


Economic Impact of Farmer Producer Organizations (FPOs) in Anakapalli district of Andhra Pradesh

ABSTRACT
                 The study was taken up to know the performance of FPOs as perceived by the farmers, to study the economic impact of FPOs as perceived by the farmers and to study the constraints faced by FPOs and suggestions to overcome. Regarding duration of membership in FPOs, 57.5% are upto 5yrs and 42.5% are above 5 yrs.100% of FPOs are registered as Producer companies. 92.5% of FPOs are handling crops and 7.5% of FPOs are handling other enterprises. 100% of FPOs are having more than 10 members. 85% of FPOs are having upto 10 members in the board and 15% of FPOs are having above 10members. In FPO management 54% are acting as board members and 46% are staff. Regarding activities of FPOs, 100% of FPOs are in input supply and Procurement, 95% in marketing, 81% in value addition etc. 46% of FPOs are having a turnover 20 to 50lakhs, 22.5% of FPOs are having turnover 50 to 100lakhs and 14% of FPOs are having a turn over 5 to 10 lakhs.  Regarding activities of FPOs, 100% of FPOs are in input supply& Procurement, 95% are in marketing, 81% in value addition etc. 46% of FPOs are having a turnover 20 to 50lakhs, 22.5% of FPOs are having turnover 50 to 100lakhs and 14% of FPOs are having a turn over 5 to 10 lakhs. The factors influencing the economic impact of FPOs are Income from crops increased by 70% after joining FPO, 53% change in income under Livestock category and over all there is 21% increase in income of members after join in FPOs. Factors influencing the effectiveness of FPO services are Supply of quality inputs, processing & value addition (87.5%), Linkages with Govt & Private institutes (75%). The institutional constraints faced by FPOs are   Weak governance and Leadership, Low participation in decision making, Poor professional management. Market related constraints are Lack of transport & Logistic support, Dependence on local traders, Poor price realization. The Financial constraints are                                High cost of credit, Inadequate working capital of FPOs and Difficulty in    accessing institutional finance. The suggestions for efficient running of FPOs are conduct regular training on record keeping, ensure transparency in all transactions and conduct regular training on financial management.
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Introduction:
Collective organization can lower transaction costs by aggregating demand for agricultural inputs and consolidating marketable surplus, but these advantages depend on participation and effective commercial coordination. Evidence from India also indicates that benefits vary across producer companies, particularly where working capital and output-market linkages are limited (Bikkina et al., 2018; Singh, 2023; Nikam et al., 2026). Consequently, member-level outcomes should be interpreted alongside organizational maturity, management quality, and the range of services actually used.
Agriculture continues to play a vital role in the livelihood and economic development of rural communities in India. However, farmers, particularly small and marginal farmers, often face several challenges such as high input costs, inadequate access to quality inputs, limited bargaining power, poor market linkages, price fluctuations, inadequate storage and processing facilities, and difficulties in accessing institutional credit. These constraints can reduce farm profitability and limit the capacity of farmers to benefit from emerging market opportunities.
Farmer Producer Organizations (FPOs) have emerged as an important institutional mechanism for addressing many of these challenges by bringing farmers together and enabling them to undertake collective economic activities. Through collective action, FPOs can improve farmers’ access to quality agricultural inputs, facilitate bulk procurement, strengthen marketing and bargaining power, promote processing and value addition, and establish linkages with government agencies, financial institutions, private companies and markets. Such collective efforts can contribute to reducing the cost of cultivation and improving the income and economic well-being of farmer members.
The effectiveness of an FPO depends not only on its economic activities but also on its governance, management, financial viability, market linkages, infrastructure, capacity-building services and active participation of its members. Transparent decision-making, accountable leadership, professional management and effective participation of members are essential for the sustainability of FPOs. Similarly, access to timely and affordable credit, collective marketing facilities, storage, transportation, processing and value-addition opportunities can strengthen the economic performance of FPOs. The present study was undertaken in Anakapalli district of Andhra Pradesh to assess the performance and economic impact of FPOs as perceived by their farmer members. The study particularly focuses on the profile of FPO members, major activities undertaken by FPOs, changes in income and crop yields after joining FPOs, changes in input expenditure, effectiveness of FPO services, factors influencing the success and sustainability of FPOs, and constraints faced by FPOs. The study also seeks to identify suggestions for improving the management and effectiveness of FPOs and strengthening support from government agencies, NGOs, buyers and traders. 
Therefore, assessing the economic impact and operational performance of FPOs is important for understanding their contribution to improving farmers’ livelihoods and strengthening collective agricultural enterprises. The results of the study can provide useful insights for FPO management, farmer members, government departments, NGOs and other stakeholders in designing appropriate interventions for improving the efficiency, sustainability and economic viability of FPOs in Anakapalli district.
Methodology:
The study was conducted in Anakapalli district of Andhra Pradesh to assess the economic impact of Farmer Producer Organizations (FPOs). A total of 80 farmers were selected as respondents for the study. Primary data were collected through a structured interview schedule covering socio-economic characteristics and FPO-related activities. Information was collected on income, crop yield, input costs, marketing, value addition, credit, extension and training services before and after joining FPOs. The effectiveness, sustainability factors and constraints of FPOs were assessed based on farmers’ perceptions using frequency, percentage and ranking methods. The collected data were analysed and interpreted to determine the contribution of FPOs to farmers’ income, cost reduction, market access and overall economic improvement.
Results:
The findings are descriptive and reflect the experiences and reported responses of the 80 surveyed farmers. Without a comparison group or controls for changes in prices, weather, input use, and farm characteristics, differences between periods should not be interpreted as causal estimates of membership effects. Similar caution has been emphasized in research on FPO business performance and membership-related gains (Singh, 2023; Kanwat et al., 2026; Nag et al., 2026).
Table 1.Distribution of farmers according to their Age. n = 80
	S.No
	Category of farmers
	No. of farmers

