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Abstract:  Indian agriculture is unique in many ways. With abundant arable land, water and bio-diversity and a large population 

accustomed to agriculture as a way of life, no country is better placed than India in bringing about agriculture-led prosperity. But 

agriculture in India needs some critical management inputs particularly that of supply chain management (SCM). Agri-business 

can realize its full potential by applying the principles of SCM- collaboration among various stake-holders, non-exploitative 

vertical and horizontal integration, market reforms, precision farming, contract farming, demand-led diversification and the 

extensive and intensive use of information technology for real-time communication across the chain. Significance of SCM for 

Agribusiness: Agriculture dependent livelihood accounts for about 60 per cent of employment and 21 per cent of the country’s 

GDP. The inference is that a person dependent on agriculture earns, on an average, 18 per cent of what others do. This is due to 

the fact that agriculture has not been allowed to evolve as a business. India is a large market for multinational companies, but the 

farmer cannot freely move his produce. Controls and taxes deny him the opportunity. Subsidies in support prices and fertilizers do 

not necessarily serve the long-term interest of farmers. 

 

Index Terms – Agriculture Market, Logistics , supply chain management , issues , case study. 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________  

I. INTRODUCTION 

 

Supply Chain can be understood as a value-creation process, wherein all firms in a chain, link and align, to enhance the value 

of the chain as a whole (Porter, 1985). The process of value creation is achieved by firm operations, integration of processes, 

logistics and maintenance of products through quality control. Value creation throughout the chain is further improved by 

information flows, vertical integration and relationship management. Value creation occurs through operations, which include 

product transformation or processing product enhancement i.e. cleaning, grading, packaging and presentation (Woods,2004). 

Value is created through the integration of processes along the chain, as the product moves from one point in the chain to the 

other, as a seamless interconnect of processes. In logistics, value is added to the supply chain where the product is being 

transported from one point in the chain to the next. Further value addition occurs where the quality preservation aspects such as 

grading, packing and cold chain procedures are involved. The value creation process in a supply chain requires clear information 

flows throughout the chain and links up the suppliers and intermediary customers with market demands and supply. Indian 

economy holds traditional supply chain as a powerful force in the agri food distribution system. Conventional understanding 

demonstrates that the fresh produce distribution system in India performs poorly (Birthal et.al, 2007) and there are different 

schools of thought which explain the same. It has been observed that farmers receive a disproportionate share of the profits in the 

fresh produce supply chain when compared to traders and retailers (Narrod et.al, 2008); there is lack of trust between buyers and 

suppliers which acts as an impediment in supply chain performance; the quality of fresh produce being distributed is poor and the 

supply is inconsistent (Pandey & Tewari, 2010) and the post-harvest wastage rates are unacceptably high with poor market 

information flow. Experts opine that prescriptions for improving the performance of such traditional supply chains should vary 

from chain to chain. 

Most industries are embracing the concept of consumer products and services as supply chains. The supply chain starts with the 

procurement of basic raw materials and ends with the delivery of final product to the consumer. Two broad principal explanations 

can be advanced for the increasing interest in Agricultural Supply Chain Management (ASCM): the industrialization of 
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agriculture and the uncertainty associated with variations in product quality and safety (Henson and Loader, 2001). Agriculture 

involves a wide range of distinct enterprises comprising farmers, processors, traders and retailers. It relies on inputs from distinct 

geographical locations and sources. In the case of fresh fruits and vegetables, mostly traders and retailers obtain their supply from 

diverse sources in order to meet their marketing and production targets (Horvath, 2001). Supply Chain Management (SCM) is an 

essential tool for integrating the activities of various suppliers within the distribution chain, in order to assure the consistent 

delivery of quality assured produce to the consumer (Ferentinos et.al, 2006). SCM focuses on improving the performance of the 

supply chain through the delivery of guaranteed safe, desirable and good quality food in a cost effective manner for the consumer 

and other stakeholders (Fearne & Hughes, 2000). The increasing transaction costs of intensive agriculture and the inherent need to 

reduce it, lies at the heart of interest in agricultural SCM. The six fundamental requirements for an efficient supply chain between 

