


Integrated nutrient management for finger millet (Eleusine coracana L.) cv. Attappadi local
ABSTRACT
A field experiment was conducted at the College of Agriculture, Padannakkad, Kasaragod, Kerala, from October 2024–March 2025, to study the response of traditional finger millet (Eleusine coracana L.) to different levels of nutrients. The experiment was laid out in a Randomized Block Design (RBD) with two factors replicated thrice. The objectives of the study were to evaluate biometric parameters and standardize integrated nutrient management practices for a traditional finger millet variety. Factor A consisted of two levels of farmyard manure (A1 - FYM @ 2.5 t ha⁻¹ and A2 - FYM @ 5 t ha⁻¹), and Factor B consisted of four nutrient levels: B1 - NPK @ 45:22.5:22.5 kg ha⁻¹ (Kerala Agricultural University Package of Practice, POP), B2 - Soil Test Based Fertilizer Recommendation (SBFR) NPK @ 32:6:16 kg ha⁻¹, B3 - NPK @ 60:30:30 kg ha⁻¹, and B4 - Farmer’s practice (FYM alone or no NPK).
Results indicated significant differences among treatments for all growth characteristics. The SBFR treatment (B2 - NPK @ 32:6:16 kg ha⁻¹) produced the highest values for plant height, number of leaves per plant, leaf area, dry matter production and grain yield. The study concluded that traditional finger millet responds positively to integrated nutrient management compared to the farmer’s practice of applying FYM alone. However, increasing nutrient levels beyond the SBFR recommendation did not result in higher yields, likely due to nutrient imbalance in the soil or the limited yield potential of the traditional variety.
Implications: These findings suggest that adopting soil test–based fertilizer recommendations can improve growth and yield efficiency in traditional finger millet, promoting sustainable nutrient management and optimizing input use for smallholder farmers.
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1. INTRODUCTION
Millets are tiny-grained grasses with a reputation for flourishing under dry and semi-dry conditions. They can easily develop in poor soils and under limited rainfall availability, thus being very adaptable crops for variable and harsh environments. Their hardiness promotes food security, particularly in developing nations where climate fluctuation and land degradation are prevalent (Khairuddin and Lasekan, 2021). Millets are traditional grains valued for their rich nutritional diversity. They play an important role in supporting human health and overall well-being. These small-seeded crops, grown across many regions of the world, are now gaining attention for their contribution to healthier diets. Millets are highly nutritious, containing abundant fibre, protein, vitamins, and minerals. Because they are naturally gluten-free, they are suitable for people with celiac disease and can be used as substitutes for wheat-based foods. Promoting millets as a staple food offers great potential to address global issues such as malnutrition, food insecurity, and environmental decline (Kumar et al., 2024). Millets are well-known for their exceptional nutritional profile, offering abundant protein, dietary fibre, vitamins and essential minerals. Climate-resilient millets are often called “Miracle Grains” due to their capacity to thrive across diverse ecological environments while requiring very little irrigation. They perform well even in nutrient-poor soils and show strong tolerance to environmental stresses (Kumar et al., 2022). The combined application of organic manures and chemical fertilizers in a crop rotation system greatly improved the growth, yield, and nutrient uptake of finger millet compared to using either organic or inorganic fertilizers alone. As a result, integrated nutrient management is becoming increasingly important—not only for enhancing productivity but also for ensuring long-term stability of crop production in intensive farming systems (Shilpa et al., 2021). The total area under millet cultivation in India during the financial year 2024 was 12.19 million ha and production was 15.38 million tonnes (APEDA). Out of the total millet production, finger millet (Eleusine coracana L. Gaertn) accounts for about 85% of the total millet production (Sakamma et al., 2017). Major finger millet growing states include Rajasthan, Karnataka, Maharashtra, Uttar Pradesh, Tamil Nadu and Andhra Pradesh. In Kerala, finger millet is mostly grown in the Idukki and Palakkad districts. In Idukki, the area, production, and yield are 76 ha, 140 t, and 1842 kg ha⁻¹. In Palakkad, they are 137 ha, 121 t, and 883 kg ha⁻¹ (FIB, 2022).

