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Abstract

:

Improving smallholder vegetable farms are critical for improving food security and livelihoods of people in low-income countries. Vegetable production is labor intensive and prone to pests and diseases. Conservation agriculture (CA) and integrated pest management (IPM) practices provide options to increase yields and minimize the use of chemical pesticides. We compared integration of CA and IPM practices (improved alternative system) with farmers’ traditional practice (conventional system) under replicated on-farm tests in four different locations (Lalitpur, Banke, Surkhet, and Dadeldhura) in Nepal. Data on yield, benefit–cost ratio (B:C), labor requirement, insect and disease infestation, and pesticide sprays on five major vegetable crops (tomato, cucumber, bitter gourd, cabbage, cauliflower) were measured. In tomatoes, cucumbers, and bitter gourds, the improved alternative system produced a significantly higher yield, greater benefit-cost ratio, reduced labor, decreased the infestation of pests and diseases, and required fewer pesticidal sprays. Average yield and net income were superior in cabbages and cauliflowers, but nonsignificant. Improved alternative system for all the vegetables were sprayed significantly fewer times than the conventional system. Overall, the improved alternative system for vegetable crops contributed not only to the improved income and livelihoods of people, but also can improve environment and human health due to the reduced use of pesticides. Further research on scaling these improved alternative practices through appropriate farmer organizations, and government and non-government actors can enhance the adoption of CA and IPM practices by smallholder vegetable producers.
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1. Introduction


Vegetable production plays an important role in improving the livelihood and nutrition of small holder farmers [1,2]. In Nepal, vegetables are key to reducing rural poverty and unemployment as they provide almost 5 to 10 times higher economic returns per hectare than the traditional cereals [3]. The vegetable production sector, however, lacks appropriate technologies such as proper soil management strategies [4] and pest management alternatives to chemical pesticides [5,6] impending its growth. Due to crop intensification and intensive tillage practices, depletion of soil organic matter and soil loss due to soil erosion are growing in Nepal; in hilly regions alone, a soil loss of 2 to 105 t/ha is estimated annually [5]. Similarly, there is a rapid increase in the use of chemical fertilizers and pesticides among vegetable farmers without proper safe handling practices, increasing the risk to human health and the environment [5,7].



As soil fertility and pest management interact closely [8,9], evaluation and adoption of improved practices such as conservation agriculture (CA) and integrated pest management (IPM) could enable income diversification and crop intensification with minimal external input to build sustainable and resilient opportunities for smallholder farmers [10,11,12,13,14].



CA promotes the use of agricultural practices addressing the issues of soil degradation and soil health. It is based on three fundamental principles of minimum soil disturbance, continuous mulch, and diversification in cropping patterns [15,16]. The use of CA practices such as no-tillage, minimum tillage, and mulching results in minimum soil disturbances with a higher water use efficiency, increased soil quality, and enhanced yield [17,18,19]. Improvement of soil quality using organic mulches reduces the infestation of pests and diseases [9,20]. Similarly, the use of drip irrigation, a popular water conservation technology in vegetable production, has been demonstrated to conserve water and reduce labor while increasing yield [21,22,23]. While not explicitly highlighted in the literature, the macro objectives of drip irrigation closely match with that of CA [24]. Drip irrigation also reduces the drudgery and workload for women (for water lifting and water transport) and marginal farmers [25,26].



IPM uses ecological-based principles to manage pests and diseases and addresses growing concern of indiscriminate use of chemical pesticides as well as related environmental and health issues [11,27]. As the use of pesticides in vegetables in Nepal continue to rise [28], using IPM practices and technologies (e.g., cultural pest management, biological pesticides, judicial use of chemicals as pesticides) can significantly reduce the negative impacts to human health and the environment [5,29].