fresh produce growers and the major retail customers include: scale of operation, strategic alliances, production flexibility, 

continuity of supply, quality control and communication (Ziggers & Trienekens, 1999).Supply Chain Management in agriculture 

is defined as “The management of movement of agricultural commodities, from the farm through the rural and urban markets to 

reach the doorsteps of end consumer-both household and industrial consumer; consists of various players, starting from the 

agricultural producer, through the middle men, commission agents and traders, the bulk purchasers or procurers, millers or 

intermediary processor, warehousing agents, or cold storage space providers and transporters, through whom material finally 

reaches either retail distribution system for raw consumption or the food processing industries where it goes through the value 

addition processes and moves through a distinct and a separate supply chain to reach the targeted consumers”(Ramana & Ajoy, 

2005) 

 

1.1 Agricultural Marketing 

Agriculture refers to the practice of farming which includes cultivation of soil to grow crops and rear animals to provide food 

and other agricultural products to the consumers. Marketing is the process of moving the product from the point of production to 

the point of consumption. According to Thomson, Agricultural Marketing refers to the different activities and agencies which 

organize and conduct them to move the products produced at farm to market where the customers purchase. So this Agricultural 

Marketing comprises of marketing agencies, distribution channels, cost and price involved in producing, storing, packaging, 

transporting and distributing the farm output from farm to market (B.B.Mukherjee, 1960)  

Agriculture Marketing connects the farm and non-farm sectors.  Actually villagers use to interchange their products in the 

village itself, as the population was increasing there is a necessity to serve the farm output in towns and cities, so it is essential to 

develop the storage, transportation, distribution facilities in villages. So Agricultural Marketing is not just buying and selling the 

agricultural products but it goes on different stages to reach the customer. The National Commission of Agriculture had stated 

Agriculture Marketing as the process to produce saleable farm output which comprises of pre, post-harvest operations, 

assembling, grading, storage, transportation and distribution.   The main objective of Agricultural Marketing is to study the 

problems faced by the farmers in distributing the farm products from farm to market and market to consumer.  

Agricultural marketing involves many operations and processes through which the food and raw materials move from the 

cultivated farm to the final consumers. Agriculture provides goods for consumption and exports and manufacturing sectors. The 

suitable marketing system should be designed so as to give proper reward or return to the efforts of the tiller of the soil. Market 

information is a means of increasing the efficiency of marketing system and promoting improved price formation. It is crucial to 

the farmers to make informed decisions about what to grow, when to harvest, to which market produce should be sent and 

whether are not to store it.[1]  

Agricultural marketing covers the services involved in moving an agricultural product from the farm to the consumer. 

Numerous interconnected activities are involved in doing this, such as planning production, growing and harvesting, grading, 

packing, transport, storage, agro-and food processing, distribution advertising and sale. Some definitions would even include “the 

acts of buying supplies, renting equipment, (and) paying labor”, arguing that marketing is everything a business does.[2]  
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In western countries considerable agricultural marketing support to farmers is often provided. In the USA, for example, the 

USDA operates the agricultural marketing service. Support to developing countries with agricultural marketing development is 

carried out by various donor organizations and there is a trend for countries to develop their own agricultural marketing or 

Agribusiness units, often attached to ministries of agriculture.[3]  

There are several challenges involved in marketing of agricultural produce. There is limited access to the market information, 

literacy level among the farmers is low, multiple channels of distribution that eats away the pockets of both farmers and 

consumers. The government funding of farmers is still at nascent stage and most of the small farmers still depend on the local 

money lenders who are leeches and charge high rate of interest. There are too many vultures that eat away the benefits that the 

farmers are supposed to get. Although we say that technology have improved but it has not gone to the rural levels as it is 

confined to urban areas alone. There are several loopholes in the present legislation and there is no organized and regulated 

marketing system for marketing the agricultural produce. The farmers have to face so many hardships and have to overcome 

several hurdles to get fair and just price for their sweat.  