2. MATERIALS AND METHODS
An investigation entitled “Integrated nutrient management for finger millet (Eleusine coracana L.) cv. Attappadi local” was carried out with an objective to evaluate the nutrient response of the traditional finger millet variety. The experiment was conducted at Instructional Farm II, College of Agriculture, Padannakkad, Kasaragod, Kerala. The experiment was laid out in RBD with 8 treatment combinations and 3 replications. Attappadi local was sown in a spacing of 25 × 15 cm in plots measuring 4.5 × 3.5 m during October  2024 to March 2025, under irrigated conditions. The treatments consisted of 8 combinations viz., A1B1  (2.5t ha-1 FYM+NPK @ 45:22.5:22.5 kg ha-1), A1B2  (2.5t ha-1 FYM + NPK @ 32:6:16 kg ha-1 (SBFR)), A1B3  (2.5t ha-1 FYM+ NPK @ 60:30:30 kg ha-1), A1B4  (2.5t ha-1 FYM), A2B1  (5t ha-1 FYM+ NPK @ 45:22.5:22.5 kg ha-1), A2B2  (5t ha-1 FYM+ NPK @ 32:6:16 kg ha-1), A2B3  (5t ha-1 FYM+ NPK @ 60:30:30 kg ha-1) and A2B4 (5t ha-1 FYM). Half dose of nitrogen, full dose of phosphorus and potassium were applied as basal and the remaining half N was applied 21 days after sowing. All the cultural practices including plant protection measures were adopted uniformly in all plots. 
3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
3.1. Plant height (cm)
Application of different nutrient levels influenced the plant height significantly (Table 1, fig 1,2 and 3). At 75 DAS, FYM (5 t ha-1) resulted in higher value of plant height (91.37 cm) than lower dose. At 25 and 75 DAS, application of NPK @ SBFR (21.43, 94.16 cm) resulted in significantly higher value for plant height than other treatment and at 50 DAS, NPK @ SBFR (69.75 cm) recorded on a par values with NPK applied @ 60:30:30 kg ha-1 (69.41 cm) and NPK applied @ 45:22.5:22.5 kg ha-1 (67.03 cm). There was significant interaction effect in plant height with integrated application of FYM with nutrient levels at 75 DAS. The highest plant height was recorded with the integrated application of higher dose of FYM (5 t ha-1) along with SBFR nutrient level (98.09 cm). The marked improvement in plant height with organic manure application  may be attributed to the readily available nitrogen, which likely promoted cell division and expansion, leading to taller plants (Triveni et al. 2017). Combining N + P or manure + P resulted in superior growth of finger millet compared to applying N or manure alone, underscoring the significance of balanced nutrient management (Thilakarathna and Raizada, 2015). FYM alone produced variable effects, with the higher application levels showing a stronger influence on plant performance than the lower ones. The results highlight that combining reduced levels inorganic fertilizer with higher FYM levels can sustain superior growth across different stages in pearl millet as reported by Bababe (2020). Technologies involving soil testing and site-specific fertilizer formulations demonstrate clear advantages in reducing chemical fertilizer inputs and boosting fertilizer efficiency (Zeng et al., 2012; Chen et al., 2014; Shi et al., 2020; Purnomo and Subiksa, 2021). 
Table 1. Effect of nutrient management on plant height(cm) 
	Treatments 
	25 DAS
	50 DAS
	75 DAS

	A. Levels of FYM
	
	
	

	A1- 2.5 t ha-1
	19.16
	67.07
	90.51b

	A2- 5 t ha-1
	20.17
	66.89
	91.37a

	SEm (±)
	0.198
	0.804
	0.273

	CD (0.05)
	NS
	NS
	0.827

	B. Different levels of nutrients (NPK)
	
	
	

