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Abstract 

The intensifying conflict involving the United States, Israel and Iran has cast a long shadow 

over the Gulf region—one of the world’s most critical hubs for energy and fertiliser supply 

chains. What may appear as a distant geopolitical contest carries immediate economic 

implications, particularly for countries deeply integrated with the region’s energy and 

commodity flows. As tensions escalate and the security of vital shipping routes comes into 

question, concerns have grown over disruptions to supplies of natural gas, ammonia, sulphur 

and finished fertilisers that originate in or transit through the Gulf region, in particular the 

trade that passes through the Strait of Hormuz, a narrow maritime corridor that handles a 

significant share of global oil, LNG and fertiliser shipments. Any prolonged instability in this 

region can quickly reverberate across global commodity markets, tightening supplies and 

driving up input costs.  

For India, these geopolitical disruptions strike at the core of its agricultural production system 

and food security. Fertilisers remain indispensable for sustaining crop productivity, and the 

country today ranks as the world’s second-largest fertiliser producer and consumer after 

China. In 2024–25, India consumed about 70.7 million metric tonnes (MMT) of fertiliser 

products, equivalent to roughly 33 MMT of nutrients (nitrogen (N), phosphorus (P) and potash 

(K) nutrients). Yet despite its sizeable domestic industry, India’s fertiliser economy remains 

deeply embedded in global supply chains. Import dependence remains significant—around 

20 percent for urea, nearly 50 percent for di-ammonium phosphate (DAP), much of it sourced 

from the Gulf region, and almost 100 percent for muriate of potash (MOP), largely imported 

from Russia and Canada. Domestic production is itself reliant on imported feedstock: nearly 

85 percent of the natural gas used in urea manufacturing is imported, while about 90–95 

percent of phosphatic rock phosphate and half of the phosphoric acid are sourced from 

abroad. Once the import content of intermediate inputs is accounted for, India’s effective 

dependence on global fertiliser supply chains rises to nearly 68–70 percent, leaving the 

fertiliser sector, and by extension the country’s food security, highly exposed to geopolitical 

disruptions and supply shocks. Already India has invoked Essential Commodities Act (ECA) and 

brought gas allocation under government’s directives, giving highest priority to gas for 

household consumption and travel. The fertiliser industry has been assured only 70 percent 

of the last six months consumption.     

Against this backdrop, strengthening fertiliser supply security must become a strategic policy 

priority. This policy brief argues that diversification of import sources and products is essential 

to reduce excessive dependence on a limited set of countries, particularly in geopolitically 

volatile regions. Complementary measures include encouraging overseas investments in 

fertiliser minerals and production assets, accelerating domestic exploration of fertiliser 

resources, and rationalising regulatory and pricing frameworks to improve efficiency in 

nutrient use. Policy reforms such as the direct transfer of fertiliser subsidies to farmers and 

gradual price deregulation of macro nutrients is critical to promote balanced fertiliser 
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application while easing fiscal pressures. It will plug leakages too, which are substantial (about 

20 percent).  If this seems too bold a reform in the short run, an alternative would be to put 

quantitative restrictions on sales based on farm size, cropping patterns, and recommended 

nutrient doses issued by State Agricultural Universities (SAU). This can be done with the help 

of AgriStack that government has been building for quite some time. The third option would 

be to at least bring urea under the Nutrient Based Subsidy (NBS) scheme. So, in brief, either 

carry out full-fledged price reforms ensuring in advance DBT to farmers, or put quantitative 

restrictions in accordance with SAU recommendations, or bring urea also under NBS. 

Together, these measures can enhance the resilience of India’s fertiliser supply chains and 

safeguard the stability of its food production system in an increasingly uncertain geopolitical 

environment. As they say, never lose an opportunity to reform when a serious crisis hits. And 

the time for that is now. 
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De-risking Fertiliser Supplies for India amid Rising Geopolitical Risks  

Ritika Juneja, Sachchida Nand, Emil Thomas Johny and Ashok Gulati 

1. Introduction 

Agriculture remains central to India’s economy and livelihoods, employing nearly 46 percent 

of the workforce (2023–24) and underpinning food and nutritional security for over 1.45 

billion people. Sustaining food production at this scale has depended critically on the 

widespread use of fertilisers, particularly since the Green Revolution, when improved seeds, 

expanded irrigation and modern nutrient management transformed India from a food-deficit 

nation into a largely food-secure one. Fertilisers have therefore been instrumental in driving 

productivity gains and maintaining stable food supplies for a rapidly growing population. In 

this context, fertiliser security has emerged as a crucial pillar of India’s broader food security. 