Previous studies have largely focused on independent comparisons of either CA or IPM with the conventional systems [19,30,31,32]. There is limited or no knowledge on the combined impacts of the CA and IPM on vegetable production systems in Nepal. Improved understanding of these combined systems is critical to document any negative or positive trade-offs or synergies that might influence the acceptability by the vegetable producers in the region. Therefore, the current research was undertaken in farmers’ field in the key vegetable production regions of Nepal. Using multi-location trials, the present study is one of the first to compare the integration of CA and IPM with conventional farmers’ practices and evaluate the impacts on yield, net-return, labor, pest infestation and pesticide use in five vegetable crops viz. tomato (Solanum lycopersicum), cabbage (Brassica oleracea var. capitata), cauliflower (Brassica oleracea var. botrytis), bitter gourd (Momordica charantia), and cucumber (Cucumis sativus), solely in the smallholder vegetable production systems.




2. Materials and Methods


2.1. On-Farm Experiments


The study was conducted in four districts of Nepal viz. Lalitpur (Lele Ranagaun: 85°18′55.94″ E 27°34′14.59″ N) Banke (Naubasta-3: 28°15′26.10″ N 81°40′18.81″ E), Surkhet (Chhincu-4: 81°42′24.36″ E 28°24′37.24″ N) and Dadeldhura (Samaiji-8: 80°34′57.41″ E 29°21′2.37″ N) (Figure 1). General characteristics of the field sites including elevation, average temperature and rainfall, and soil characteristics are provided in Table 1. Seeds of five economically important vegetable crops in Nepal were procured commercially (tomato cv. Srijana, cabbage cv. Green Coronet, cauliflower cv. Snow Mystique, bitter gourd cv. Palee F1, cucumber cv. Bhaktapur Local). The following crop sequence was used: tomato–cabbage/cauliflower–bitter gourd/cucumber. Seedlings were raised under a plastic tunnel house before transplanting to the main field. Six replicate plots (each plot of 50 m2 area was a farm with all plots within a 500 m radius) were established per district per crop. Farms with similar growing condition and pest problem were selected. Trials were repeated for two crop seasons (2015 and 2016). Each on-field trial consists of two treatments: (a) conservation agriculture (CA) + integrated pest management (IPM) (herein referred as the “improved alternative system” (T1)) and (b) conventional farmers’ practice (T2).



In the improved system (T1), tillage was not repeated after the first crop production. Dried mulches (rice straw, 15–20 cm) were placed on the entire field area including furrows between beds. Rice is still the major staple crop in Nepal; therefore, rice straw is widely available. Mulches were regularly replaced as the signs of mulch degradation were observed. Low-cost drip irrigation kits (Sital Thopa Sichai Prabidhi Udhyog, Lalitpur Nepal) were used for irrigation and weeds were removed manually. The next vegetable crop was planted before harvesting the current crop. Residues from the previous crop were retained as surface mulch. Holes were made using a locally designed hoe to plant seedlings during subsequent crop seasons. The timing and type of pest management practices were decided based on IPM packages developed by IPM Innovation Lab of the United States Agency for International Development [5]. Briefly, crops were continuously monitored for any signs of insects and diseases using pheromone traps and regular scouting. If pest populations were higher than economically tolerable limits, locally available neem (Azadirachtin indica) extracts and biopesticides (e.g., Metarhizium, Beauveria, Trichoderma) were used. Chemical pesticides were considered as the last option if other strategies failed to manage pest and disease populations. Farms used for improved alternative system were under conventional management system for at least 5 years.



In conventional farmers’ practice (T2), the soil was continuously tilled (about 20-cm depth) using moldboard plow (animal- or tractor-drawn); plots were furrow irrigated and chemical pesticides were used in regular intervals as the only pest management practice. Farmers normally use chloropyrifos, cypermethrin, imidacloprid, and emamectin as insecticides against insects whereas carbendazim was used against diseases. Weeds as well as the residues from the previous crop were removed manually and used for animal grazing or making compost.




2.2. Crop Management


General vegetable crop management practices (except for the treatments) are shown in Table 2. These include agronomic practices that are common to both treatments.




2.3. Data Collection


To measure total yield (t/ha), marketable fruits were harvested every 2–3 days by hand and weighed. Net benefit per plot was calculated subtracting all the fixed and operating costs (e.g., farm rental, time (hours) for intercultural operations, seeds, fertilizers, staking) from the total revenue generated (based on retail prices). Record of the work input (hours) made by each family member in individual treatments were collected for intercultural operations (e.g., tillage, irrigation, weeding, pesticide application, and harvesting) and expressed as hours/plot/season [33]. Labor costs were estimated based on the minimum fair income in that region. The benefit–cost ratio (B:C ratio) for each treatment was calculated based on methods described by Romero [33]. Both fixed and variable costs were included. The number of applications of chemical pesticides (using knapsack sprayer) per crop season were also recorded for each treatment.