 

1.2 Supply Chain Management in Fresh Produce Distribution 

The fresh produce supply chain model is similar to that of agricultural supply chain where agricultural supply chain model 

applies to all the other sub-sectors with minor changes due to the variations in the production and distribution methods and the 

nature of commodity. Fresh fruits, vegetables and root crops, collectively called fresh produce are inherently perishable 

commodities and their physical distribution through the marketing system often leads to considerable losses. At present, modern 

and traditional retail firms are functioning in the distribution chain. The Indian Fresh Produce supply chain is characterized by 

high cost, low quality, high perishes ability and increased lead times at all levels (Raghunath & Ashok 2004). In India, it is 

reported that approximately 60 percent of quality is lost while produce is transported from the farm to the final consumer in fresh 

produce supply chain. The efficient supply chain management of practices in fresh produce supply chain certainly benefits in 

terms of low price to customers and high revenues to producers (Mittal, 2007).  

The improved supply chain will reduce prices of fresh produce commodities by 35 percent due to the substantial reduction in 

wastage as well as multiple margins in the traditional supply structure. It is observed that the share of farmers in consumer price is 

about 30 percent whereas in developed countries it is as high as 70 percent (Raghunath et.al, 2005). Post-harvest losses vary 

significantly among commodities and varieties, in different regions and seasons.  

The wastage levels are as high as 24-40 percent in India but as low as 4 to 6 percent in developed countries (Deshingkar et.al, 

2003). Hence it is apparent that India needs to emulate practices and expertise from the developed nations in supply chain 

management of fresh produce. The major constraints in production of fresh fruits and vegetables have been identified in several 

research studies which urge for immediate techno-managerial solutions are: (i) non-availability of quality seeds(ii)inadequate 

irrigation facilities (iii) lack of soil testing facility and extension staff(iv) inefficiency in pest management(v)credit availability 

constraint (vi) high cost of production (vii) lack of information(viii) huge post-harvest losses due to lack of proper roads, cold 

storage and inadequate space for storage (ix) high transportation cost (Mittal, 2007). 

The general distribution related constraints seen in the supply chain of fresh produce are (i) lack of timely delivery (ii) lack of 

uniform grading of harvested produce (iii) improper packaging (iv) poor quality of produce (v) poor market infrastructure (vi) 

improper pricing (vii) lack of standardized weights and measures. Besides these constraints, there is a poor dissemination of 

market information resulting in lowered productivity (Surendra et.al, 2009). 

Post-Harvest Losses in Fresh Produce Supply Chain the supply of fresh produce consumption increase by the proper 

integration of post-harvest technology into distribution chain is critical. Effective post-harvest management requires adequate and 

appropriate cooling and packaging facilities, hygienic and speedy transportation, careful handling and adequate environmental 

control. Improper post-harvest management in India’s fresh produce supply chain has led to the wastageof24 to 40 percent. The 

extent of losses of fruits and vegetables is estimated at about Rs. 10,000 crores to 12,000 crores per annum (Reddy et.al, 2010). 
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The major causes of loss are improper handling, poor packaging, improper storage, uncontrolled temperature and others. Post-

harvest management reduces wastage and maintains the quality of fresh produce. Poor handling of produce lowers market quality 

and can substantially reduce returns. India has around 1,300 cold storage facilities, of which 50 percent used for potatoes and the 

rest remain under-utilized. In India, approximately 20 percent of fruits and vegetables go waste on account of the lack of cold 

chains (Viswanadham, 2006). 

 

1.3 Importance of Agricultural Marketing 

It plays a significant role not only in increasing the production, consumption activities but also in the development of Indian 

Economy, as most of the population depends on cultivation for their survival. A well-organized Agricultural Marketing system 

utilizes the resources optimally, efficiently and increases the output by proper processing, storage and transportation, it increases 

the farmers income by reducing the number of intermediaries between farmers and customers, commissions paid on marketing 

farm products, it provides assurance for the farmers by selling the farm product at profitable price and persuading them to invest 

in purchasing modern inputs, utilizing modern technology and producing new types of products to increase farm output. It 

increases the imports and exports of agricultural products with a constant demand in the market and simultaneously it increases 

the farmers profits, it increases the growth of agro based industries, it helps to forecast the production schedules and meets the 

needs of customers, it provides employment for different categories of people by involving them in agri marketing activities like 

processing, packaging, storage and transportation. So finally it increases the economical abilities of farmers, their standard of 

living and it simultaneously increases the National per capita income. Marketing of a product includes cost and utility functions. 