Yet, the foundations of India’s fertiliser economy remain structurally exposed to global supply 

dynamics. While India has built a large domestic fertiliser industry and ranks among the 

world’s leading producers and consumers, the sector remains deeply dependent on imported 

feedstocks, intermediates and finished fertilisers. These dependencies link India’s agricultural 

input system closely to international commodity markets, energy price cycles and geopolitical 

risks. The ongoing war between Iran and Israel plus US has significantly exposed the Indian 

fertiliser industry to this geopolitical risk.   

India is the second-largest producer and consumer of fertilisers globally after China, 

particularly in nitrogenous fertilisers. During the triennium ending (TE) 2023, China accounted 

for about 25 percent and India 13 percent of global nitrogen production (122.1 million metric 

tonnes (MMT)). On the consumption side, China and India together represented nearly 40 

percent of global nitrogen use (111.4 MMT) (FAOSTAT, 2025). India is also the fourth-largest 

producer of phosphatic fertilisers, after China, Morocco and the United States, and the 

second-largest consumer globally, accounting for roughly 19 percent of global phosphatic 

fertiliser consumption. In potassic fertilisers, however, India has negligible domestic 

production and depends almost entirely on imports, making it one of the world’s largest 

import-dependent markets for potassium-bearing fertilisers. 

Despite its sizeable domestic production capacity, India’s fertiliser supply remains closely tied 

to global markets. In 2024–25, India imported around 5.6 million metric tonnes (MMT) of 

urea, accounting for roughly 15 percent of domestic consumption, with key suppliers 

including Oman, Russia, Saudi Arabia, Qatar and the United Arab Emirates (UAE). More 

fundamentally, the domestic production of nitrogen fertilisers relies heavily on natural gas as 

the primary feedstock. The fertiliser sector accounts for nearly 29 percent of India’s total 

natural gas consumption, yet more than half of the country’s gas requirement is met through 

imports. In the same year, India imported about 27 MMT of liquefied natural gas (LNG), 

approximately 61 percent of which was sourced from Gulf countries, particularly Qatar, the 

UAE and Oman. And almost 85 percent of the gas being used in urea production in India is 

imported largely from the Gulf region. 
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India’s production of phosphatic and complex fertilisers is heavily reliant on imports. In FY25, 

around 2.5 MMT of ammonia and 2.2 MMT of sulphur were imported, over 80 percent from 

Gulf countries. Dependence is also extreme for phosphatic inputs, with 90–95 percent of rock 

phosphate and half of phosphoric acid sourced from abroad. India also depends substantially 

on imports of finished products such as di-ammonium phosphate (DAP). Of the 9.2 MMT of 

DAP consumed in 2024–25, nearly 4.5 MMT was imported from suppliers including Saudi 

Arabia (42 percent), Morocco (23 percent), China (19 percent) and Russia (6 percent).  In 

recent years, China—traditionally one of the world’s largest exporters of phosphatic 

fertilisers—has imposed periodic restrictions and informal export controls on DAP shipments. 

These measures have tightened global supply conditions and reduced the availability of 

Chinese fertilisers in international markets, contributing to price volatility and supply 

uncertainty for major importers such as India. In the case of potassic fertilisers, India is almost 

entirely dependent on imports, sourced mainly from Russia, Canada, Israel and Jordan while 

supplies from the Gulf countries remain relatively limited.  

These patterns highlight the structural vulnerability of India’s fertiliser supply chain, which is 

heavily concentrated across a limited set of supplier countries and closely linked to energy 

markets. The Russia–Ukraine war, China’s export restrictions on DAP, and escalating tensions 

in West Asia involving the United States, Israel and Iran—have heightened concerns over 

supply disruptions, shipping risks and volatility in both energy and fertiliser markets. Given 

India’s substantial dependence on imports, such external shocks can quickly transmit into 

domestic fertiliser availability and prices, increasing the fiscal burden of subsidies while posing 

risks to agricultural production and food price stability.  