	
	
	Frequency
	Percentage

	1
	Young age(<31 years)
	3
	3.75

	2
	Middle age(31-50 years)
	36
	45

	3
	Old age(> 50 years)
	41
	51.25

	
	Total
	80
	100



                 As part of the distribution of farmer respondents according to age, implies that 51.25% of the respondents are in age group above years and 45% of the respondents are in age group og 31 to 50 years and 3.75% of the respondents are young below 31years. 

Table 2. Distribution of farmers according to their Gender   n:80
	S.No
	Gender of farmers
	No. of farmers

	
	
	Frequency
	Percentage

	1
	Male
	55
	68.75

	2
	Female
	25
	31.25

	
	Total
	80
	



              As per the study, it was observed that, 68.75% of the respondents are male and 31.25% are female.

Education:
The education profile is relevant to members’ capacity to engage with technical advice, record keeping, and collective decision-making. Nonetheless, education alone does not establish the quality of participation; trust, access to information, and accountable leadership are also relevant to FPO functioning (Bikkina et al., 2018; Veesam et al., 2025; Nikam et al., 2026).
Table 3. Distribution of respondents according to Education levels. n:80
	S.No
	Level of Education(score)
	No. of farmers

	
	
	Frequency
	Percentage

	1
	Illiterate(1)
	10
	12.50

	2
	Primary education(2)
	23
	28.75

	3
	Secondary education(3)
	27
	33.75

	4
	College education(5)
	20
	25.00

	
	
	80
	100.00


The study implies that, the education level of the respondents are 33.75% have got secondary education, 28.5% of the respondents have got primary education and 25% of the respondents got college education.
Table 4.Distribution of respondents according to their Role/position in FPO. n = 80
	S.No
	Role/position in FPO
	No. of farmers

	
	
	Frequency
	Percentage

	1
	Member
	75
	93.75

	2
	Office bearer
	5
	6.25

	3
	Self-employee
	
	

	4
	others
	
	

	
	Total
	80
	100.00
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        The study interprets that, 93.75% of the respondents are members in FPO and 6.25% of the respondents are office bearers. 
Table 5. Distribution of respondents according to their Land holding. n = 80
	S.No
	Land holding Category 
	No. of farmers

	
	
	Frequency
	Percentage

	1
	Marginal Farmers(<2.5 Acres)
	58
	72.5

	2
	Small Farmers(2.5 to 5 Acres)
	17
	21.25

	3
	Big farmers(>5 Acres)
	5
	6.25

	
	Total
	80
	100.00



                 The results of the study shows that, 72.5% of the respondents are marginal farmers have agricultural land below 2.5 acres and 21.25% of the respondents falling in the category of small farmers having are holding between 2.5 to 5 acres category. 
Table 6. Distribution of respondents according to their membership duration in FPO.n = 80
	S.No
	Membership duration in FPO
	No. of members

	
	
	Frequency
	Percentage

	1
	Upto 5 years
	46
	57.5

	2
	5-10 years
	34
	42.5

	3
	More than 10 years
	
	

	
	Total
	80
	100



As per the distribution of the respondents according to the membership duration is that, 57.5% of the respondents are having membership up to 5years and 42.5% of the members are having membership duration between 5to 10 years. 
Table 7. Distribution of respondents according to their registration type. n = 80
	S. No
	Registration type of FPO
	No. of farmers

	
	
	Frequency
	Percentage

	1
	Producer company
	80
	100

	2
	Society
	
	

	3
	cooperative
	
	

	
	Total
	80
	100



The study implies that, 100% of FPOs are registered as producer companies.

Table 8. Distribution of respondents according to the Crops/ enterprises handled. n = 80
	S. No
	Distribution of FPO members as per enterprises
	No. of farmers

	
	
	Frequency
	Percentage

	1
	Crops
	74
	92.50

	2
	enterprises handled
	6
	7.50

	
	Total
	80
	100



The study interprets that, 92.5% of the members are growing crops for livelihood generation and 7.25% of the respondents are having other enterprises for livelihood generation.  
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Table 9. Distribution of respondents according to the no. of members. n = 80
	S. No
	Registration type of FPO
	No. of farmers

	
	
	Frequency
	Percentage

	1
	Upto 10 members
	
	

	2
	Above 10 members.
	80
	100

	
	Total
	80
	100



The study shows that, 100% of the FPOs are having more than 10 members. 
Table 10. Distribution of respondents according to the Board size. n = 80
	[bookmark: _Hlk218672917]S. No
	Governance structure of FPO
	No. of farmers

	
	
	Frequency
	Percentage

	I
	board size
	
	

	a.
	Upto 10 members
	68
	85

	b.
	Above 10 members
	12
	15

	II
	Management staff
	
	

	a.
	Board member
	43
	53.75

	b.
	Staff
	37
	46.25

	
	Total
	80
	100



The study reveals that, 85% of the FPOs board size is upto 10members and 15% of the FPOs are having board size above 10 members. Around 54% of the members are acting as FPO board members and 46% of the members are working as staff in FPOs. 
 