Six-week old plants (n = 8/treatment/region) were used to estimate percentage (%) leaf damage from insect herbivores and diseases in all the five crops. Total leaves from a plant were counted and the per cent (%) damage was calculated by counting number of damaged leaves to the total number of leaves [34]. Characteristic damage by leaf miners, beetles, and caterpillars were recorded as percent of leaves damaged [35]. Leaf spots, blights, and mildews on leaves were recorded as percentage disease infestation.




2.4. Statistical Analysis


Using a completely randomized block design, data for yield (kg/ha), B:C ratio and labor (hours) were analyzed using a general linear model (GLM) with ‘treatments’ (conventional practice vs. improved alternative system) as the main effects and ‘region’ as the random effect. Data for per cent (%) leaf damage from herbivory and diseases were arcsine square root transformed for analysis; data were back transformed onto the original scale for graphical presentation. Frequency of chemical sprays were analyzed via Poisson regression aided with analysis of variance (ANOVA) [36]. All the data were analyzed through Minitab software [37].





3. Results


3.1. Yield


The yields for all the vegetable crops in the improved alternative system (tomato: F (1,40) = 14.97, p = 0.03, cabbage: F (1,40) = 35.05, p = 0.01, cauliflower: F (1,40) = 169.44, p < 0.01, bitter gourd F (1,40) = 31.14, p = 0.01, and cucumber: F (1,40) = 10.55, p = 0.05) were significantly superior to the conventional farmers’ practice (Table 3). On average, yield was 43.20%, 27.90%, 31.50%, 33.40%, and 26.10% higher in tomato, cabbage, cauliflower, bitter gourd, and cucumber, respectively, in the improved alternative system compared to the conventional practice (Figure 2A). The “region” effect was only significant for cucumber (F (3,40) = 11.88, p = 0.36) (Table 3).



Interactive effects of the treatment and the region were only significant for tomatoes (F (3,40) = 3.82, p = 0.02) and cucumbers (F (3,40) = 6.94, p < 0.01) (Table 3). Compared with Surkhet, tomato yields in the improved alternative system were significantly lower in Banke (Coefficient: −1043, p < 0.01), lower but not significant in Dadeldhura (Coefficient: −190, p < 0.01), and significantly higher in Lalitpur (Coefficient: 1082, p < 0.01) (Figure 2B). Similarly, cucumber yields under the improved alternative system compared to Surkhet were lower but nonsignificant in Banke (Coefficient: −118, p = 0.58), significantly lower in Dadeldhura (Coefficient: −879, p < 0.01), and higher but nonsignificant in Lalitpur (Coefficient: 421, p = 0.06) (Figure 2C).




3.2. Benefit–Cost Ratio (B:C Ratio)


The B:C ratios for tomatoes, bitter gourds, and cucumbers in the improved alternative system were significantly higher than in the conventional system (tomato: F (1,40) = 43.64, p < 0.01, bitter gourd F (1,40) = 75.49, p < 0.01, and cucumber: F (1,40) = 12.59, p = 0.04) (Table 4). While there were no significant differences in cabbage (F (1,40) = 3.8, p = 0.01) and cauliflower (F (1,40) = 169.44, p < 0.01), B:C ratios from the alternative system in cabbage and cauliflower were 12.50% and 5.70% higher on average than in the conventional system (Figure 3). The independent effect of the region was only significant for tomatoes (F (3,40) = 9.31, p = 0.05) and interactive effects of the treatment and the region for all the vegetable crops were nonsignificant (Table 4).




3.3. Labor


There were significant differences in labor demand in tomatoes, bitter gourds, and cucumbers between two treatments (tomato: F (1,40) = 14.3, p = 0.03, bitter gourd F (1,40) = 10.94, p = 0.04, and cucumber: F (1,40) = 78.3, p < 0.01) (Table 5). On average, farmers spend 36.30%, 33.90%, and 31.80% less time on tomatoes, bitter gourds, and cucumbers, respectively, under alternative systems compared to the conventional plots (Figure 4A). No significant differences were recorded with cabbage (F (1,40) = 3.25, p = 0.17) and cauliflower (F (1,40) = 2.54, p = 0.21). The “region” effect was nonsignificant for all the vegetables (Table 5).