Against this backdrop, strengthening fertiliser supply resilience has become a strategic 

priority for India. This requires not only ensuring adequate and affordable availability of 

fertilisers for farmers but also reducing systemic exposure to global supply shocks. Reforming 

the fertiliser subsidy regime is therefore critical—not only to correct nutrient imbalances and 

ease fiscal pressures but also to enhance long-term supply security. At the same time, 

diversifying import sources, securing long-term resource partnerships abroad, and improving 

the efficiency and competitiveness of domestic production will be essential for reducing 

vulnerabilities. Looking ahead, evolving global energy transitions—including the emergence 

of green ammonia and low-carbon fertiliser pathways—could reshape fertiliser supply chains 

and open new avenues for strategic collaboration and technological partnerships. 

This policy brief examines the evolving structure of India’s fertiliser dependence within the 

global fertiliser economy and assesses the geopolitical and economic risks embedded in 

current supply chains. It further identifies policy pathways for enhancing supply security, 

improving system resilience and aligning fertiliser management with broader goals of food 

security, economic stability and sustainable agriculture. 
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2. Question of India’s Self-reliance in Fertiliser Supply: Products and Feedstocks 

Over the past two decades, India’s domestic production of major fertiliser nutrients (N, P and 

K) has grown substantially, from 13.7 MMT in 2000–01 to 22.1 MMT in 2024–25, an increase 

of about 49 percent. However, demand has expanded even faster, rising from 16.7 MMT to 

about 33 MMT over the same period. As a result, the gap between domestic supply and 

demand has widened, pushing fertiliser imports from 2.2 MMT to 9.3 MMT. Consequently, 

India’s import dependence has increased, from about 13 percent of consumption in 2000–01 

to nearly 28 percent in 2024–25. In terms of product mix, of the total fertiliser consumption 

of  70.7 MMT in 2024-25, urea dominated the basket, with 38.7 MMT, 55 percent share of 

total fertiliser use and nearly 80 percent of nitrogen consumption. Among phosphatic 

fertilisers, DAP accounted for 9.3 MMT (13 percent), followed by SSP at 4.9 MMT (7 percent). 

Potassic fertiliser use remained modest, at 2.2 MMT (3 percent). Complex fertilisers (other 

than DAP) formed a significant share at 14.2 MMT (around 20 percent), while other straight 

fertilisers contributed about 1.26 MMT (2 percent). In contrast, the market for speciality 

nutrients, including micronutrients and other high-value products, remains very small—

estimated at around 0.4 MMT annually (Damodaran, 2026). 

2.1 Urea 

Urea remains the cornerstone of India’s fertiliser use, but its supply dynamics reveal 

persistent import dependence. Consumption rose sharply from 30.6 MMT in 2015–16 to 38.7 

MMT in 2024–25, while domestic production stagnated at around 30.6 MMT, declining 

slightly in recent years and expected to remain below 30 MMT in 2025–26. As demand 

continues to grow, the gap is increasingly met through imports—about 5.6 MMT in 2024–25, 

implying a self-sufficiency level of roughly 79 percent (FAI, 2025). However, effective self-

reliance is lower because domestic production itself relies heavily on imported natural gas as 

feedstock (explained in section 2.2). The persistent increase in urea consumption is closely 

linked to distorted price signals and policy design. Urea is sold at a statutorily fixed and highly 

subsidised price, whereas P and K fertilisers are relatively costlier. This encourages excessive 

nitrogen use and under-application of P and K, leading to an imbalanced N:P:K ratio, declining 

soil health, falling nutrient-use efficiency and crop response to nitrogen over time. In addition, 

diversion of subsidised urea for industrial use or cross-border smuggling has further inflated 

fiscal costs and undermined the objective of balanced fertilisation and sustainable agricultural 

growth. India sources urea imports from multiple suppliers. In 2024–25, Oman accounted for 

46 percent of urea imports, followed by Russia (16 percent), Saudi Arabia (9 percent) and the 