	B1- 45:22.5:22.5 kg ha-1
	19.50c
	67.03a
	92.70b

	B2- 32:6:16 kg ha-1  (SBFR)
	21.43a
	69.75a
	94.16a

	B3- 60:30:30 kg ha-1
	20.57b
	69.41a
	92.77b

	B4- Farmers’ practice (no NPK)
	17.14d
	61.74b
	84.12c

	SEm (±)
	0.28
	1.137
	0.386

	CD (0.05)
	0.849
	3.447
	1.170

	Interaction effects
	
	
	

	A1B1
	19.00
	67.20
	93.81b

	A1B2
	20.41
	69.35
	90.23e

	A1B3
	20.14
	69.87
	91.94cd

	A1B4
	17.10
	61.87
	86.04f

	A2B1
	20.00
	66.87
	91.59de

	A2B2
	22.45
	70.15
	98.09a

	A2B3
	21.00
	68.95
	93.59bc

	A2B4
	17.17
	61.60
	82.20g

	SEm (±)
	0.396
	1.607
	0.55

	CD (0.05)
	NS
	NS
	1.654




       Fig 1. Effect of different levels of FYM  on plant height

     Fig 2. Effect of different levels of nutrients on plant height

Fig 3. Interaction effect of different levels of FYM and levels of nutrients on plant height


3.2. Number of leaves per plant
The data on number of leaves per plant (Table 2, fig 4 and 5) revealed the different   stages   of   crop   growth, number of leaves per plant was significantly influenced by the application of different nutrient levels. At 25, 50 and 75 DAS, higher number of leaves per plant was noticed with the application of NPK at SBFR kg ha-1 (5.18, 7.46 and 12.31). Significant difference in number of leaves per plant was observed with the interaction effect of FYM with nutrient levels at 25 and 50 DAS. The highest number of leaves per plant was recorded with the integrated application of high dose of FYM (5 t ha-1) along with NPK applied @ SBFR (5.51 and 7.85). The combined application of organic manures and inorganic fertilizers improved nutrient availability, which facilitated chlorophyll synthesis and consequently enhanced photosynthetic activity (Varalakshmi et al., 2005). The increase in LAI could be attributed to greater light interception and improved photosynthesis, with LAI serving as a key factor in boosting photosynthetic assimilation, ultimately leading to higher dry matter accumulation and straw yield (Pallavi et al., 2016). Supplying balanced and moderate amounts of nitrogen, phosphorus and potassium enhanced canopy expansion, suggesting improved photosynthetic potential during early growth. The findings make it clear that a proper nutrient balance is more effective than heavy fertilizer use. Foxtail millet grows better when nutrients are supplied in the right amounts. Using NPK in balanced doses helps improve leaf photosynthesis, leading to better growth (Xing et al., 2005).
Table 2: Effect  of  nutrient management on  number  of  leaves per plant
	Treatments 
	25 DAS
	50 DAS
	75 DAS

	A. Levels of FYM
	
	
	

	A1- 2.5 t ha-1
	4.76
	6.75
	10.47

	A2- 5 t ha-1
	5.08
	6.93
	10.51

	SEm (±)
	0.033
	0.062
	0.21

	CD (0.05)
	NS
	NS
	NS

	B. Different levels of nutrients (NPK)
	
	
	

	B1- 45:22.5:22.5 kg ha-1
	4.89b
	7.12b
	10.76b

	B2- 32:6:16 kg ha-1  (SBFR)
	5.18a
	7.46a
	12.31a

	B3- 60:30:30 kg ha-1
	5.02b
	7.04b
	11.39b

	B4- Farmers’ practice (no NPK)
	4.58c
	5.75c
	7.51c

	SEm (±)
	0.046
	0.088
	0.296

	CD (0.05)
	0.140
	0.267
	0.899

	Interaction effects
	
	
	