Interactive effects of treatment and region were only significant for tomatoes (F (3,40) = 5.29, p < 0.01) and bitter gourd (F (3,40) = 3.62, p = 0.02) (Table 5). Compared with Surkhet, labor demands on tomatoes under the improved alternative system were significantly higher in Banke (Coefficient: 3.22, p < 0.01), significantly lower in Dadeldhura (Coefficient: −2.54, p = 0.01), and higher but not significant in Lalitpur (Coefficient: 0.97, p = 0.33) (Figure 4B). Similarly, compared to Surkhet the labor demands on bitter gourds under the improved alternative system were significantly lower in Banke (Coefficient: −2.22, p = 0.02), significantly higher in Dadeldhura (Coefficient: 2.12, p = 0.02), and higher but not significant in Lalitpur (Coefficient: 0.88, p = 0.26) (Figure 4C).




3.4. Chemical Pesticide Spray Frequency


The alternative plots received a significantly lower amount of chemical pesticide spray in all the vegetable crops (tomato: χ² (1,7) = 13.00, p < 0.01, cabbage χ² (1,7) = 8.64, p < 0.01, cauliflower: χ² (1,7) = 5.79, p = 0.02, and bitter gourd: χ² (1,7) = 10.21, p < 0.01) besides cucumber (χ² (1,7) = 3.12, p = 0.08) (Table 6). On average, the spray frequency was 2.5-, 2.7-, 2.3-, 2.3-, and 1.7-fold higher in tomato, cabbage, cauliflower, bitter gourd, and cucumber, respectively, in the conventional system compared to the improved alternative system (Figure 5). Independent effect of region and interactive effects of treatment and region for all the vegetable crops were nonsignificant (Table 6).




3.5. Disease Infestation


In general, the disease infestations on plant leaves grown under the conventional system were higher compared to the improved alternative system. Major leaf diseases identified were late blight (Phytophthora infestans) and septoria leaf spot (Septoria lycopersici) in tomatoes, alternaria leaf spot (Alternaria brassicicola) and powdery mildew (Golovinomyces cichoracearum) in cabbages and cauliflowers, and powdery mildew (Golovinomyces cichoracearum) and downy mildew (Pseudoperonospora cubensis) in bitter gourds and cucumbers. A significant higher disease infestation on plants under conventional system was observed in all the vegetable crops (cabbage: F (1,56) = 15.41, p = 0.03, cauliflower: F (1,56) = 114.87, p < 0.01, bitter gourd F (1,56) = 14.56, p = 0.03, and cucumber: F (1,56) = 27.53, p = 0.01); but for tomatoes (F (1,56) = 5.59, p = 0.10) (Table 7 and Figure 6A).



While region effect was nonsignificant for all the vegetables, significant interactive effects of the region and treatments were observed in tomatoes (F (3,56) = 3.01, p = 0.04) and bitter gourds (F (3,56) = 3.67, p = 0.02) (Table 7). Compared with Surkhet, disease infestations in tomatoes under the improved alternative system were lower but not significant in Banke (Coefficient: 0.02, p = 0.20), higher but not significant in Dadeldhura (Coefficient: 0.02, p = 0.10), and significantly lower in Lalitpur (Coefficient: −0.03, p = 0.04) (Figure 6B). Similarly, compared to Surkhet disease infestation in bitter gourds under the improved alternative system were lower but not significant in Banke (Coefficient: −0.006, p = 0.22), significantly higher in Dadeldhura (Coefficient: 0.01, p = 0.02), and significantly lower in Lalitpur (Coefficient: −0.01, p = 0.02) (Figure 6C).