Table 11. List of activities:
	S. No
	Main activities of FPO
	No. of farmers

	
	
	Frequency
	Percentage

	a.
	Input supply
	80
	100

	b.
	Procurement
	80
	100

	c.
	Marketing
	76
	95

	d.
	Processing
	62
	77.5

	e.
	Value addition
	65
	81.25

	f.
	Credit
	59
	73.75

	g.
	Extension
	64
	80.00

	h.
	Training
	63
	78.75



As per the study, the main activity of FPOs are 100% of FPOs involved in input supply and procurement, 95% of FPOs are involved in marketing, 81% of the FPOs are in value addition activity around 80% of the FPOs involved in extension and training activities,77.5% of FPOs are taking up processing and around 73.75% of the members involved in Credit lending activities. 
Table 12. Distribution of FPO members according to the Annual turnover: n = 80
	S. No
	Annual turnover of FPO
	No. of farmers

	
	
	Frequency
	Percentage

	I
	Upto Rs.5Lakhs
	9
	11.25

	2.
	Rs.5 to 10lakhs
	11
	13.75

	3.
	Rs.20 to 50 lakhs
	37
	46.25

	4.
	Rs.50 to 100lakhs
	18
	22.50

	5.
	>Rs.100lakhs
	5
	6.25

	
	Total
	80
	100.00



As per the study, the annual turnover of FPOs due to various activities are perceived as 46.25% of FPOs are having turnover from 20to 50lakhs, 22.5% of FPOs are having turnover 50lakhs to 1 crore, around 14% of the FPOs are having turn over from 5 to 10 lakhs and only 6.25% of the FPOs are having turn over more than 1 crore. 
Table 13. Distribution of respondents according to change in income levels of the farmer member of FPO: n = 80
	S. No
	Average annual income from agriculture 
	before joining (or 2–3 years prior)
	After joining (or 2–3 years post)
	%change in income 
	Rank

	
	
	Frequency
	Percentage
	Frequency
	Percentage
	
	

	I
	<50,000.
	45
	56.25
	9
	11.25
	-45
	V

	2.
	50,000–1,00,000/
	20
	25.00
	15
	18.75
	-6.25
	IV

	3.
	1,00,000–2,00,000/.
	15
	18.75
	45
	56.25
	37.5
	I

	4.
	2,00,000–5,00,000/
	           10
	12.50
	7
	8.75
	-3.75
	III

	5.
	>5,00,000.
	0
	
	4
	5.00
	5.00
	II

	
	Total
	80
	
	80
	100.00
	
	



The study implies that, the change in income levels of members of FPOs after joining FPOs shows that, the members falling under income level below Rs.50,000/- is declined by 45% , the members having income level between 50,000 to 1lakh declined by 6.25% , the members getting income between 1 to 2 lakhs increased by 37.5%and the members having income level above 5 lakhs increased by 5%. This implies that there is a significant impact of FPOs in increasing the income levels of farmers after joining FPOs. 

Table 14. Change in Income details:                                                                  n = 80
	[bookmark: _Hlk214309189]Source of Income
	Before Joining FPO 
	Income/ac
(Rs/year)
	After Joining FPO 
	Income/ac
(Rs/year)
	% increase in income

	
	Frequency
	Percentage
	
	Frequency
	Percentage
	
	

	Crop Income
	80
	100
	48,841
	80
	100
	83,234
	70.41

	Livestock Income
	14
	17.5
	20,143
	14
	17.5
	30,786
	52.88

	Off-farm Income
	3
	3.75
	10,000
	3
	3.75
	50,000
	400.00

	Total Household Income
	4
	5.00
	87,500
	4
	5.00
	1,06,250
	21.42



The study reveals that, the change in crop income after joining FPO is increased by 70%, Livestock income increased by 52.88% , Off farm income increased by 400% after joining FPOs and there is a overall increase in house hold income after joining FPOs is by 21.42%. This is study shows that there is a significant increase in income of FPO members after joining FPOs.
Table 15. Distribution of FPO members according to reported changes in agricultural and non-agricultural income after joining FPOs (n = 80).
	Change in non Agril Income
	Yes
	No
	Increased
	Decreased
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk214310374]
	Frequency
	Percentage
	Frequency
	Percentage
	Frequency
	Percentage
	Frequency
	Percentage
	Rank

	Crop Income
	80
	100
	
	
	80
	100
	
	
	I

	Livestock Income
	15
	18.75
	65
	81.25
	15
	18.75
	
	
	II

	[bookmark: _Hlk219887667]Off-farm Income
	3
	3.75
	77
	96.25
	3
	3.75
	
	
	III

	Total Household Income
	3
	3.75
	77
	96.25
	3
	3.75
	
	
	III



The study shows that, 100% farmers increased crop income, Live stock income increased for 18.75% of the members and off farm income and house hold income increased by 3.75% of the member farmers. 

