better understand the relevance ot the SHC's [FPRI ‘ 4
conducted a study in 2015-16 IFPRI

* We found no effect of SHC on change 1n fertilizer application
* Selt-reported reasons for ‘status-quo’ application include —

“recommended doses in the SHC lower than current usage,
so can’t risk getting lower yields”

“could not understand the recommendations”
“never looked at the card after receiving it”

* Motivation to generate rapid evidence to provide relevant
information to the policymakers



EXAMPLE



YOUR HAIR TEST RESULT

hairconfirm-e
hair follicle multi-drug test kit
Specimen ID: 0601024
Date Collected: 352952007
Date Received: 33052007
Date Reported: 45352007
HAIR FOLLICLE MULTI-DRUG TEST
This test screens for the following drug classes:
Amphetamines: Amphetamine, Methamphetamine and Ecstasy
Cocaine: CocainefCocaine hMetabolite (Benzovlecgonine, Norcocaine, Cocaethylene)
Opiates: Codeine, Morphine, Heroin Metabolite
Phencyclidine: PCP
THC Metabolite: Marijuana
Extended Opiates (Prescription Drugs)
Oxycodone: Oxycotin, Percodan, Percocet
Hydrocodone: Vicodin, Lortab, Lorcet
Hydromorphone: Dilaudid
Screening Confirmation
Drugs Tested For Result Cut Off L 1 Cut Off L 1
Amphetamines Positive 500 pgfsmg 500 pasfmg
Methamphetamine Positive FPositive 500 pgfmg
CocainefMetabolites Positive 500 pgfmg 500 pga‘fmg
Cocaine Positive 500 pafmg
Benzoylecgonine Positive 50 pgfmg
Morcocaine
Cocaethylene Positive 50 pafmg
Opiates MNegative 200 pgfmg
Extended Opiates Positive 200 pgsymg 300 pgafmg
Hydrocodone Positive 200 pg‘fmg
FPhencyclidine MNegative 300 pafmyg
THC Metabaolite Positive 1.00 pafmg 20 pafmg

Tpicograms per milligram of hair




HAIR DRUG TEST RESULTS Oty Found

Methamphetamine - Positive 2305 pg/mg
Cocaine - Positive 1677 pg/mg
Benzoylecgonine - Positive 229 pg/mg
Cocaethyiene - Positive 56 pg/mg
Hydrocodone - Positive 1322 pg/mg
THC Metabolite 1.49pg/mg

A positive result indicates that the drug was identified at a level greater than its above listed cutoff and was
confirmed by GC/MS.

REPORT NOTATIONS
1.5 inches in length {(approximately 0-90 day time frame)

HAIR DOSE RESPONSE
This chart will help you to determine whether the donor is a lovw, medium or high user
by comparing the guantity found in the hair with the quantities listed belowy .

Medium use Lot
Hair Muliti-Drug Panel Low use (recreational) : use

(dailyfvweekends)

(constant)

Amphetamines S00-2500pg 2500-7500pg 7500+pg
Cocaine S00-2000pg 2000-10000pg 10000+pg
Opiates 300-1000pg 2000-5000pg 9000+pg
Phencyclidine 300-500pg S00-1000pg 2000+pg
Marijuana Quaiitative - amount does not correlate to usage

This datz was gcguired fom vandous cadenic studies with admited dug vsers and ame thus sulyect o nueus SoOUmTes
of vanahility &.q., punty, inadeguate selfqepont, elc.). Please use these graphs 25 2 guide only and not 25 exact
numenca! intemretation. Thisinformation wmay be useful! o help establish an appoprnate tyoe of mhabilitation progaa or
o compame two separate time penods.
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End-users of Soil Healt




WHAT DID WE DO

Conducted user-tests with end-users of the ‘ 4
scheme i.e., farmers in 2 states of India IFPRI

This methodology 1s used to test communication
materials with end-users, actively involving them 1n
the process

Detailed FGD’s with over 200 farmers and in-persons
surveys with 56 farmers, including women

Tested current government’s soil health cards with
respondents



WHAT DID WE FIND
* Around 40% ot our sample farmers had not ‘ ¢
received the cards at all IFPRI

* Of the 60% who received, only 20% had taken a look
at 1t, but not understood. Those who understood did
not trust the recommendations

* Others stored 1t safely in their cupboards with land
record papers

e Those who had received the cards read i1t for the first
time 1n front of the research team

* Essentially same results from the previous study!



WHAT DID WE DO....AGAIN

Hired a design expert who was not a scientist !!
Included more graphics into the design
Changed font sizes

Used local terms and not scientitic notation
Included contact details for further query

Included symbols for levels instead of numbers, and many
more. ..

Tested current government’s soil health cards with
respondents, redesigned, retested, redesigned, retested,
redesigned, retested.....

AV

IFPRI



OUTCOMES

AV

* A thoroughly tested new design of soil health IFPRI

card, with a state agricultural university

* Evidence on interpretability, ease of handling and
trust amongst end-users

* Adoption by our partner State Agricultural
University, acceptance of the need for change by the
Union Ministry of Agriculture and willingness to

adopt



WHAT WAS DIFFERENT?

AV

* Collaboration with a state agricultural university [FPRI
in the entire process — ready buy-in of results!

* Rapid results— not an RCT that would run for several
years (an RCT 1is still needed!)

* Scalable across the country with little modification
needed

* We have other ongoing studies to understand what
would motivate tarmers to change behaviour — this
study allowed us to build trust within the stakeholders
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Thank you!

Vartika Singh

@itsvartika
@csisaproject

@ifpri
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