3.6. Herbivory Damage


In general, leaf damage from insect herbivores was higher in plants grown under the conventional system compared to the improved alternative system. The most common insect herbivores observed on leaves were tomato fruit worm (Helicoverpa armigera) and tobacco cutworm (Spodoptera litura) in tomatoes, diamondback moth (Plutella xylostella), and cabbage butterfly (Pieris rapae) in cabbages and cauliflowers, and red pumpkin beetle (Aulacophora foveicollis) in bitter gourds and cucumbers. Significant differences between treatments were only observed on cauliflower and cucumber (tomato: F (1,56) = 4.09, p = 0.14, cabbage: F (1,56) = 1.6, p = 0.30, cauliflower: F (1,56) = 10.59, p = 0.05, bitter gourd: F (1,56) = 7.12, p = 0.08, and cucumber: F (1,56) = 21.83, p = 0.02) (Table 8 and Figure 7). Independent effect of region as well as the interactive effects of region and treatments on herbivory damage were not significant (Table 8).





4. Discussion


The improved alternative system with CA and IPM practices produced a higher yield compared to the conventional system in all the vegetables tested, i.e., tomato, cabbage, cauliflower, bitter gourd, and cucumber. Similar increase in yield (40.90% higher than the conventional systems) in the IPM system was reported evaluating 85 IPM projects (including vegetables) from Asia and Africa [11]. CA technologies has also resulted increase in yield in vegetables in parts of Africa and Southeast Asia [17,18]. While we did not directly measure nutrients level in the soil, the use of organic mulches usually improves soil nitrogen level and consequently the yield [17,18], which may have impacted the yield in our experiments.



A lower level of insect and disease infestation in the improved alternative system may be attributable to a superior growth and yield in vegetable crops in the study [38,39,40]. In India, IPM practices resulted in significantly lower incidence of insect pests in cauliflower with reduction in crop protection cost by 45.00% and, consequently, a higher return [41]. Reduction in the use of chemical pesticides with IPM technologies and CA practices (e.g., conservation tillage, mulches, cover crops) also strengthen natural enemy populations of insect pests by enhancing environmental diversity [42,43,44]. Similarly, a higher soil nitrogen content from the use of organic mulches are positively correlated with the level of secondary metabolites like alkaloids in plants, leading to enhanced plants resistance against both insects and diseases [9,45,46].



Higher yield in tomatoes, bitter gourds, and cucumbers paralleled with a significantly higher B:C ratio in the alternative system indicating a higher return on investments. Similar results were also reported by [5,41] in vegetables using IPM approaches in Nepal and India, respectively. B:C ratios for cabbage and cauliflower, however, were not significantly different between treatments. Cabbages and cauliflowers are just harvested once (one head/production cycle), which may have resulted in a lower B:C ratio [5]. Tomatoes, bitter gourds, and cucumbers, in contrast, are harvested multiple times; therefore, they are economically more viable for small holder farmers adopting an alternative system. However, the vegetables produced under improved alternative systems were sprayed significantly fewer times compared to those in the conventional systems [38,39]. IPM practices in tomatoes reduced the pesticide application by 3-4-fold in the United States [47]. Similar reductions in the frequency of pesticide applications were also reported from India in cucumber [41] and in several vegetable crops including tomato, cucumber, bitter gourd, country bean (Phaseolus vulgaris), and eggplant (Solanum melongena) in Bangladesh [31]. Reduction in the use of chemical pesticides not only benefit human health and the environment, but also substantially reduce the cost of production [41,48,49]. The reduced frequency of pesticide application in the alternative system observed in our study may help address the remarkable increase in the over and misuse of chemical pesticides in Nepal in the recent times [7,50].



The conventional system in our study required significantly higher labor compared to the improved alternative system. The results can be discussed considering a couple of points. First, drip irrigation systems are proven to require substantially less labor compared to manual irrigation and fertigation commonly used in conventional systems [26,27]. Second, manual removal of weeds in the conventional system is very labor-intensive compared to the improved alternative system where mulching and no-tillage practices are used. These improved practices substantially reduce weeds in general [8,17,18,19] but for a few exceptions [51]. Third, reduced chemical spray frequency in the improved alternative system requires less labor [32,40]. Labor is an important consideration in adoption of new improved practices and approaches [52,53] especially in the current Nepalese context where labor-shortage is a huge challenge in agriculture with rapid out-migration of youths [54].