Table 16. Changes in crop yields per acre (before vs after joining) n = 80
	S.No.
	Name of the crop
	
	Frequency of FPO members on Crop yields 
	

	
	
	Before joining FPO
	After joining FPO
	
	

	
	
	Frequency
	Percentage
	Frequency
	Percentage
	% change
	Rank

	1.
	Paddy
	10
	12.50
	25
	31.25
	18.75
	II

	2.
	Paddy, Blackgram

	13
	16.25
	17
	21.25
	5.00
	V

	3.
	Paddy, Sesame
	23
	28.75
	36
	45
	16.25
	III

	4.
	Paddy, Sesame, pulses
	9
	11.25
	16
	11.25
	20.00
	I

	5.
	Paddy, Sesame,Napier
	4
	05.00
	6
	7.5
	2.50
	VI

	6.
	Paddy,Sesame, Sunhemp
	12
	15.00
	18
	22.5
	7.50
	IV

	7.
	Paddy,Vegetables

	4
	05.00
	7
	8.75
	1.75
	VII

	8.
	Paddy Leafy vegetables

	2
	02.50
	6
	7.50
	5.00
	V

	9.
	Cauliflower, Tomato, Chilli, Paddy

	2
	02.50
	8
	10
	7.50
	IV

	10.
	Tomato,Chilli, Mango
	1
	01.25
	5
	6.25
	5.00
	V



         The study reflects that, the crop yield levels increased for 20% of the FPO members adopting paddy-sesame-pulses, followed by 18.5% farmers adopting paddy increased their income level and for 16.25% members of FPOs adopting Paddy-Sesame increased their income.
Table 17.  Change in input usage and Cost Details per acre n = 80
	Type of Input
	Cost of input Before joining FPO
	Rs/ac
	Cost of input After joining FPO
	Rs/ac
	(% +/_ income)
	Rank

	
	Frequency
	Percentage
	
	Frequency
	Percentage
	
	
	

	Seed 
	80
	100
	1,180
	80
	100
	916
	-22.37
	III

	Fertilizer
	72
	90
	1,130
	72
	90
	1,006
	-10.97
	IV

	Pesticides
	72
	90
	8,332
	72
	90
	2,352
	-71.77
	I

	Labour cost
	49
	61.25
	9,764
	49
	61.25
	5,431
	-44.37
	II

	Total cost of cultivation
	74
	92.5
	13,524
	74
	92.5
	11,590
	-14.30
	



The study focuses on input usage pattern of FPO member before and after joining implies that the expenditure of FPO members on pesticides after joining FPOs reduced by around 72% followed reduction in expenditure on labour wages after joining FPOs reduced by 44%, expenditure reduced on seed reduced by 22% and expenditure reduced on fertilizer usage reduced by 10.97%. This implies that farmers after joining FPOs are reducing their expenditures on various inputs used for farming.
Qualitative:
The qualitative response categories provide useful information about mechanisms perceived by members, including market prices, input expenditure, and organizational support. Because multiple responses may be possible, percentages need not sum to 100%, and reported reasons should be regarded as perceptions rather than independent estimates of economic effects (Singh, 2023; Kanwat et al., 2026; Veesam et al., 2025).
2.1. The main reasons for change in income? (Mention Yes/No) n = 80
Table 18. Major factors perceived to influence changes in farmers' income after joining FPOs (n = 80).
	S.no
	Reasons/factors
	Change in income
	

	
	
	Frequency
	Percentage
	Rank

	A
	Better prices
	75
	93.75
	I

	B
	Reduced input costs
	56
	70.00
	II

	C
	Access to new markets
	27
	33.75
	IV

	D
	Improved practices
	15
	18.75
	V

	E
	Access to credit
	12
	15.00
	VI

	F
	Others
	44
	55.00
	III



The study focuses on reasons for increase in income of the members FPOs after joining FPOs is that, around 94% of the FPO members are getting better price, 70% of the members expressed that, reduced input cost, 34% of members expressed that change in income due to access to new markets and around 19% of the members told that due to improved practices. 

2.2. Specific example where FPO activity directly increased income n = 80
Table 19. Reasons/factors influenced increased income  (n = 80)
	S.no
	Reasons/factors
	Increase in income

	
	
	Frequency
	Percentage
	Rank

	A
	Getting a contract /Collective marketing.
	31
	38.75
	II

	B
	Bulk sale to a buyer.
	19
	23.75
	III

	C
	Collective Procurement by FPOs.
	32
	40.00
	I

	D
	Technology, Training, improved practice.
	8
	10.00
	V

	E
	Value addition & processing.
	10
	12.50
	IV

	F
	Improved logistics & information.
	8
	10.00
	V



The study infers that, collective procurement (40%), Collective marketing (38.75%), Bulk sale to the buyers (23.75%) and Processing & Value addition are the major factors directly influencing the increase in income of the farmers. 
2.3. Evaluation of FPOs role in reducing Input costs through collective procurement n = 80
Table 20. Distribution of respondents according to the types of agricultural inputs procured collectively through FPOs (n = 80).
	[bookmark: _Hlk220069561]Item
	Type of inputs

	A. Type of inputs procured (Seeds/Pesticides/fertilizers/Farm machinery/others)
	Seeds
	Pesticides
	fertilizers
	Farm machinery
	others

	
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%

	
	80
	100
	44
	55
	61
	76.25
	45
	56.25
	2
	2.5



The study shows that, the role of inputs procured through collective marketing that influences the reduction in input cost are seeds (100%), fertilizers (76.25%), Farm machinery (56.25%) and pesticides (55%) in the order of priority. 