There are four different types of marketing utilities. Form Utility changes the seeds into paddy or rice i.e it modifies the raw 

material into finished product, place utility moves the farm product from farmer to necessity area, time utility helps to store the 

product at the time when it is available to the time when it is stored, possession utility shifts the ownership from seller to buyer 

(F.A.O.Publication). 

II. PROBLEMS AND CHALLENGES OF MARKETING PRODUCTS 

 

This study is organized in agri state, Andhra Pradesh, India. About 431 farmer respondents are taken to know the problems 

and challenges faced in marketing of their products. The following tables show the demographic profile of the respondents and 

challenges involved in marketing of products.  

Table 1. Age group of the respondents. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table1 presents the average age group of the respondents showing that majority of the respondents belong to middle age  i.e 

233(54.1%) of the respondents belong to an average age group of 46-60 years, followed by 144(33.4%) of the respondents belong 

to an average age group of 31-45 years, 54(12.5%) of the respondents belong to an average age group of 61-75 years and finally 

0(0%) of the respondents belong to an average age group of 15-30 years  clearly representing that young generation is not 

involved in farming. 

Table 2. Gender of the respondents. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table2 portrays the gender of the respondents representing that 334(77.5%) of the respondents are males followed by 

97(22.5%) of the respondents are females showing theirinvolvement in  house hold works and taking care of their family. 

 

 

S.NO Age group of the respondents Frequency Percentage 

1. 15-30 Yrs 0 0 

2. 31 – 45 Yrs 144 33.4 

3. 46 – 60 Yrs 233 54.1 

4. 61 – 75 Yrs 54 12.5 

 Total 431 100.0 

S.NO Gender of the respondents Frequency Percentage 

1. Male 334 77.5 

2. Female 97 22.5 

 Total  431 100.0 

International Journal of Scientific Research and Review

Volume 8, Issue 2, 2019

ISSN NO: 2279-543X

Page No: 761



 

 

Table 3.Educational Status of the respondents. 

 

S.NO Educational Status of the Respondents Frequency Percentage 

1. Illiterates 55 12.8 

2. Primary Education 208 48.3 

3. Upper Primary Education 163 37.8 

4. Higher Secondary Education 2 0.5 

5. Graduation 3 0.7 

 Total 431 100.0 

 

Table3 describes the educational status of the respondents presenting that 208(48.3%) of the respondents completed their 

primary education avoiding them to continue for higher studies, it is very important for them to have some education because it 

limits the public communication of knowledge. The NSS survey shows the importance of education for farmers  to have 

advertence about bio-fertilizers, quality of seeds to be sown in the land, minimum support prices announced by the government 

for different types of crops, 163(37.8%) of the respondents had just completed their upper primary education, 55(12.8%) of the 

respondents are illiterates, 3(0.7%) of the respondents had done their graduation, showing that very less percentage of the  

respondents are educated and 2(0.5%) of the respondents had completed their higher secondary education. 

 

Table 4. Marital status of the respondents. 

 

S.NO Marital status of the respondents Frequency Percentage 

1. Single 9 2.1 

2. Married 405 94.0 

3. Widowed 17 3.9 

 Total 431 100.0 

 

Table 4 presents the marital status of the respondents showing that 405(94.0%) of the respondents are married followed by 

17(3.9%) of the respondents are widowed and 9(2.1%) of the respondents are not married. 

 

Table 5. Type of respondent’s family. 

 

S.NO Type of respondent’s family. Frequency Percentage 

1 Joint 350 81.2 

2 Individual 81 18.8 

 Total 431 100.0 

 

Table5 presents the type of respondent’s family portraying that 350 (81.2%) of the respondents belong to joint family and81 

(18.8%) of the respondents belong to individual family. 

Table 6. Family Size of the respondents. 