UAE (6 percent) (Figure 1). With global prices averaging around USD 363/tonne, the value of 

urea imports in 2024–25 was about USD 2.05 billion. However, international prices have 

recently become highly volatile. Following the escalation of hostilities involving Iran, Israel 

and the United States on 28 February 2026, global urea prices jumped from USD 484/tonne 

to about USD 652/tonne within ten days, a spike of 35 percent, and it is likely to go further 

every day as the uncertainty of war mounts. 
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Figure 1: Urea Imports by India in  

2024-25 (5.6 MMT) 

Figure 2: LNG Imports by India in  

2024 -25 (27 MMT) 

  

Source: FAI (2025) Source: DGCIS (2025) 

2.2 Liquified Natural Gas (LNG) 

Natural gas is the key feedstock for urea production in India, making fertiliser supply closely 

tied to energy imports. LNG imports have risen sharply from 13.1 MMT in 2012–13 to 27 MMT 

in 2024–25 (FAI, 2025). Qatar is the largest supplier with 41 percent, followed by the United 

States (19 percent), United Arab Emirates (13 percent), Oman (7 percent) and Nigeria (5 

percent). Together, these five countries account for about 85 percent of India’s LNG imports, 

indicating significant concentration risk (Figure 2). Around 85 percent of the gas used for 

domestic urea production is imported LNG. In 2024–25, 12.8 MMT or 48 percent of total LNG 

imports were consumed by the fertiliser industry, valued at about USD 6.15 billion. The 

sector’s dependence on imported gas has increased sharply over time: in 2012–13 about 76 

percent of fertiliser-sector gas demand was met through domestic production, whereas today 

imported LNG accounts for more than 80 percent. This growing reliance on imported gas from 

a limited set of suppliers exposes India’s fertiliser sector to global price volatility, shipping 

disruptions and increasing geopolitical risks, making energy security critical for both fertiliser 

supply and the broader agricultural economy. 

Natural Gas Pricing and India’s Effective Self-Sufficiency in Urea 

Natural gas prices in India are government-regulated and linked to 12.6 percent of the 

average crude oil import price, with a floor and ceiling to limit volatility. Gas from deepwater 

and difficult fields is auctioned and typically trades near the upper ceiling, leaving fertiliser 

plants with little price advantage over imported LNG. In 2024–25, the administered gas ceiling 

price was USD 10 per MMBtu, while imported LNG averaged about USD 9.24 per MMBtu, 

indicating that domestic gas prices were broadly aligned with global LNG rates. Natural gas 

also carries multiple taxes and charges—including customs duty, VAT, GST on regasification 
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and transport, and destination-state VAT—resulting in an overall tax burden of roughly 24 

percent on delivered gas. Using an energy norm of 24.34 MMBtu (GCV) per tonne of urea and 

average conversion costs of INR 4,000 per tonne, the estimated production cost of urea is 

about INR 34,853 per tonne. Taxes alone account for around 21 percent of production costs. 

These cost pressures reduce the competitiveness of domestic production relative to imports. 

When both direct urea imports and the import content of natural gas feedstock are 

considered, India’s effective self-sufficiency in urea falls to about 46 percent of total domestic 

requirement in 2024–25. 

2.3 Diammonium Phosphate (DAP) 

Phosphate consumption in India continues to be heavily skewed toward a single product and 

import reliance, underscoring both market concentration and supply risk. DAP dominates the 

segment, accounting for over 60 percent of phosphate fertiliser use for more than a decade. 

In 2024–25, DAP consumption reached 9.2 MMT, with about half (4.5 MMT) met through 

imports due to limited domestic reserves of high-grade rock phosphate. The value of DAP 

imports during the year stood at USD 2.7 billion1 (INR 23,131 crore)2.  

Figure 3: DAP Imports by India in 2024-25 (4.5 MMT) 

Source: FAI (2025) 

Import sourcing of DAP is highly concentrated, with five countries—Saudi Arabia, Morocco, 

China, Russia and Jordan, together accounting for 95 percent of India’s DAP imports (Figure 

3). India’s heavy dependence on Saudi Arabia is particularly concerning amid rising 

geopolitical tensions in West Asia, as disruptions to shipping routes or fertiliser production in 

the Gulf region could affect a substantial share of India’s DAP supply. This underscores the 

vulnerability created by supplier concentration and the need for greater source 

diversification. 