Table 21. Assessment of the quality of agricultural inputs supplied through FPOs as perceived by members (n = 80).
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	better
	Average
	worse

	[bookmark: _Hlk220070667]B.  Quality of inputs (better/Average/worse)
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%

	
	80
	100
	
	
	
	



Table 22. Distribution of respondents according to quality assurance and assessment practices followed for agricultural inputs procured through FPOs (n = 80).
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	Quality analysis process

	C. Quality analysis process
(Quality control, Standards and certification, Performance testing, Lab analysis, regulatory oversight)
	Quality control
	Standards and certification 
	Performance testing &Lab analysis
	regulatory oversight

	
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%

	
	72
	90
	18
	22.5
	3
	3.75
	
	



Table 23. Perceived effectiveness of collective input procurement through FPOs in reducing agricultural input and cultivation costs (n = 80).
	Item
	Quality analysis process

	C. Cost reduction
	Frequency
	Percentage

	1.Inputs from FPO cheaper than local traders
	74
	92.5

	2.How much percentage cheaper
	10%
	

	3.Collective procurement by FPO reduced total cultivation cost
	80
	100

	4.How much has your input cost reduced per acre/season? <5%/5-10%/10-20 %/> 20%
	5-10%
	

	5.Did you save on transport or commission charges
	80
	100

	D. Others
	
	


2.4. Effectiveness of FPO services n = 80
Table 24. Members' satisfaction with various services provided by Farmer Producer Organizations (n = 80).
	S. No.
	FPO Services 
	Did you receive this service? 
	Level of Satisfaction
	Rank

	
	
	Y
	N
	 Low
	Medium
	High
	

	1
	Supply of quality inputs (seeds, fertilizers, pesticides)
	
Y(100%)
	
	
	
10(12.5)
	
70(87.5)
	I

	2
	Technical/extension services
	Y(100%)
	
	49(61.25)
	
	31(38.75)
	III

	3
	Credit and financial services
	Y(100%)
	
	4(5)
	58(72.5)
	18(22.5)
	VI

	4
	Collective marketing, price realization & value chains
	Y(100%)
	
	5(6.25)
	54(67.5)
	21(26.25)
	V

	5
	Training & capacity building
	Y(100%)
	
	8(10)
	51(63.75)
	21(26.25)
	V

	6
	Processing & value-addition 
	Y(100%)
	
	2(2.5)
	8(10)
	70(87.5)
	I

	7
	Infrastructure facilities (storage, transport)
	Y(100%)
	
	10(12.5)
	46(57.5)
	24(30)
	IV

	8
	Linkages with government schemes/private companies
	Y(100%)
	
	
	20(25)
	60(75)
	II


(Percentage in parenthesis)
                    The study indicates the effectiveness of FPO services are due to supply of quality inputs, processing& value addition with the level of satisfaction is high i.e. (87.5%) followed by Linkages with government schemes (75%), providing extension services (38.75%)and provision of infrastructural facilities (30%). 
Factors influencing the success & sustainability of FPOs
Sustainability depends on the interaction of governance, member commitment, operational scale, finance, and business diversification. Research based on Indian FPOs finds that organizational maturity and access to finance are associated with viability, while governance and service performance remain important institutional considerations (Nikam et al., 2026; Veesam et al., 2025; Singh, 2023).
3.1. Institutional & Governance Factors n = 80
Table 25. Assessment of institutional and governance factors influencing the success and sustainability of FPOs (n = 80).
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No.
	Statement
	SD
	D
	UD
	A
	SA
	Rank

	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	

	
	
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%
	

	1
	Decision-making in the FPO is transparent.
	6
	7.5
	9
	11.25
	18
	22.5
	25
	31.25
	22
	27.5
	V

	2
	Members are actively involved in general body meetings.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	5
	6.25
	75
	93.75
	III

	3
	Leaders and managers are accountable to members.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	3
	3.75
	77
	96.25
	II

	4
	Communication between management and members is timely and clear.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	8
	10
	72
	90
	IV

	5
	The FPO has clear policies and bylaws that are followed.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	0.25
	79
	98.75
	I


(1=Strongly Disagree,2-Disagree,3-Undecided, 4-Agree, 5=Strongly Agree)
              As per the study, it was observed that, the institutional & Governance factors influencing the success & sustainability are FPOs with clear policies and bylaws ranked 1st(98.75%), Leaders& members are accountable to members ranked 2nd(96.25%), Members are actively involved in general body meetings ranked 3rd (93.25%).
Member participation and clear operating rules can provide channels for oversight, although favourable survey responses do not independently establish strong institutional performance. Previous studies underline the relevance of member trust, leadership, transparent governance, and mechanisms for sharing benefits (Bikkina et al., 2018; Veesam et al., 2025; Nikam et al., 2026).
3.2. Financial& Economic Viability                                                                        n = 80
Table 26. Assessment of financial and economic viability factors influencing the sustainability of FPOs (n = 80).
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No.
	Aspect
	NE
	LE
	UD
	E
	HE
	Rank

	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	

	
	
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%
	

	1
	Provision of timely and affordable credit
	
	
	
	
	
	
	12
	15.00
	68
	85.00
	III

	2
	Reduction in cost of cultivation through collective procurement
	
	
	
	
	
	
	15
	18.75
	65
	81.25
	V

	3
	Improvement in price realization through collective marketing
	
	
	
	
	
	
	10
	12.50
	70
	87.50
	IV

	4
	Profitability of the FPO’s operations
	
	
	
	
	
	
	5
	6.25
	75
	93.
5
	I

	5
	Dividend/bonus or financial benefits shared with members
	
	
	
	
	
	
	8
	10.00
	72
	90.00
	II


(1=Not Effective, 5=Highly Effective)
As per the study it was observed that, the financial & economic viability of the FPOs are influenced by profitability of FPO operations (93%), Financial benefits shared with members (90%), Improvement in price realization through collective marketing (93.5%) and provision of timely and affordable credit (85%).
The ratings for profitability, credit availability, and benefits shared with members are perceptions and should be distinguished from audited financial performance. Working capital limitations and weaker output linkages have been documented among Indian producer companies, while larger-scale evidence relates viability to access to finance and organizational maturity (Singh, 2023; Nikam et al., 2026; Kumar et al., 2023).
3.3. Market& Infrastructure Factors n = 80
Table 27. Assessment of market linkages and infrastructure facilities influencing the performance of FPOs (n = 80).
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No.
	