	A1B1
	4.79de
	7.00b
	10.54

	A1B2
	4.85cd
	7.07b
	12.60

	A1B3
	4.81cd
	6.93b
	11.75

	A1B4
	4.60ef
	6.00c
	7.00

	A2B1
	4.99c
	7.24b
	10.98

	A2B2
	5.51a
	7.85a
	12.02

	A2B3
	5.23b
	7.15b
	11.02

	A2B4
	4.56f
	5.50d
	8.02

	SEm (±)
	0.065
	0.124
	0.419

	CD (0.05)
	0.199
	0.377
	NS




Fig 4. Effect of different levels of nutrients on no.of leaves per plant

Fig 5. Interaction effect of different levels of FYM and levels of nutrients on no.of leaves per plant
3.3. Dry matter production (kg/ha)
The results revealed that integrated nutrient management significantly affected dry matter yields in finger millet (Table 3). At 50 DAS and at harvest, there was significant difference in dry matter production by the application of FYM levels. At 50 DAS and at harvest, higher dry matter production was noticed with the application of FYM 5 t ha-1 (2414.14 and 4470.58 kg ha-1 respectively). Significant difference in dry matter production by the application of different nutrient levels. At 25 DAS, application of NPK @ SBFR (529.32 kg ha-1) was on a par with NPK applied @ 60:30:30 kg ha-1 (523.34 kg ha-1) and NPK applied @ 45:22.5:22.5 kg ha-1 (519.13 kg ha-1).  At 50,75 and at harvest, dry matter produced in NPK @ SBFR (2534.91, 3611.30 and 4785.71 kg ha-1 respectively)  which was on a par with  NPK applied @ 60:30:30 kg ha-1 (2507.05, 3468.26 and 4670.28 kg ha-1 respectively) The marked improvement in plant dry matter production with higher nitrogen levels could be due to its role in promoting the synthesis of essential compounds like amino acids, proteins and protoplasm, which in turn support higher dry matter accumulation (Prashanth et al., 2019). Pallavi et al. (2016) observed that dry matter accumulation values were lower in the control plots compared to those receiving NPK levels. This reduction was likely due to limited nutrient availability, which restricted growth parameters such as plant height, tiller number and dry matter accumulation. Choudhary and Suri (2014) reported that combining organic and inorganic nutrient sources helps maintain a balanced nutrient supply, which in turn promotes greater photosynthate accumulation and improved growth traits. Similarly, Chaudhary et al. (2011) noted that the higher dry matter production observed under INM practices may be attributed to increased microbial activity in the rhizosphere due to the presence of farm yard manure, resulting in more efficient nutrient assimilation and availability. 
Table 3. Effect of nutrient management on dry matter production (kg ha-1) 
	Treatments 
	25 DAS
	50 DAS
	75 DAS
	At Harvest

	A. Levels of FYM
	
	
	
	

	A1- 2.5 t ha-1
	514.77
	2304.21b
	2899.81
	4133.65b

	A2- 5 t ha-1
	518.66
	2414.14a
	3140.14
	4470.58a

	SEm (±)
	2.753
	17.813
	103
	61.294

	CD (0.05)
	NS
	54.031
	NS
	185.917

	B. Different levels of nutrients (NPK)
	
	
	
	

	B1- 45:22.5:22.5 kg ha-1
	519.13a
	2454.74b
	3379.32a
	4450.11b

	B2- 32:6:16 kg ha-1  (SBFR)
	529.32a
	2534.91a
	3611.30a
	4785.71a

	B3- 60:30:30 kg ha-1
	523.34a
	2507.05ab
	3468.26a
	4670.28ab

	B4- Farmers’ practice (no NPK)
	495.07b
	1940.00c
	1621.06c
	3302.37c

	SEm (±)
	3.894
	25.192
	145.66
	86.683

	CD (0.05)
	11.811
	76.411
	441.83
	262.926

	Interaction effects
	
	
	
	