 
1  CFR of DAP (USD 599 per tonne) * Quantity (4.57 MMT) = USD 2.7 billion (FAI, 2025) 
2  At conversion rate of 1 USD= INR 84.5 (RBI, 2025) 
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2.4 Rock Phosphate and Phosphoric Acid 

India’s phosphatic fertiliser production remains heavily dependent on imported inputs. In 

2024–25, domestic rock phosphate output was only 1.37 MMT against imports of 11.95 MMT, 

implying over 90 percent import dependence. Similarly, phosphoric acid production was 2.16 

MMT, nearly matched by imports of 2.12 MMT, meaning about half the requirement was 

sourced from abroad. Overall, indigenous rock contributed just 7 percent to phosphorus 

production, while imported rock accounted for 60 percent and imported acid 33 percent, 

highlighting deep structural dependence on external inputs. 

Table 1: Estimated Share of Different Sources in P production in 2024–25 

Products Products (MMT) Nutrient (MMT) Share (%) 

Indigenous rock (32% P) 1.37 0.44 7% 

Imported rock (32% P) 11.95 3.82 60% 

Imported Phosphoric acid (100% P) 2.12 2.12 33% 

Total Supply  6.38 100% 

Source: Author’s Compilation using data from FAI 

Major suppliers for rock phosphate include Jordan (46 percent), Morocco (16 percent), Egypt 

(14 percent), Togo (10 percent) and Algeria (4 percent), which together account for 90 percent 

of total imports in 2024-25. Morocco and Jordan, in particular, are leading global exporters 

with large phosphate reserves of 50 billion tonnes and 1 billion tonnes respectively in 2023 

and extensive mining operations (USGS, 2025). Similarly, sources of phosphoric acid imports 

include Jordan (33 percent), Senegal (24 percent) and Morocco (18 percent) together 

supplying 75 percent of acid (FAI, 2025). While these regions are not directly affected by the 

ongoing U.S.–Israel–Iran conflict, reliance on a few suppliers still exposes India to logistical 

disruptions, geopolitical spillovers and global price volatility. 

Feedstock Pricing and Self-Sufficiency of Phosphatic (DAP and SSP) and Complex Fertilisers 

(NP and NPK) 

India’s phosphatic and complex fertiliser production relies heavily on imported feedstocks 

(rock phosphate, sulphur, phosphoric acid, ammonia and MOP). In 2024–25, the cost of 

imported feedstocks at average CFR prices was about USD 6.6 billion (INR 55,709 crore)3. 

Adding domestic rock phosphate (INR 2894.13 crore) and sulphur (INR 2,692.85 crore)4, brings 

the total feedstock cost to INR 61,295.89 crore. Domestic processing and conversion for 

producing DAP, SSP, NP and NPK fertilisers add about 20 percent value, estimated at INR 

12,259 crore. When imports of finished DAP and complex fertilisers are included, the total 

value of phosphatic and complex fertiliser supply reached about INR 1.08 lakh crore in 2024–

25. On this basis — after factoring in domestic raw materials and the value added through 

 
3  Converted using the current exchange rate of 1 USD = INR 84.5 (RBI, 2025) 
4  Total sulphur used by fertiliser industry is 3.8 MMT, in which 1.32 MMT is sourced from imports (60 percent of total sulphur imports). 

Remaining 2.48 MMT is sourced from various domestic sources. 
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domestic production processes, and the value of all other imported raw materials, 

intermediates and finished products, India’s effective self-sufficiency in phosphatic and 

complex fertilisers works out to only about 16.5 percent for 2024–25. This means that around 

85 percent of the value chain for these fertilisers is dependent on imports. Such a high degree 

of import reliance highlights structural vulnerabilities in the phosphatic fertiliser value chain, 

making supply stability and price volatility in global markets important determinants of India’s 

fertiliser security going forward. 