 

S.NO Family Size of the respondents Frequency  Percentage 

1 < = 3 Members 120 27.8 

2 4 – 7 Members 298 69.1 

3 8 –11Members  13 3.0 

 Total 431 100 

 

Table 6 outlines respondent’s family size. It was found that majority of the respondents 298(69.1%) belong to an average 

group of 4-7 members followed by 120(27.8%) of the respondents belong to less than or equal to three members, 13(3.0%) of the 

respondents belong to an average group of 8-11 members. 

 

Table 7. Farm output available for sale. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 7 outlines the farm output available for sale depicting that 146(33.9%) of the respondents opined that an average of 

41%-60% of the farm output is available for sale, followed by107(24.8%) of the respondents opined that an average of 0%-20% 

of the farm output is available for sale as  many of the respondents are small and marginal farmers producing less farm output, 

S.NO Farm output available for sale Frequency Percentage 

1. 0%-20% 107 24.8 

2. 21%-40% 44 10.2 

3. 41%-60% 146 33.9 

4. 61%-80% 97 22.5 

5. 81%-100% 37 8.6 

 Total 431 100.0 
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97(22.5%) of the respondents opined that an average of 61%-80% of the farm output was available for sale, 44(10.2%) of the 

respondents opined that an average of 21%-40% of the farm output was available for sale, 37(8.6%) of the respondents opined 

that an average of 81%-100% of the farm output was available for sale.  

moderate loss while storing the agricultural produce.    

 

Table 8. Factors used to select a particular intermediary to sell/process the product 

 

S.NO Respondents opinion SA A N DA SDA Total Mean SD 

 Scale values(S) 5 4 3 2 1    

1. Relationship between farmers 

and intermediary(F) 

23 

 

148 227 

 

6 

 

27 

 

431 3.31 0.85 

 F*S 115 592 681 12 27 1427(66.2)   

2. Comes first to purchase 109 47 

 

28 

 

238 

 

9 431 3.02 1.32 

 F*S 545 188 84 476 9 1302(60.4)   

3. Pays best price for the product 12 107 

 

32 

 

240 

 

40 

 

431 2.56 1.04 

 F*S 60 428 96 480 40p 1104(51.2)   

4. Packaging assistance 36 

 

16 

 

61 

 

198 

 

120 

 

431 2.19 1.13 

 F*S 180 64 183 396 120 943(43.7)   

5. Storage and warehousing 

assistance 

30 

 

41 

 

14 

 

142 204 431 1.96 1.23 

 F*S 150 164 42 284 204 844(39.1)   

6. Making transport 

arrangements/comes to collect 

16 135 

 

9 

 

133 

 

138 

 

431 2.44 1.31 

 F*S 80 540 27 266 138 1051(48.7)   

7. Provides market information 34 

(170) 

87 

(348) 

80 

(240) 

213 

(426) 

17 

(17) 

431 2.79 1.06 

 F*S 170 348 240 426 17 1201(55.7)   

8. Updating the price information 56 

 

75 

 

196 

 

33 71 431 3.03 1.19 

 F*S 280 300 588 66 71 1305(60.5)   

9. Provides weather information 

and other input support 

34 

 

65 208 

 

48 

 

76 431 2.84 1.12 

 F*S 170 260 624 96 76 1226(56.8)   

 

Note- Figures in the brackets indicate percentage 

Table 8 presents nine statements evaluating the factors considered by the respondents in selecting the intermediary to purchase 

or process the product. The above table was divided into three segments. The first segment consists of three statements illustrating 

the relationship between farmer and intermediary, second segment consists of three statements describing the various facilities 

provided to the respondents in agriculture sector and the last segment consists of three statements in outlining different types of 

information required by the respondents in agriculture sector. 

The mean values for the first segment varies between4 to 2 assessing the respondents maintaining relationship with the 

intermediaries so that they come first to pay the best price for the product. The mean values for the second segment fluctuate 

between2.5 to 1.5describing some of the intermediaries may provide different opportunities such as packaging, storing, 

transportation facilities to the respondents. The mean values for the third segment oscillate between3.5 to 2.5 illustrating that 

some of the intermediaries may provide the information related to market, prices of agricultural products, weather and climatic 

conditions. 

The standard deviation values for all the statements in the table varies between 0 to 1 which means that opinions of the 

respondents are less deviated and close to mean values which represents that majority of the respondents opined similarly and 

there are no outliners in the response agree that majority of the respondents maintain relationship with the intermediaries. 