In addition to the main treatment effects (conventional system vs improved alternative system), independent effects of the region, as well as interactive effects of the region and treatment, were significant in a few instances. Differences in climatic conditions and physical characteristics among the field sites may have possibly affected the interactive responses of treatments and regions [55,56]. For example, the average annual temperature (Lalitpur: 18.1 °C, Banke: 27.0 °C, Surkhet: 24. 5 °C, Dadeldhura: 16.1 °C) and rainfall (Lalitpur: 1505 mm, Banke: 1312 mm, Surkhet: 765 mm, Dadeldhura: 1398 mm) vary greatly among the investigated regions [57].



In summary, this multilocation study conducted in Nepal compared yield, B:C ratios, labor, pesticides spray frequency, and insect and disease infestation between conventional and improved alternative (CA + IPM) systems under on-farm conditions. Overall, the improved alternative system was more productive and profitable. Higher yields in the improved alternative system were complemented by the significant reduction in labor use, insect pests and diseases infestation, and chemical pesticide applications. Results suggested that adoption of CA and IPM practices may be useful in increasing productivity of vegetables while reducing inputs and labor, as well as protecting environment and human health. Governmental and non-governmental organizations should encourage and support farmers to adopt these improved practices through strengthening existing research, extension, and information delivery mechanisms. Future research should focus on improvement and further evaluation of both CA and IPM practices on a site- and season-specific basis and at larger scale. Research on methods of scaling these innovations will be important to have a wider impact on food and the nutritional security of smallholder vegetable producers in Nepal.
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Figure 1. Map showing investigated areas of on-farm experiments in Nepal. 
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Figure 2. Differences in vegetable crop yields in T1 (improved alternative system; solid bars) vs. T2 (conventional system; open bars) (A) Average yield (kg/ha) for five vegetable crops: tomato, cabbage, cauliflower, bitter gourd, and cucumber in T1 vs. T2. Bars are mean ± standard errors, and means with *, **, ***, are statistically different at probability values of p ≤ 0.05, ≤ 0.01, and ≤ 0.001, respectively. Differences are between “T1” and “T2” within each crop species. (B) Yield differences in tomatoes segregated by four regions: Banke, Dadeldhura, Lalitpur, and Surkhet. Bars are mean ± SEM with significant treatment and region interactions. (C) Yield differences in cucumbers segregated by four regions: Banke, Dadeldhura, Lalitpur, and Surkhet. Bars are mean ± SEM with significant treatment and region interactions. 
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Figure 3. Average benefit–cost ratios (B:C ratio) for five vegetable crops: tomato, cabbage, cauliflower, bitter gourd, and cucumber in T1 (improved alternative system; solid bars) vs. T2 (conventional system; open bars). Bars are mean ± standard errors, and means with *, **, are statistically different at probability values of p ≤ 0.05, ≤ 0.01, and ≤ 0.001, respectively. Differences are between “T1” and “T2” within each crop species. 
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Figure 4. Differences in labor requirement for vegetable crops in T1 (improved alternative system; solid bars) vs. T2 (conventional system; open bars) (A) Average hours of labor/season to manage five vegetable crops: tomato, cabbage, cauliflower, bitter gourd, and cucumber in T1 (improved alternative system; solid bars) vs. T2 (conventional system; open bars). Bars are mean ± standard errors, and means with *, ** are statistically different at probability values of p ≤ 0.05 and ≤ 0.01 respectively. Differences are between “T1” and “T2” within each crop species. (B) Average hours of labor/season in tomatoes segregated by four regions: Banke, Dadeldhura, Lalitpur, and Surkhet. Bars are mean ± SEM with significant treatment and region interactions. (C) Average hours of labor/season in bitter gourds segregated by four regions: Banke, Dadeldhura, Lalitpur, and Surkhet. Bars are mean ± SEM with significant treatment and region interactions. 
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Figure 5. Average chemical pesticide spray/season on five vegetable crops: tomato, cabbage, cauliflower, bitter gourd, and cucumber in T1 (improved alternative system; solid bars) vs. T2 (conventional system; open bars). Bars are mean ± standard errors and means with * are statistically different at probability values of p ≤ 0.05, respectively. Differences are between “T1” and “T2” within each crop species. 
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Figure 6. Differences in disease infestation in vegetable crops in T1 (improved alternative system; solid bars) vs. T2 (conventional system; open bars) (A) Percentage of disease infestation on leaves of five vegetable crops: tomato, cabbage, cauliflower, bitter gourd, and cucumber in T1 (improved alternative system; solid bars) vs. T2 (conventional system; open bars). Bars are mean ± standard errors, and means with *, ** are statistically different at probability values of p ≤ 0.05 and ≤ 0.01, respectively. Differences are between “T1” and “T2” within each crop species. (B) Percentage of disease infestation on tomato leaves segregated by four regions: Banke, Dadeldhura, Lalitpur, and Surkhet. Bars are mean ± SEM with significant treatment and region interactions. (C) Percentage of disease infestation on bitter gourd leaves segregated by four regions: Banke, Dadeldhura, Lalitpur, and Surkhet. Bars are mean ± SEM with significant treatment and region interactions. 
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Figure 7. Percentage of herbivory damage on leaves of five vegetable crops: tomato, cabbage, cauliflower, bitter gourd, and cucumber in T1 (improved alternative system; solid bars) vs. T2 (conventional system; open bars). Bars are mean ± standard errors, and means with *, **, ***, are statistically different at probability values of p ≤ 0.05 and ≤ 0.01 respectively. Data were arcsine square root transformed before analysis. Differences are between “T1” and “T2” within each crop species. 
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Table 1. Physical characteristics of the investigated sites including elevation, average temperature and rainfall, soil characteristics, and cropping pattern for previous years.
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Location