2.5 Muriate of Potash (MOP) 

India is fully dependent on imports for potassic fertilisers as it lacks commercially viable 

domestic potash reserves. In 2024–25, direct MOP consumption was about 2.2 MMT, while 

imports reached 3.54 MMT, with the balance used in the manufacture of complex fertilisers 

(NP/NPK). At an average CFR price of USD 293 per tonne, the value of MOP imports used 

directly is estimated at about INR 5,447 crore5. Import sourcing is highly concentrated. Four 

countries account for over 90 percent of India’s potash imports—Russia (51 percent), Canada 

(25 percent), Israel (8 percent) and Jordan (8 percent). India’s heavy reliance on Russia is 

particularly sensitive in the context of the ongoing Russia–Ukraine War, which has already 

disrupted global fertiliser markets through sanctions, trade restrictions and logistical 

bottlenecks. With no domestic potash production, any escalation in geopolitical tensions or 

supply disruptions from these key exporters could directly affect fertiliser availability and 

agricultural productivity, underscoring the need for diversified sourcing and strategic 

procurement. 

3. Summary: India’s Self-reliance in Fertiliser Supply 

The table below shows how the total input value (INR 2,37,713.5 crore) used by the fertiliser 

sector breaks down between imported components, domestic inputs, processing (value 

addition), and overall supply. The key takeaway is how heavily dependent India is on foreign 

supplies for fertiliser feedstocks and finished products. 

Table 2: Self-reliance in Fertilisers 

Component Amount (INR crore) Share  

Imported feedstocks (LNG, rock phosphate, phosphoric acid, 

sulphur, ammonia, MOP) 
1,05,786.3   ~44.5 %  

Imported finished fertilisers (urea, DAP, MOP) 57,367.7  ~24.1%  

Domestic feedstocks (LNG, rock phosphate & sulphur) 13,738.4   ~5.8%  

Domestic value addition (processing, conversion, other inputs) 60,821.1  ~25.6 %  

Total value of fertiliser supply 2,37,713.5  100% 

Source: Author’s Calculation using data from FAI 

 
5  MOP CFR at USD 293 (conversion rate of USD 1 = INR 84.5) and consumption of 2.2 MMT (actual imports were 3.54 MMT where 1.34 

MMT considered to be used as feedstock for complex fertiliser. 
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This sums up that imported feedstocks alone make up about 44.5 percent of the total value 

used in fertiliser manufacture. While imported finished fertilisers account for another 24.1 

percent. Together, this means about 68.6 percent of the fertiliser value chain depends on 

foreign sources, either raw materials or finished products. Furthermore, only about 5.8 

percent comes from domestic feedstocks, and around 25.6 percent is domestic value addition 

(processing and manufacturing). When all factors are combined, India’s effective self-

sufficiency in this segment is only 31.4 percent. Overall, these dependencies mean that 

India’s fertiliser security is not insulated from external shocks and market instability. This 

highlights the importance of policies that diversify import sources, develop strategic reserves, 

encourage overseas investments in feedstock assets, and strengthen domestic processing 

capabilities to buffer against global price and supply chain fluctuations. Section 4 discusses in 

detail the possible ways to de-risk fertiliser supply for India. 

4. Recommendations for De-risking Fertiliser Supply 

4.1. Rationalising Fertiliser Subsidy Policy  

Extremely low prices of urea (N) vis-à-vis Phosphate (DAP) and potassic fertilisers (MOP) has 

led to imbalanced use of fertilisers, diversion of urea to non-agricultural purposes, and 

lowered the crop response ratio. Against this backdrop, what are the policy options? Here is 

a list that we feel can set the fertiliser on efficient path: 

i. Shift from blanket fertiliser subsidies toward Direct Benefit Transfer (DBT) to 

farmers’ bank accounts matching current subsidy levels but adjusted seasonally 

(before kharif and rabi). If needed, it can be tweaked a bit depending upon which 

crops farmers are growing, and what is the level of irrigation with those farmers by 

using AgriStack data.  This would incentivise farmers to use more balanced doses of 

N, P and K. Also, with the prices of these being market determined, the diversion of 

urea (N) into non-agricultural uses and even across borders would dramatically 

reduce, giving high savings to the government. Our estimates suggest that these 

savings could be as high as INR 40,000 crore annually.   