 

Table 9. Ownership of mode of transport. 

 

S.NO Ownership of mode of transport Frequency Percentage 

1. Self owned 187 43.4 

2. Out sourced 244 56.6 

 Total 431 100.0 
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Table 9 presents the respondents ownership of mode of transport they own. 244(56.6%) of the respondents avail outsourced 

mode of transport showing the respondents poor financial conditions and 187(43.4%) of the respondents avail self owned 

transport.   

Table 10. Mode of transport used to carry the agricultural products from producer to market or buyer. 

 

S.N

O 

Respondents 

opinion 

Very  

Frequently 

Frequ-

ently 

Occasi-

onally 

Some-

times 

Never Total Mean SD 

 Scale values(S) 5 4 3 2 1    

1. Tractors(F) 158 

 

12 

 

44 

 

107 

 

110 

 

431 3.00 1.66 

 F*S 790 48 132 214 110 1294(60.0)   

2. Trucks 217 36 

 

109 

 

66 

 

3 

 

431 3.92 1.19 

 F*S 1085 144 327 132 3 1691(78.4)   

3. Lorry 0 0 31 131 269 431 1.45 0.62 

 F*S 0 0 93 262 269 624(28.9)   

4. Bullock carts 27 8 33 116 247 431 1.73 1.10 

 F*S 135 32 99 464 247 977(45.3)   

 

Note- Figures in the brackets indicate percentage 

 

Table 10 presents four statements measuring the mode of transport used by the respondents in agriculture sector. The first 

three statements illustrates that the farm output is distributed by using fast moving vehicles and the last statement depicts that the 

farm output is distributed by slow moving vehicles. 

The mean values for the first three statements range between 4 to1.5 evaluating that respondents use trucks and tractors more 

compared to lorry to distribute the produce. The mean value for the last statement fluctuate between 2 to 1 measuring that some of 

the respondents may use bullock carts to distribute the produce. 

The standard deviation values for all the statements in the table are less than 2 indicating that the respondents opinions are less 

deviated and close to mean values which indicates that the respondents opine similarly and there are no outliners in the response 

agree that majority of them use trucks to carry the farm output. 

 

Table 11. Logistics and supply chain problems challenged by the respondents in agriculture sector. 

 

S.N

O 

Respondents opinion SA A N DA SDA Total Mean SD 

 Scale Values(S) 5 4 3 2 1    

1. Lack of marketing channel from 

farmer to mandi(F) 

75 318 22 0 16 431 4.01 0.74 

 F*S 375 1272 66 0 16 1729(79.8)   

2. Lack of linkage between farmer 

and processing units 

145 133 47 73 33 431 3.66 1.30 

 F*S 725 532 141 146 33 1577(73.1)   

3. Lack of effective distribution 

channels 

157 219 23 13 19 431 4.12 0.96 

 F*S 785 876 69 26 19 1775(82.3)   

4. Existence of malpractices in the 

distribution channels 

172 165 53 33 8 431 4.07 0.99 

 F*S 860 660 159 66 8 1753(81.3)   

5. Lack of processing facilities 20 162 152 96 1 431 3.24 0.85 

 F*S 100 648 456 192 1 1397(64.8)   

6. Lack of packaging facilities 23 163 141 85 19 431 3.20 0.96 

 F*S 115 652 423 170 19 1379(63.9)   

7. Lack of storage facilities 71 110 166 79 5 431 3.38 1.00 

 F*S 355 440 498 158 5 1456(67.5)   

8. Lack of knowledge on post 

harvesting techniques 

120 230 34 36 11 431 3.96 0.96 

 F*S 600 920 102 72 11 79.1(1705)   

9. Lack of knowledge about 

international market 

28 245 120 35 3 431 3.60 0.75 

 F*S 140 980 360 70 3 1553(72.0)   

10. Lack of knowledge about the 

demand of agricultural products in 

the market. 