Facility/Service
	VP
	P
	UD
	G
	VG
	Rank

	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	

	
	
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%
	

	1
	Collective marketing support
	
	
	4
	5
	4
	5
	8
	10
	64
	80
	I

	2
	Market linkages with buyers/traders/processors
	
	
	5
	6.25
	4
	5
	11
	13.75
	60
	75
	II

	3
	Storage facilities provided by FPO
	
	
	10
	12.50
	
	
	15
	18.75
	55
	68.75
	III

	4
	Transport/logistics support
	
	
	4
	5.00
	10
	12.5
	14
	17.5
	52
	65.00
	IV

	5
	Processing/value-addition opportunities
	
	
	5
	6.25
	12
	15.00
	18
	22.50
	45
	56.25
	V


(1=Very Poor,2=poor,3=U.D,4=good,5=Very Good)
The study infers that, the major factors influencing the market& Infrastructure facilities   of FPOs are Collective marketing support (80%) ranked Ist, Market linkages with buyers/traders/processors (75%) ranked 2nd, Storage facilities provided by FPOs (69%) ranked 3rd in the order of priority.
Aggregation may improve access to buyers and services, but logistical capacity, market continuity, and the costs of coordinating transactions can constrain realized benefits. Studies in India have documented uneven market linkage performance and emphasized business diversification and collective service delivery (Bikkina et al., 2018; Singh, 2023; Kanwat et al., 2026).
3.4. Capacity Building & Services                                                                             n = 80 
Table 28. Assessment of capacity-building programmes and technical support services provided by FPOs (n = 80).
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No.
	Service
	NU
	PU
	UD
	U
	HU
	Rank

	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	

	
	
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%
	

	1
	Training programs organised by FPO
	
	
	5
	6.25
	9
	11.25
	12
	15.00
	54
	67.50
	III

	2
	Technical advisory services received.
	
	
	
	
	6
	7.50
	9
	11.25
	65
	81.25
	I

	3
	Exposure visits / demonstrations facilitated.
	
	
	
	
	6
	7.50
	12
	15.00
	62
	77.50
	II

	4
	Knowledge gained about modern farming practices.
	
	
	
	
	2
	2.5
	31
	38.75
	47
	58.75
	IV

	5
	Improvement in record keeping/financial literacy of members.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	53
	66.25
	27
	33.75
	V


(1=Not Useful,2=Partially useful, 3=Undecided,4=Useful, 5=Highly Useful)
The study reveals that, the major factors influencing the capacity building & Services   of FPOs are   Technical advisory services received (81%) ranked Ist, Exposure visits / demonstrations facilitated (77.5%) ranked 2nd, Training programs organised by FPO (67.5%) ranked 3rd in the order of priority. 
Training and technical advisory services may help members use improved practices and engage with market requirements, although service receipt is not synonymous with adoption or improved yields. Evidence on institutional performance suggests examining service quality and actual participation alongside governance arrangements (Veesam et al., 2025; Kumar et al., 2023; Nag et al., 2026).
3.5. Social & Member-related Factors n = 80
Table 29. Assessment of social and member-related factors influencing the functioning and sustainability of FPOs (n = 80).
	Sl
No.
	Aspect
	SD
	D
	UD
	A
	SA
	Rank

	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	

	
	
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%
	

	1
	There is strong trust among members of the FPO.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	42
	52.50
	38
	47.50
	V

	2
	Cooperation among members is high.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	41
	51.25
	59
	73.75
	II

	3
	Small and marginal farmers equally benefit from the FPO.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	47
	58.75
	53
	66.25
	III

	4
	Conflicts among members are effectively resolved.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	20
	25.00
	60
	75.00
	I

	5
	Members are satisfied with overall FPO functioning.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	38
	47.50
	42
	52.50
	IV


(1=Strongly Disagree,2-Disagree,3-Undecided, 4-Agree, 5=Strongly Agree)
The study reveals that the major factors influencing Social & Member-related activities of FPOs are   Conflicts among members are effectively resolved.(75%) ranked Ist, Cooperation among members is high(73.75%) ranked 2nd, Small and marginal farmers equally benefit from the FPOs (66%) ranked 3rd in the order of priority. 
4. Constraints & suggestions to enhance effectiveness
The constraint rankings describe perceived obstacles and do not necessarily measure their financial magnitude. Nevertheless, comparable work has identified shortages of working capital, market infrastructure, and managerial capacity as recurrent barriers affecting producer organizations (Gupta & Dutta, 2026; Kumar et al., 2023; Nikam et al., 2026).
4.1. Institutional Constraints n = 80
Table 30. Institutional and governance-related constraints faced by Farmer Producer Organizations (n = 80).
	S.no
	Constraint
	5
(Very Severe)
	4
(Severe)
	3
(Moderate)
	2
(Mild)
	1
(Not a Constraint)
	Rank