Operationalising a shift from price-based subsidies to DBT requires a coordinated, 

phased, and data-driven approach by states. The process should begin with digitising 

and verifying land records and linking them to Aadhaar-seeded bank accounts to 

ensure accurate and timely transfers. Existing databases such as PM-KISAN, state 

farmer registries, and digital platforms like AgriStack can be leveraged to identify 

beneficiaries, with gram panchayats assisting in validation to include tenant farmers, 

sharecroppers, and women farmers. Once verified, the per-hectare equivalent of 

the current subsidy can be transferred directly to farmers. Over time, integrating soil 

health data, cropping patterns, irrigation status, and satellite inputs can enable a 

shift from uniform payments to more targeted, need-based support. Linking DBT to 

Kisan Credit Cards (KCC) can further ease liquidity constraints during sowing seasons. 
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Strong farmer awareness campaigns, digital monitoring tools, and a coordinated 

Centre–State framework will be essential for smooth implementation. Savings from 

reduced leakages can be reinvested in sustainable practices such as drip fertigation, 

bio-fertilisers, crop diversification, and soil health improvement, enhancing both 

economic and environmental outcomes. 

ii. Quantitative restrictions on subsidised fertilisers: If full price decontrol is not 

feasible, we need to move towards quantitative restrictions on the use of fertilisers. 

Using the soil health cards, holding size, cropping patterns, etc in the AgriStack, 

subsidised quantities of fertilisers can be limited as per the recommendations of the 

State Agricultural University.   

iii. Bring Urea under the Nutrient-Based Subsidy (NBS) Scheme: If implementing a full-

scale subsidy reform is politically challenging and requires more preparation, a 

pragmatic alternate step could be to bring urea under the NBS scheme, applying a 

flat-rate subsidy across all three primary nutrients—N, P and K.  While the retail price 

of urea would likely rise, the impact on farmers can be cushioned by moderating the 

prices of DAP and MOP to narrow the price gap. Clear communication and targeted 

compensation would be essential to ensure that farmers’ overall costs do not 

increase. This would help restore the relative balance—currently skewed in favour 

of urea—and encourage farmers to adopt more balanced and efficient nutrient 

management practices. In addition, efficient fertiliser use would reduce the 

environmental impact of excessive nutrient runoff, which contributes to soil 

degradation, water pollution, and greenhouse gas emissions.  

iv. Towards Fertiliser-Neutral Subsidy Policy: Another reform option is to introduce a 

fertiliser-neutral subsidy framework that provides equitable support to chemical, 

bio, nano, and soluble fertilisers based on their nutrient content and agronomic 

performance. Such an approach would correct the existing bias in favour of 

conventional chemical fertilisers and promote wider adoption of environmentally 

sustainable alternatives. Transparent communication, supported by field 

demonstrations and evidence-based assessments, will be essential to building trust 

and ensuring the success of this important policy shift. 

4.2. Nitrogenous Fertilisers 

i. Enhance Import Planning and Demand Forecasting: India’s large and sudden urea 

import tenders often influence global prices. Better short-term forecasting of 

domestic demand and production—covering at least six months ahead—would 

allow imports to be staggered more efficiently and reduce price spikes in 

international markets 

ii. Secure Long-Term Supply through Strategic Partnerships: India already has 

successful overseas fertiliser ventures such as the Oman India Fertiliser Company 

(OMIFCO). Expanding this model through long-term offtake agreements and joint 
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ventures in resource-rich countries can secure stable supply. However, given current 

geopolitical tensions affecting traditional suppliers, India should diversify 

partnerships beyond the Gulf region, including producers in Africa, Central Asia and 

Latin America. 

iii. Reduce Input Cost through Gas Market Reforms: Domestic urea production relies 

heavily on imported natural gas. Rationalising taxes on LNG, eliminating import 

duties and bringing natural gas under GST at a moderate rate could lower feedstock 

costs and reduce subsidy burdens. Lower input costs would improve the 

competitiveness of India’s fertiliser plants, many of which are already among the 

most energy-efficient globally. 

iv. Diversify Nitrogen Sources and Promote Balanced Products: India’s fertiliser use 

remains heavily skewed toward urea, contributing to nutrient imbalance and 

dependence on imported natural gas. Promoting alternative nitrogen sources such 

as ammonium sulphate, ammonium chloride and ammonium phosphates can help 

diversify the nutrient mix. For instance, in China about 55 percent of nitrogen is 

applied through compound fertilisers, compared with roughly 8 - 10 percent in India 

(IFA, 2025). Expanding domestic capacity to produce ammonium phosphates and 

ammonium sulphate using green ammonia could further reduce reliance on 

imported ammonia and LNG while supporting balanced fertilisation. 