97 182 89 57 6 431 3.71 1.00 
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 F*S 485 728 267 114 6 1600(74.2)   

11. Lack of knowledge about 

intermediaries in the markets 

146 160 44 67 14 431 3.83 1.15 

 F*S 730 640 132 134 14 1650(76.5)   

12. Lack of quick transport facilities 167 204 23 34 3 431 4.16 0.89 

 F*S 835 816 69 68 3 1791(83.1)   

13. Loss of goods in transportation is 

high 

189 180 31 16 15 431 4.19 0.89 

 F*S 945 720 93 32 15 1805(83.7)   

14. Lack of refrigeration vehicles for 

the transportation of different 

agricultural products 

103 235 65 19 9 431 4.16 0.96 

 F*S 515 940 195 38 9 1697(78.7)   

15. Difference between final consumer 

price and farmers selling price is 

high 

96 223 71 35 6 431 4.19 0.90 

 F*S 480 892 213 70 6 1661(77.0)   

16. Lack of transparency in pricing at 

local mandis 

82 299 29 19 2 431 3.94 0.69 

 F*S 410 1196 87 38 2 1733(80.4)   

 

Note- Figures in the brackets indicate percentage 

 

Table 11 represents five segments and sixteen statements illustrating the logistics and supply chain problems challenged by 

the respondents in agriculture sector. The first segment  consists of four statements measuring the distribution channel related 

problems challenged by the respondents in agriculture sector, the second segment consists of three statements evaluating the lack 

of facilities in distributing the produce from farm to market, third segment consists of four statements illustrating the farmers 

knowledge level in distributing the product, the fourth segment consists of three statements describing the transportation problems 

faced by the farmers in agriculture sector and the fifth segment consists of two statements depicting the pricing related problems 

faced by the farmers in agriculture sector. 

The mean values for the first segment range between5 to 3 illustrating the marketing and distribution channels are less in the 

agriculture sector, within these channels the respondents face high mal practices in the system and there is a lack of linkage 

between farmers and processing units. The mean values for the second segment oscillate between 3.5 to 3 evaluating the 

respondents processing, packaging and storage problems in the agriculture sector, the mean values for the third segment range 

between 4 to 3 depicting that the respondents have less knowledge on post harvesting techniques, intermediaries in the market,   

demand on agricultural products in the market and demand on international market. The mean values for the fourth segment 

fluctuate between 5 to 4 assessing the respondents transportation problems in distributing the product from farm to market, 

refrigerated vehicles are less to distribute the product from farm to market. The mean values for the fifth segment oscillate 

between5 to 3 identifying the respondents pricing problems in the market where the respondents selling price is less than 

intermediaries selling price which leads to loss that disables them to provide a complete meal for their family.  

The standard deviation values for all the statements in the table are less than 1.5 indicating that the respondents opinions are 

less deviated and close to mean values that describes the respondents opining similarly and there are no outliners in the response 

who perceive that the respondents selling price was less compared to the intermediaries selling price. 

 

III. CONCLUSION 

The Agri-supply chain management is concerned with establishing the coordination among the supply chain partners for the 

smooth flow of fresh produce distribution activity. The India’s supply chain is constrained with logistical problems and 

hampering the development of the agricultural sector and also fresh produce sector. In order to meet the growing food 

requirement of India, it is a high time for the country to address the problems of fresh produce distribution like high perish ability, 

longer lead times, low quality, poor coordination, high prices, poor information dissemination and other related aspects. The study 

assesses the failures and weak areas of fresh produce distribution.  

A major portion of this investment is expected from the private sector, for which an appropriate regulatory and policy 

environment is necessary. Also enabling policies need to be put in place to encourage the procurement of agricultural 

commodities directly from farmers’ fields and to establish effective linkage between the farm production and the retail chain and 

food processing industries.  

The department of agriculture and Cooperation also formulated a model law on agricultural marketing for guidance and 

adoption by the state governments. The model legislation provides for the establishment of private markets/yards, direct purchase 

centers, consumer/farmers’ markets for direct sale and promotion of public-private partnership (PPP) in the management and 

development of agricultural markets in India. Provision has also been made in the Act for constitution of state agricultural 

produce marketing Standards Bureau for the promotion of grading, standardization and quality certification of agricultural 

produce. 
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