	A1B1
	520.22
	2408.64
	2753.45
	4254.96

	A1B2
	528.64
	2469.57
	3441.13
	4644.51

	A1B3
	520.47
	2458.64
	3248.99
	4399.82

	A1B4
	489.74
	1880.00
	1707.25
	3235.32

	A2B1
	518.04
	2500.84
	2867.85
	4645.26

	A2B2
	530.00
	2600.25
	3781.47
	4926.92

	A2B3
	526.21
	2555.45
	3687.54
	4940.73

	A2B4
	500.40
	2000.00
	1534.87
	3369.41

	SEm (±)
	5.51
	35.63
	202.81
	122.59

	CD (0.05)
	NS
	NS
	NS
	NS



3.4. Grain yield (kg/ha)
[bookmark: _Hlk209646000][bookmark: _Hlk212277168]The results revealed that integrated nutrient management significantly affected grain yield in finger millet (Table 4, Fig 6,7 and 8). Significant difference in grain yield was observed by the application of FYM levels. Higher grain yield was noticed with the application of FYM applied at the rate of 5 t ha-1 (862.06 kg ha-1). There was significant difference in grain yield by the application of different nutrient levels. Application of NPK @ SBFR (981.87 kg ha-1) recorded the significantly higher value in grain yield. Similar results were obtained by the integrated application of FYM @ 5 t ha-1+ SBFR (1001.33 kg ha-1) of inorganic fertilizers in finger millet. The combined use of organic and inorganic fertilizers positively affects plant metabolism and growth, resulting in higher grain yield. Hegde and Gowda (1986) observed that finger millet produced 23.1 kg of grain per kg of nitrogen applied at a rate of 20 kg N ha⁻¹, whereas the yield response declined to 19.9 kg per kg of nitrogen at 60 kg N ha⁻¹. This indicates that applying an optimal nitrogen dose is crucial for maximizing the economic returns of resource-poor finger millet farmers. Increasing the phosphorus application rate from 30 to 60 kg P₂O₅ ha⁻¹ reduced finger millet grain yield efficiency from 16.3 to 14.7 kg per kg P₂O₅, emphasizing the importance of balanced fertilizer use. This effect could be attributed to the improvement in soil physico-chemical and biological properties achieved through the combined use of organic manures and inorganic fertilizers (Jagadeesha et al. 2010 and Reddy et al. 2021). Fertilizer prescription equations formulated using the STCR approach (Soil Test Crop Response) offered a reliable strategy for improving yield and profitability of kodo millet across different fertility conditions of Alfisols in southern India. Adopting the STCR approach proved superior to other fertilizer recommendation methods, as it not only enhanced grain yield but also improved economic returns (Rangaiah et al., 2024).

Fig 6. Effect of different levels of FYM  on grain yield

Fig 7. Effect of different levels of nutrients on grain yield


Fig 8. Interaction effect of different levels of FYM and levels of nutrients on grain yield
3.5. straw yield (kg/ha)
[bookmark: _Hlk209646119]The results revealed that integrated nutrient management significantly affected straw yield in finger millet (Table 4). Significant difference in straw yield by the application of different nutrient levels. Application of NPK @ SBFR (1478.37 kg ha-1 ) recorded significantly higher value. In the interaction effect, application of FYM @ 5 t ha-1+ SBFR (1501.10 kg ha-1 ) on a par with FYM @ 5 t ha-1 + NPK applied @ 60:30:30 kg ha-1 (1448.33 kg ha-1 ) ,FYM @ 5 t ha-1 + NPK applied @ 45:22.5:22.5 kg ha-1 (1413.66 kg ha-1 ) and FYM @ 2.5 t ha-1+ SBFR (1455.65 kg ha-1 ). Rani et al. (2022) reported that integrating the STCR-based fertilizer recommendation for a target yield along with FYM resulted in the highest grain and straw yields in the pearl millet–wheat system. This treatment outperformed the use of chemical fertilizers alone, while the control plot recorded the lowest yields. These results emphasise the advantage of combining organic inputs with STCR-guided nutrient management for improving system productivity. Balanced fertilizer application is vital for sustainable crop production. Yadav et al. (2023) observed that the combination of vermicompost with half the recommended fertilizer dose was the most effective in improving the straw yield of pearl millet.  However, relying solely on inorganic fertilizers or using them in excess can deteriorate soil fertility and overall productivity. To enhance soil health and maintain ecosystem functions, farmers have increasingly been advised to adopt practices that combine inorganic fertilizers with organic manures, integrating both sources for better nutrient management. The outcomes of the present study align with the findings of Rani et al. (2017), who reported that finger millet produced higher straw yields when supplied with 200% RDN + 100% RDP + 100% RDK + 25% of the recommended Zn, S, and B. These results were statistically comparable to those obtained under the integrated STCR-based fertilizer application combined with FYM at 5 t ha⁻¹.
Table 4. Effect of nutrient management on grain yield (kg ha-1) and straw yield (kg ha-1)
	Treatments 
	Grain yield (kg ha-1)
	Straw yield (kg ha-1)