4.3. Phosphatic Fertilisers 

i. Reduce Excessive Reliance on DAP: India’s phosphate consumption is heavily 

concentrated in DAP. Allowing the retail price of DAP to move more flexibly within 

the NBS framework would encourage the use of alternative products such as Triple 

Super Phosphate (TSP) and Single Super Phosphate (SSP). Reducing dependence on 

DAP is particularly important given recent export restrictions imposed by China, 

which have tightened global supply and increased price volatility for major 

importers like India. 

ii. Strategic Overseas Investments: To strengthen supply security, India should expand 

equity investments and joint ventures in phosphatic resources abroad, supported 

by long-term offtake agreements. Existing partnerships—such as Industries 

Chimiques du Sénégal (ICS) in Senegal, Indo Maroc Phosphore in Morocco, Jordan 

India Fertiliser Company (JIFCO) in Jordan and TIFERT in Tunisia—provide assured 

access to phosphoric acid and rock phosphate. India also has a long-term DAP supply 

agreement with Ma'aden in Saudi Arabia covering over 3 MMT annually. However, 

rising geopolitical tensions in West Asia create potential risks for supply chains 

passing through the Gulf region. In this context, Morocco—which holds nearly 70 

percent of global rock phosphate reserves (U.S. Geological Survey, 2025) and is led 

by OCP Group—offers a strategically more stable location for upstream investments, 

as it lies outside the immediate conflict zone. Expanding diversified overseas 
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partnerships across regions will therefore be critical to reduce concentration risk 

and ensure stable access to key phosphatic inputs. 

iii. Expand Exploration and Promote Value-added Use of Indigenous Resources: India 

possesses about 312.7 MMT (IBM, 2025) of low-grade phosphate deposits in 

Rajasthan, Madhya Pradesh, Uttar Pradesh and West Bengal, most of which remain 

underutilised. Although such rock has low water solubility, it can be used effectively 

through direct application in acidic soils, partial acidulation to produce Partially 

Acidulated Phosphate Rock (PAPR), or conversion into Phosphate Rich Organic 

Manure (PROM). 

4.4. Potassic Fertilisers 

i. Overseas investments and long-term supply agreements with global producers can 

help secure potash supplies and reduce exposure to volatile spot markets. Indian 

fertiliser companies have used such long-term agreements, for instance, Canpotex 

(Canada) to secure dedicated import volumes, ahead of key sowing seasons.  

ii. Alternative domestic sources such as potash derived from molasses (PDM), crop 

residues and fly ash can supplement supply. PDM is already included in Fertiliser 

Control Order (FCO) with 14.5 percent K20 content. Given very large quantity of 

molasses being processed in the sugar and alcohol industry, production of PDM can 

be increased manifold. 

iii. India also has potash-bearing minerals such as glauconite, feldspar and silicate 

rocks, which can be used directly or processed through techniques like grinding, 

calcination or bio-inoculation to release plant-available potassium. Exploration of 

such deposits, including planned surveys in Rajasthan, could support long-term 

domestic supply. 

In conclusion, there is a strong case for establishing a dedicated fertiliser investment fund to 

secure strategic supply chains for India’s agriculture. As early as 2012, the Fertiliser Ministry 

proposed a sovereign-style fund to acquire overseas mineral assets—such as potash and rock 

phosphate—to reduce import dependence and strengthen long-term fertiliser security. An 

initial USD 1 billion fund, expandable over time, could support Indian fertiliser firms in taking 

equity stakes in global mining and production projects, while also financing domestic 

exploration of fertiliser minerals. Such a mechanism would shift India from reactive import 

procurement to proactive, investment-led supply security. However, supply-side investments 

alone are insufficient. Reforming the fertiliser subsidy regime is equally critical. Rationalising 

subsidies, deregulating fertiliser prices, restricting quantities and supporting farmers through 

direct income transfers are some policy options that would reduce nutrient imbalances, curb 

excessive demand and diversion, and ease fiscal pressures—thereby improving efficiency 

across nitrogen, phosphatic and potassic fertiliser systems while lowering import 

dependence. 
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