	
Elevation (m)

	
Avg. Annual Temp. (°C)

	
Avg. Annual Rainfall (mm)

	
Soil Characteristics

	
Cropping Pattern (Previous Years)




	
Texture

	
pH






	
Lalitpur

	
1796

	
18.10

	
1505

	
Sandy loam

	
Slightly alkaline (7.35 to 7.45)

	
Tomato-Cole crops-Chilly/Cole crops/leafy vegetables




	
Banke

	
169

	
27.00

	
1312

	
Clayey loam

	
Neutral to slightly alkaline (7.00 to 7.40)

	
Tomato-Cole crops-Cucurbits




	
Surkhet

	
943

	
24.50

	
765

	
Sandy loam

	
Neutral to slightly alkaline (7.00 to 7.40)

	
Tomato-Cole crops/Wheat-Cucurbits/Leafy vegetables




	
Dadeldhura

	
1533

	
16.10

	
1399

	
Silty clay

	
Slightyl alkaline (7.35 to 7.45)

	
Tomato-Maize-Fallow
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Table 2. Common crop management practices used for both the improved alternative system (T1) and conventional farmers’ practice (T2). Organic manure was prepared locally using farm wastes and crop residues.
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	Crop
	Planting Dates
	Spacing (Rows × Plants)
	Nutrient Application (Chemical Fertilizers)
	Organic Manure





	Tomato
	April–May
	75 × 60 cm
	Urea, Diammonium phosphate (DAP) and Murate of potash (MOP) at the rate of (@) 200:140:140 kg/ha; 50% of Urea and 100% of DAP and MOP before planting during land preparation; two split doses of remaining Urea after 20 days of transplanting and at the time of fruiting
	30,000 kg/ha



	Cabbage
	August–September
	50 × 45 cm
	Urea, DAP and MOP @ 100:140:100 kg/ha; 50% of Urea and 100% of DAP and MOP before planting during land preparation; two split doses of remaining Urea after 25 and 50 days of transplanting
	25,000 kg/ha



	Cauliflower
	August–September
	60 × 45 cm
	Urea, DAP and MOP @ 100:140:100 kg/ha; 50% of Urea and 100% of DAP and MOP before planting during land preparation; two split doses of remaining Urea after 25 and 50 days of transplanting
	25,000 kg/ha



	Cucumber
	March–April
	1 × 1.2 m
	Urea, DAP and MOP @ 100:100:100 kg/ha; 50% of Urea and 100% of DAP and MOP before planting during land preparation; two split doses of remaining Urea after 20 and 50 days of transplanting
	20,000 kg/ha