	A. Levels of FYM
	
	

	A1- 2.5 t ha-1
	755.72b
	1254.71

	A2- 5 t ha-1
	862.06a
	1274.11

	SEm (±)
	5.209
	15.944

	CD (0.05)
	15.800
	NS

	B. Different levels of nutrients (NPK)
	
	

	B1- 45:22.5:22.5 kg ha-1
	879.09b
	1318.65b

	B2- 32:6:16 kg ha-1  (SBFR)
	981.87a
	1478.37a

	B3- 60:30:30 kg ha-1
	894.88b
	1342.32b

	B4- Farmers’ practice (no NPK)
	679.70c
	1018.30c

	SEm (±)
	7.367
	22.548

	CD (0.05)
	22.344
	68.391

	Interaction effects
	
	

	A1B1
	815.75c
	1223.63b

	A1B2
	962.41b
	1455.65a

	A1B3
	824.20c
	1236.30b

	A1B4
	735.51d
	1103.27c

	A2B1
	942.44b
	1413.66a

	A2B2
	1001.33a
	1501.10a

	A2B3
	965.55b
	1448.33a

	A2B4
	750.90d
	1126.35c

	SEm (±)
	10.418
	31.887

	CD (0.05)
	31.599
	96.720



CONCLUSION
 	The higher dose of farm yard manure resulted in more plant height (75 DAS), leaf area (25 DAS and 50 DAS), dry matter production (50 DAS and at harvest) and grain yield than lower dose of FYM. NPK @ SBFR (32:6:16 kg ha-1) had significantly higher values in plant height (25,50 and 75 DAS), no. of leaves per plant (25,50 and 75 DAS) and leaf area (25,50 and 75 DAS). In the case of dry matter production, there were on a par result of SBFR with higher nutrient levels. In the case of the interaction effect, higher grain yield shown by 5t ha-1 FYM+ SBFR and higher levels of farm yard manures along with the different nutrient levels resulted in on a par values for straw yield. B:C ratio. On the basis of growth parameters and grain yield, it can be concluded that, A₂B₂ (5t ha-1 FYM+ SBFR) performed better than other treatments. It can be concluded that traditional finger millet variety responds to integrated application of nutrients better than sole application of FYM. However there was no proportionate yield increase with increased nutrient levels. This might be due to the limitation of the variety for increased yield and also due to the imbalance in nutrient availability under higher nutrient status.
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75 DAS	0.19219858156028372	0	0	0	0	0	0.17801418439716313	0.90744680851063841	0.19219858156028372	0	0	0	0	0	0.17801418439716313	0.90744680851063841	A1B1	A1B2	A1B3	A1B4	A2B1	A2B2	A2B3	A2B4	93.81	90.23	91.94	86.04	91.59	98.09	93.59	82.2	Interaction 


Plant height (cm)