	1
	Lack of awareness about FPO functions.
	6  (7.50)
	1  (1.25)
	21 (26.25)
	52 (65)
	
	V

	2
	Weak governance and leadership.
	
	28  (35)
	16  (20)
	36  (45)
	
	I

	3
	Low participation in decision-making.
	
	17  (21.25)
	15   (18.75)
	48 (60)
	
	II

	4
	Limited trust among members.
	
	9 (11.25)
	25  (31.25)
	46 (57.5)
	
	IV

	5
	Poor professional management.
	
	12  (15)
	31  (38.75)
	37 (46.25)
	
	III



                    The study focuses on various constraints faced in affective running of FPOs. Out of them, the institutional constraints identified areWeak governance and leadership (35%) ranked Ist followed by Low participation in decision-making of FPOs (21.25%) ranked 2nd and Poor professional management (15%) ranked 3rd in the order of priority. 
Governance constraints may affect operational decisions, the reliability of records, and members’ confidence in collective transactions. Findings from other Indian FPO studies support strengthening accountability, leadership development, and professional managerial capacity while monitoring actual participation (Veesam et al., 2025; Bikkina et al., 2018; Nikam et al., 2026).
4.2. Financial Constraints n = 80
Table 31. Financial constraints affecting the operational efficiency and sustainability of FPOs (n = 80).
	S.no
	Constraint
	5
(Very Severe)
	4
(Severe)
	3
(Moderate)
	2
(Mild)
	1
(Not a Constraint)
	Rank

	1
	Difficulty in accessing institutional finance.
	
	06 (7.50)
(24)
	31  (38.75)

(93)
	43 (53.75)
(86)
	
	III

	2
	Inadequate working capital of FPO.
	
	10  (12.5)
(40)
	27  (33.75)

(81)
	43 (53.75)

(86)
	
	II

	3
	High cost of credit.
	
	12  (15)
(48)
	14  (17.5)
(42)
	54 (67.50)
(108)
	
	I

	4
	Irregular dividend or profit distribution.
	
	05 (6.25)
(20)
	25  (31.25)
(75)

	50 (62.5)
(100)
	
	IV


The study reveals that, the Financial Constraints identified are High cost of credit. (15%) ranked Ist followed by iinadequate working capital of FPO. (12.5%) ranked 2nd and Difficulty in accessing institutional finance. (7.5%) ranked 3rd in the order of priority.
Credit access should be evaluated together with borrowing costs, available collateral, repayment capacity, and seasonality of procurement requirements. Evidence on producer companies suggests that weak capitalisation may limit scaling of commercial operations despite nominal membership growth (Singh, 2023; Nikam et al., 2026; Gupta & Dutta, 2026).
4.3. Market-Related Constraints n = 80
Table 32. Market-related constraints affecting the performance and economic activities of FPOs (n = 80).
	S.no
	Constraint
	5
(Very Severe)
	4
(Severe)
	3
(Moderate)
	2
(Mild)
	1
(Not a Constraint)
	Rank

	1
	Limited access to larger markets
	
	04  (5)
	28 (35)
	48 (60)
	
	V

	2
	Poor price realization
	
	08  (10)
	22 (27.5)
	50 (62.5)
	
	III

	3
	Inadequate storage and processing facilities
	
	06  (7.5)
	37  (46.5)
	37 (46.5)
	
	IV

	4
	Lack of transport and logistics support
	
	17 (21.25)
	07 (8.75)
	56 (70)
	
	I

	5
	Dependence on local traders.
	
	14 (17.5)
	30 (37.5)
	36  (45)
	
	II



The study reveals that, the market-Related Constraintsidentified are Lack of transport and logistics support (21.25%) ranked Ist followed by Dependence on local traders(17.5%) ranked 2nd and Poor price realization (10%) ranked 3rd in the order of priority.
Transportation and storage constraints may reduce the net returns from collective sales even where favourable prices are negotiated. The literature suggests that stronger buyer relationships and reliable aggregation systems are necessary complements to collective marketing (Bikkina et al., 2018; Singh, 2023; Gupta & Dutta, 2026).
[bookmark: _Hlk219820198]4.4. Capacity Building Constraints n = 80
Table 33. Capacity-building and human resource constraints affecting the effective functioning of FPOs (n = 80).
	S.no
	Constraint
	5
(Very Severe)
	4
(Severe)
	3
(Moderate)
	2
(Mild)
	1
(Not a Constraint)
	Rank

	1
	Lack of technical training
	
	13 (16.25)
	28  (35.00)
	39 (48.75)
	
	IV

	2
	Poor awareness of government schemes
	
	15 (18.75)
	27 (33.75)
	38 (47.5)
	
	II

	3
	Limited adoption of modern technologies
	12(15)
	14 (17.5)
	35  (43.75)
	23 (28.75)
	
	III

	4
	Lack of skilled manpower in FPOs.
	
	17 (21.25)
	35 (43.75)
	28 (35)
	
	I



The study implies that, the Capacity Building Constraints                                                                     identified are lack of skilled manpower in FPOs (21.25%) ranked Ist followed by Poor awareness of government schemes (18.5%) ranked 2nd and limited adoption of modern technologies (17.5%) ranked 3rd in the order of priority.
Capacity-building initiatives could prioritize practical record keeping, quality management, and financial literacy, with outcomes assessed through demonstrated skills and service use rather than attendance alone. Institutional analyses identify management competence and technical support as potentially important dimensions of performance (Veesam et al., 2025; Kumar et al., 2023; Nag et al., 2026).