	Bitter gourd
	March–April
	1.5 × 1 m
	Urea, DAP and MOP @ 60:100:80 kg/ha; 50% of Urea and 100% of DAP and MOP before planting during land preparation; two split doses of remaining Urea after 20 and 50 days of transplanting
	20,000 kg/ha
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Table 3. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) table for “yield”; values with asterisk *, **, ***, are statistically different at probability values of p ≤ 0.05, ≤ 0.01 and ≤ 0.001, respectively.
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	Crop
	Treatment
	Region
	Treatment × Region





	Tomato
	0.03 *
	0.08
	0.02 *



	Cabbage
	0.01 **
	0.05
	0.52



	Cauliflower
	0.001 ***
	0.14
	0.78



	Bitter gourd
	0.01 *
	0.09
	0.11



	Cucumber
	0.05 *
	0.04*
	0.001 ***
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Table 4. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) table for “benefit—cost ratio (B:C)”; values with *, **, are statistically different at probability values of p ≤ 0.05, ≤ 0.01, and ≤ 0.001, respectively.






Table 4. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) table for “benefit—cost ratio (B:C)”; values with *, **, are statistically different at probability values of p ≤ 0.05, ≤ 0.01, and ≤ 0.001, respectively.





	Crop
	Treatment
	Region
	Treatment × Region





	Tomato
	0.00 **
	0.05
	0.54



	Cabbage
	0.15
	0.17
	0.26



	Cauliflower
	0.37
	0.72
	0.28



	Bitter gourd
	0.00 **
	0.37
	0.46



	Cucumber
	0.04 *
	0.50
	0.20
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Table 5. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) for “labor”; values with asterisk *, ** are statistically different at probability values of p ≤ 0.05, ≤ 0.01, and ≤ 0.001, respectively.
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	Crop
	Treatment
	Region
	Treatment × Region





	Tomato
	0.03 *
	0.11
	0.00 **



	Cabbage
	0.17
	0.22
	0.08



	Cauliflower
	0.21
	0.26
	0.69



	Bitter gourd
	0.04 *
	0.38
	0.02 *



	Cucumber
	0.00 **
	0.46
	0.42
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Table 6. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) table for “spray frequency”; values with *, are statistically different at probability values of p ≤ 0.05, ≤ 0.01, and ≤ 0.001, respectively.
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	Crop
	Treatment
	Region
	Treatment × Region





	Tomato
	0.00 *
	0.75
	0.78



	Cabbage
	0.00 *
	0.71
	0.53



	Cauliflower
	0.02 *
	0.28
	0.45



	Bitter gourd
	0.00 *
	0.79
	0.78



	Cucumber
	0.07
	0.96
	0.87
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Table 7. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) table summary with p-values for disease infestation; Values with *, ** are statistically different at probability values of p ≤ 0.05, ≤ 0.01, and ≤ 0.001, respectively.






Table 7. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) table summary with p-values for disease infestation; Values with *, ** are statistically different at probability values of p ≤ 0.05, ≤ 0.01, and ≤ 0.001, respectively.





	Crop
	Treatment
	Region
	Treatment × Region





	Tomato
	0.10
	0.50
	0.04 *



	Cabbage
	0.03 *
	0.82
	0.13



	Cauliflower
	0.00 **
	0.84
	0.87



	Bitter gourd
	0.03 *
	0.41
	0.02 *



	Cucumber
	0.01*
	0.12
	0.70
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Table 8. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) table summary with p-values for herbivory damage; Values with *, ** are statistically different at probability values of p ≤ 0.05, ≤ 0.01, and ≤ 0.001, respectively.






Table 8. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) table summary with p-values for herbivory damage; Values with *, ** are statistically different at probability values of p ≤ 0.05, ≤ 0.01, and ≤ 0.001, respectively.





	Crop
	Treatment
	Region
	Treatment × Region





	Tomato
	0.14
	0.12
	0.88



	Cabbage
	0.30
	0.76
	0.25



	Cauliflower
	0.05 *
	0.80
	0.10



	Bitter gourd
	0.08
	0.28
	0.39



	Cucumber
	0.02 **
	0.40
	0.39











© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).
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