No. of leaves per plant 

 25 DAS	8.8499999999999995E-2	0.191	0.12	3.3000000000000002E-2	8.8499999999999995E-2	0.191	0.12	3.3000000000000002E-2	B1	B2	B3	B4	4.8899999999999997	5.18	5.0199999999999996	4.58	50 DAS	0.125	0.23749999999999999	0.1105	0.15049999999999999	0.125	0.23749999999999999	0.1105	0.15049999999999999	B1	B2	B3	B4	7.12	7.46	7.04	5.75	75 DAS	0.23499999999999999	0.61599999999999999	0.245	0.28699999999999998	0.23499999999999999	0.61599999999999999	0.245	0.28699999999999998	B1	B2	B3	B4	10.76	12.31	11.39	7.51	Levels of nutrients (B) 


No.of leaves per plant 





No.of leaves per plant 


 25 DAS	5.5516265912305518E-2	1.3437057991513438E-2	1.8033946251768032E-2	2.7581329561527583E-2	5.3041018387553041E-2	6.2234794908062233E-2	3.6775106082036775E-2	2.1216407355021217E-2	5.5516265912305518E-2	1.3437057991513438E-2	1.8033946251768032E-2	2.7581329561527583E-2	5.3041018387553041E-2	6.2234794908062233E-2	3.6775106082036775E-2	2.1216407355021217E-2	A1B1	A1B2	A1B3	A1B4	A2B1	A2B2	A2B3	A2B4	4.79	4.8499999999999996	4.8099999999999996	4.5999999999999996	4.99	5.51	5.23	4.5599999999999996	50 DAS	0.11138613861386139	2.1570014144271572E-2	7.355021216407355E-2	6.0466760961810473E-2	4.3493635077793497E-2	0.11138613861386139	7.4257425742574254E-2	3.5360678925035367E-2	0.11138613861386139	2.1570014144271572E-2	7.355021216407355E-2	6.0466760961810473E-2	4.3493635077793497E-2	0.11138613861386139	7.4257425742574254E-2	3.5360678925035367E-2	A1B1	A1B2	A1B3	A1B4	A2B1	A2B2	A2B3	A2B4	7	7.07	6.93	6	7.24	7.85	7.15	5.5	Interaction


No.of leaves per plant 





Grain yield (kg ha-1) 

Grain yield (kg ha-1) 	A1	A2	755.72	862.06	Levels of FYM (A)


Grain yield (kg ha-1) 





Grain yield	34.795000000000002	11.791499999999999	40.1235	34.363	34.795000000000002	11.791499999999999	40.1235	34.363	B1	B2	B3	B4	879.09299999999996	981.87	894.87699999999995	479.70299999999997	




Grain yield (kg/ha)	1.2978723404255321	3.5028368794326243	4.4964539007092199	9.0574468085106385	2.6294326241134756	4.4336879432624112	10.943617021276596	8.9929078014184398	1.2978723404255321	3.5028368794326243	4.4964539007092199	9.0574468085106385	2.6294326241134756	4.4336879432624112	10.943617021276596	8.9929078014184398	A1B1	A1B2	A1B3	A1B4	A2B1	A2B2	A2B3	A2B4	815.75	962.41	824.2	735.51	942.44	1001.33	965.55	750.9	Interaction 


kg ha-1





75 DAS	A1	A2	90.51	91.37	Levels of FYM (A)


Plant height (cm)



Plant height (cm)

 25 DAS	B1	B2	B3	B4	19.5	21.43	20.57	17.14	50 DAS	1	1	B1	B2	B3	B4	67.03	69.75	69.41	61.74	75 DAS	0.63249999999999995	2.1524999999999999	0.47899999999999998	1.3274999999999999	0.63249999999999995	2.1524999999999999	0.47899999999999998	1.3274999999999999	B1	B2	B3	B4	92.7	94.16	92.77	84.12	Levels of nutrients (B)


Plant height (cm)
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