5. Specific suggestions do you have for: 
The suggested interventions may be prioritized using a combination of member demand, institutional feasibility, and expected operating costs. External support is likely to be more useful when linked to sustained revenue generation, member accountability, and the quality of commercial relationships (Nikam et al., 2026; Bikkina et al., 2018; Singh, 2023).

A) FPO management
Table 34. Suggestions for FPO management (n = 80)
	S.no
	Suggestions for FPO management 
	Frequency
	Percentage
	Rank

	1
	Conduct regular training on record keeping.
	72
	90
	I

	2
	Ensure transparency in all transactions.
	64
	80
	II

	3
	Conduct regular training on financial management.
	46
	57.5
	III

	4
	Creating awareness on marketing.
	38
	47.5
	IV

	5.
	Conducting training programmes.
	27
	33.75
	V



The outcome of the study regarding suggestions to improve FPOs management are  Conduct of regular training on record keeping (90%) ranked 1st followed by Ensure transparency in all transactions(80%) ranked 2nd,Conduct regular training on financial management (57.5%) ranked 3rd in the order of priority. 57.5
Regular reporting and participatory monitoring may make financial transactions more transparent, although their effectiveness depends on implementation. Studies emphasize the interaction between professional management, organizational governance, and performance (Veesam et al., 2025; Nikam et al., 2026; Kumar et al., 2023).
 b) Members
Table 35. Suggestions for FPO Members (n = 80)
	S.no
	Suggestions for FPO Members
	Frequency
	Percentage
	Rank

	1
	Motivate members for quality standards in production.
	           66
	82.5
	I

	2
	Encourage active participation in meetings.
	            49
	61.25
	II

	3
	Encourage members to do improved practices.
	           37
	46.25
	III

	4
	Motivate the members to participate in group meetings.
	            35
	43.75
	IV

	5.
	Participate in group discussions.
	            29
	36.25
	V

	6.
	Encourage active participation in meetings
	             25
	31.25
	VI



The outcome of the study regarding suggestions to improve efficiency of members of FPOs are  motivate members for quality standards in production (82.5%) ranked 1st followed by Encourage active participation in meetings (61%) ranked 2nd followed by Encourage members to do improved practices. (46.25%) ranked 3rd in the order of priority. 
Training linked to product quality and collective marketing commitments may improve members’ ability to use FPO services. Sustained engagement is also important because organizational benefits depend in part on farmer participation in transactions and decision-making (Bikkina et al., 2018; Singh, 2023; Kanwat et al., 2026).
c) Government/NGO support
Table 36. Suggestions for government/NGO s (n = 80)
	S.no
	Suggestions for government/NGO support
	Frequency
	Percentage
	Rank

	1
	Timely release of subsidies.
	74
	92.5
	I

	2
	Facilitates linkage with banks, markets, research institutes.
	65
	81.25
	II

	3
	Timely release of financial assistance.
	52
	65.00
	III

	4
	Timely release of subsidies.
	47
	58.75
	IV

	5.
	Facilitates linkage with banks, markets, research institutes.
	39
	48.75
	V



          The study regarding suggestions regarding support from Govt & NGO system for FPOs are, Timely release of subsidies.(92.5%) ranked 1st followed by Facilitates linkage with banks, markets, research institutes (81%) ranked 2nd followed by Timely support of financial assistance (65%) ranked 3rd in the order of priority. 
Facilitation by public agencies and nongovernmental organizations may address access barriers, but support arrangements should include mechanisms to assess financial independence and service continuity. Evidence associates FPO viability with access to finance, organizational maturity, and institutional capacity (Nikam et al., 2026; Gupta & Dutta, 2026; Veesam et al., 2025).
d) buyers/traders?
Table 37. Suggestions for buyers/traders? (n = 80)
	S.no
	Suggestions for buyers/traders?
	Frequency
	Percentage
	Rank

	1
	Build long term partnership with FPOs.
	76
	95.00
	I

	2
	Establish fair &transparent pricing mechanism.
	65
	81.25
	II

	3
	Quick settlement of financial transactions with FPOs.
	52
	65.00
	III



The study regarding suggestions regarding support from buyers/tradersfor FPOs are, Build long term partnership with FPOs (95%) ranked 1st followed by establish fair &transparent pricing mechanism.(81%) ranked 2nd followed by Quick settlement of financial transactions with FPOs. (65%) ranked 3rd in the order of priority.
More predictable contracts, timely payments, and shared quality standards could reduce uncertainty in transactions between FPOs and buyers. However, any effect on realized farmer income would require assessment of transaction volumes, prices, costs, and payment reliability (Bikkina et al., 2018; Singh, 2023; Kanwat et al., 2026).

Conclusion:
The study concludes that Farmer Producer Organizations (FPOs) have made a positive contribution to the economic improvement of farmers in Anakapalli district. FPO membership increased crop, livestock and overall household income while reducing major input costs. Collective procurement, collective marketing, better price realization and value addition were the major contributors to improved economic outcomes. FPOs also strengthened access to quality inputs, technical services, processing and market linkages. However, weak governance, inadequate working capital, high credit costs, poor logistics and shortage of skilled manpower remain important constraints. Strengthening professional management, transparency, record keeping, financial access, member participation and market linkages is therefore essential for the long-term sustainability and effectiveness of FPOs.
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